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MONDAY, APRIL 23, 1956 


Unirep States SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, D. C. 
The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to recess, in room 
F-82, the Capitol, Hon. Allen J. Ellender (chairman of the subcom- 
mittee) presiding. 
Present: Senators Ellender, Hayden, Robertson, and Thye. 


CIVIL FUNCTIONS—DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
GREAT LAkes—St. LAwrence Basin 


STATEMENTS OF MAJ. GEN. E. C. ITSCHNER, ASSISTANT CHIEF OF 
ENGINEERS FOR CIVIL WORKS; BRIG. GEN. P. D. BERRIGAN, DIVI- 
SION ENGINEER, NORTH CENTRAL DIVISION; COL. CLARENCE 
C. RENSHAW, DIVISION ENGINEER, NORTH ATLANTIC DIVISION ; 
AND B. J. TOFANI, CHIEF, PROGRAMS BRANCH, CIVIL WORKS 


EVALUATION OF PROJECTS 


Senator ELLENDER. The committee will be in order. 

General, before you start your testimony, I wonder if you could 
evaluate for us briefly the good that came from the navigation proj- 
ects on the upper Mississippi River and what these projects have 
contributed to the development of the valley in the area, which you 
head for the corps? 

General Berrican. The upper Mississippi River project has devel- 
oped much more cargo than we estimated at the time the project was 
recommended to the Congress, and each year we have increased 
commerce over the years before. 

The development in the upper Mississippi Valley, particwarly 
around Minneapolis and St. Paul, and other of the larger towns along 
the upper Mississippi, has gone ahead because of the cheaper trans- 
portation, particularly of coal and petroleum products coming in and 
grain goitig out. These areas have been growing by leaps and bounds. 


EFFECT OF FACILITIES ON RAILROAD ECONOMY 


Senator ELLENDER. There has been, as you have probably heard’ 
some criticism by some of the railroad people, maybe not so much in 
recent years, but in prior years, to the effect that the establishment by 
the Government of these navigation facilities will sooner or later be 
a disturbing factor as to their own operation. 
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However, has it been true in your area, as in‘others that we have 
been discussing here recently, that better water transportation has 
brought to centers of industry the bulk products, such as fuel, iron 
ore, and things like that, but that the finished product is transported 
by railroads? As the volume of one increases, so do the others? 

General Berrigan. That is essentially what happened i in this area 

Senator ELLENDER. And in that way, I am sure, as in other places, 
this additional freight that resulted from manufactured goods has 
been more beneficial to the railroads than if they had tried to carry 
the bulk commodities and then tried to serve the public in carrying 
the finished products. 

General Brerrican. I think the railroads do a better job on the 
finished product and the waterway on the bulky products. 





COMMERCE 





ON UPPER MISSISSIPPI 





General Irscuner. | might supplement the testimony of General 
Berrigan by saying that at ‘the time the upper Mississippi navigation 
project was formulated, and authorization was obtained, we esti- 
mated that at this time we would have 9 million tons of commerce 
on it every year. 

Senator ELLENDER. That was going to be my next question, about 
the increase. 

General IrscHNeER. Yes, sir. Actually, in 1954, we had 16,200,000 
tons of commerce, so the increase of 7,200,000 tons of commerce over 
our permere at this time has far exceeded our expectations. That is 
typical of a great many waterways in this country. They have 
developed muc ch faster than we thought would be possible. 

Senator ELLeNpER. General, in that connection, not to have the 
bright side only in this record, do you know of many places in which 
your estimates were less than anticipated? 

General Irscuner. I know of no major project, sir, where the esti- 
mates have not been exceeded in the past few years, and usually by 
very large amounts. 

The Missouri River navigation project has not progressed very fast 
so far, but it is increasing by leaps and bounds now, and we feel that 
the reason why it has not increased much in the past is because reli- 
able depths for navigation have not been obtained. 
MISSOURI 


RIVER PROJECT 








Senator ELLeNpDER. In connection with the Missouri River, | was 
at a little party the other night, at the inland waterways convention, 
I believe, and a Mr. Ingersoll brought.to my attention a resolution 
that was adopted by somebody—I don’t know whether it was in Mis- 
souri or somewhere along the Missouri River—regarding a project 
there that was in the offing and one which I believe the engineers 
supported. The idea was to place riprap across the river—it was 
cheap construction—so as to raise the water level and thereby in- 
crease the depth. He asked me the prospect of getting a project like 
that in the construction stage immediately. 

I told him that as far as I was concerned, I would be glad to look 
into it, but I knew of many other projects that were far ahead of his, 
and when I asked him about the cost, as I remember he said only $16 
million or $25 million. 
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I said, “I think that’s quite a bit of money when you stop to think 
of ae projects just as worthy as yours which have been authorized 
for years and for which the people are still waiting.” 

I said, ‘“The process is for you to get authorization and then when 
that is done, we might be able to get you a few pennies to at least 
make a start.” 

General Irscuner. The difficulty there is that the available depths 
at the Alton locks on the downstream side have been as little as 6% 
feet for what is supposed to be a 9-foot navigation project. That con- 
stitutes the bottleneck then in the entire Mississippi River and tribu- 
tary system. 

Senator ELLENDER. You think well of the project? 

General Irscuner. Extremely well, sir. The purpose of the project 
is to provide 9-foot depths reliably at Alton during periods of low flow. 
would consist of a sill constructed across the Mississippi River just 
below the mouth of the Missouri, downstream from Alton, in the vicin- 
ity of Chain of Rocks. 

Senator ELLENDER. You use a lot of riprap to kind of steer the flow 
of the water to make it rise? 

General IrscHner. It will be constructed of rock placed in the bed 
of the Mississippi River at that point so as to raise the depths that 
additional 24 feet at Alton. 


PROJECT NOT AUTHORIZED 


Senator ELLENDER. Even though you should be favorably inclined 
to it, would Congress have to authorize it? 


General IrscHNER. The Congress must authorize it. 
Senator ELLENDER. I told him I didn’t think it could be tied into 
any other peas already authorized as an addition to it. He said 


all of this developed within the last 30 years. 

L said, “Yes; but a favorable report has just gone to the Publie 
Works Committee. I shall be glad to take the matter up with Senator 
Chavez, who heads the Public “Works Committee, to the end that an 
authorization of that project can be undertaken soon.” 

All right. The present commerce, as you said, has increased by 7 
million tons since the authorization of these projects? 

General IrscHNER. It is really 7,200,000 tons above the amount 
that we anticipated at the time the project was authorized. 

Senator ELLENDER. An increase? 

General Irscuner. Above our estimate of what the commerce 
would be at this time. 

Senator ELLENDER. That is in line with most of the big projects 
that we have been discussing here. 

General Irscuner. I might say about the Missouri River, sir, so 
that I don’t leave a false impression, that actually in 1955, commerce 
on the Missouri River increased by 40 percent, so it is rising very 
greatly and we know from the terminal facilities that are being built 
and the barges that are being built for that particular service that it 
is certain to increase greatly in the next few years. 

Senator ELLENDER. As I pointed out, General—and I suppose you 
would agree with this—not only do these projects increase the navi- 

gability of streams, but they have the effect of forming pools of water 
for industrial use which would not otherwise occur unless you put 
dams in especially to hold it back. It has that effect? 
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General Brerrican. It has created such pools in the upper Mis- 
sissippi. They also have had tremendous benefits to wildlife. It is 
real duck country now. 

Senator ELLENDER. lt is my hope that the day will come when we 
are going to be as stingy as the Egyptians in letting any fresh water 
eo into the Mediterranean. We don’t want too much to go in the 
gulf, except as much as we can for New Orleans and those inland ports 
there, but what I mean is that I think it is a crime to permit so much 
fresh water to go down our rivers when we need that water so badly for 
industrial development and even for water supply for various cities in 
the interior of our country. 

General BerriGcan. Yes, sir. 


Great LAKeEs-StT. LAWRENCE BASIN 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 


ination and surveu funds 


Jnobligated | Unexpended 
balance balance 


$5, 707 
sae 


305, 27 
125, 000 


BURNS WATERWAY, IND. 


Senator ELLENDER. First are the survey items of the Great Lakes- 
St. Lawrence drainage area. We would like to have your justification 
for the estimates made. ‘The first one here is in Indiana, the Burns 
Waterway. 

The total estimated cost is $36,000 and the tentative allocation for 
1957 is $10,000, with allocations of $26,000 made previously. I see 
that this will actually complete the survey of that project. 

General BERRIGAN. Yes, sir. The Governor of Indiana and the 
people of Indiana seem very interested in that project. This is a 
navigation project. It is a new harbor in northern Indiana. 

Senator ELLENDER. Is that along the Great Lakes? 

General BERRIGAN. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Does that come about in connection with the 
St. Lawrence seaway developmeat to some extent? 

General BerriGAn. Yes, sir. I think the interest in it has come 
somewhat from the St. Lawrence. 


MicuHiGAN PRoJEctTs 


Senator ELLENDER. In Michigan, we have the Rouge % River, 
Manistique Harbor and Autrain or Shelter Bay. The moneys allo- 
cated for these proje cts, respectively, are $10,500, $2,800, and $1,100, 
ee these amounts, if made available, would complete the surveys of 
those 3 projects. 

General Berrican. Yes, sit 

Senator ELLeENDER. And you consider those important? 

General Berrigan. Very important projects. The Rouge River 
extends all the way up to the Ford plant. 
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Senator ELLENDER. Would you say that that comes about because 
of the St. Lawrence seaway development? 

General Berrican. I think it is justified pretty much by the 
commerce on the Great Lakes itself. 


DULUTH-SUPERIOR HARBOR, MINN. AND WIS. 


Senator ELLENDER. We have in Minnesota the Duluth-Superior 
Harbor, Minn. and Wis. 

The total estimated cost is $132,700, with $43,200 already spent 
and you have a tentative alloc ‘ation of $35,000. 

Do you consider that a very important project? 

General BerriGan. Yes, sir, that is very important. 

Senator ELLENDER. It justifies the expenditures of this money for 
further survey? 

General Berrican. That is one of our larger harbors in the whole 
country. 

Senator ELneENDER. That is where all that ore is? 

General BerrIGaNn. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Have you gentlemen made any investigation 
as to the length of time that the iron ore would be available at that 
port ue 

General Berrican. Yes, sir. In our connecting channels report, 
which we justified entirely on Great Lakes commerce, we made a very 
‘horough study of the length of life of the Mesabi ores. 

Senator ELLENDER. I understand in several reports that were 
made—I. don’t know where they emanated—that because we dissi- 
pated the resources there during the last two wars, the chances are 
the high-grade ore in that area would be limited to about 15 or 17 
years. 

Would you concur with that? 


TACONITE DEVELOPMENT 


General Berrigan. I believe they have made further studies and 
have given it a longer life, and, of course, there is a big taconite de- 
velopment which is going ahead very rapidly. 

Senator ELLENpDER. But that taconite development means an iron 
ore grade of what—about 25 percent or less? 

General Berrican. After they treat it at the plants that are there, 
it is about the same percentage of iron ore as the high-grade ores, but 

Is quite an expe nsive treatment process. 

| think the investment of the steel companies up there, put together 
on treatment of taconite ore, is in excess of $1 million. 

Senator ELLENDER. Is that right? The port would have to be 
used to carry that ore through to its destination? 

General Berrican. Yes, sir. 

Senator ExtnenperR. What about the Mesabi Range extending into 
Canada? Isn’t there some probability that ore can be obtained from 
Canada in that area? 

General Berrigan. There are at present some ore bodies in Canada 
that the Canadians are working. 

Senator ELLENDER. What is the life of those; do you know? 

General Berrigan. I am not familiar with those. I don’t believe 
they are as big as the Mesabi. 
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SANDUSKY AND CONNEAUT HARBORS, OHIO 


Senator ELLeENDER. In Ohio, the Sandusky Harbor and Conneaut 
Harbor. The total Federal estimated costs are $15,000 and $64,200, 
respectively. On each up to now we have allocated $7,600 and on 
the Sandusky Harbor $7,400 would complete the study and for the 
Conneaut you are asking $28,900. 

Do these studies come about because of the St. Lawrence seaway? 

General Brerrican. I think as to the Sandusky, the interest in the 
St. Lawrence has caused that study. 

Senator ELLENDER. Because of the need for deeper draft? 

General Berrigan. Because of the connecting channels now 
authorized we have essentially the same depths for the St. Lawrence 
and the connecting channels. 


MILWAUKEE HARBOR, WIS. 


Senator ELLENDER. In Wisconsin we have the Milwaukee Harbor. 
You are asking for $8,500 and that would complete the studies of 
that. That is another, | suppose, very important project for that 
area? 

General BERRIGAN. Yes, sir. 


KF LOOD-CONTROL STUDIES 
MAUMEE, INDIANA AND OHIO 


Senator ELLENpDER. Next are flood-control siudies for the same 
area. First is the Maumee River in Indiana and Ohio. 

The total estimated Federal cost 1s $314,200. You are asking for 
a tentative allocation of $30,000, with $206,600 already spent. Will 
vou tell us a little about that project? 

General Berrigan. On the Maumee River, the big city is Fort 
Wayne, Ind., and we have an interim report we will complete in the 
near future with available funds on the city of Fort Wayne, and we 
are completing a report on the Tiffin River this vear. 

Senator ELLENDER. Have you any estimates to give us as to what 
a project of this character will cost? 

General Berrigan. No, sir; not at this time. 

Senator ELLENDER. Your studies are not sufficiently advanced to 
be able to say what it will cost? 

General BERRIGAN. No, sir. 


AU GRES, GRAND AND KAWKAWLIN RIVERS, MICH. 


Senator ELLENDER. In Michigan we have 3 projects that are flood 
control studies, the Au Gres River, Grand River and Kawkawlin 
River, wherein you are asking for $30,400, $20,000 and $5,000, 
respectively, for those 3 projects. 

On the Au Gres River, the $30,400 would complete the project. 
How important are those projects? 

General Berrican. The first two are essentially agricultural flood 
problems. The Grand River is agricultural, but it has several urban 
problems, as well. 

Senator ELLENDER. How often have you had floods there? The 
next question I was going to ask you was as to whether or not the 
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studies are sufficiently advanced to indicate whether a project will be 
warranted? 

General Brerrican. I am certain that on the Grand River we will 
come up with some definite recommendations. 

Senator ELLENDER. You mean after this year? 

General BerriGan. After this year. 


ADEQUACY OF FUNDS 


Senator Turk. Will this be sufficient funds to do what you need 
or what you think you need to do, General, at the Duluth-Superior 
Harbor? 

General Berrigan. We will need some more funds, but these are 
sufficient funds to make the progress we can make. We are going to 
imake the model study on the Superior entry. That is the next step. 
That is underway now with the funds at hand, and we will be con- 
tinuing these studies. 

Senator Toys. | notice here that the additional money to complete 
this after the fiscal year of 1957 would be $54,500, but you think your 
$35,000 would carry you this year. 

General Berrican. It would carry us this year, and we will make 
progress toward studying one feature of the project, the Superior entry 


SMOKES CREEK, N. Y. 


Senator ELLENDER. Next is Smokes Creek. You want $5,000 allo- 
eated and that would complete the project studies. 
Senator ELLENDER. This is just for the engineering study? 


General IrscuNner. Yes, sir; just funds for the survey. 

Senator ELLeENDER. You haven’t firmed up the estimated cost of 
that? 

General Irscuner. No, sir; we do not know what the cost of that 
project will be. 

Senator ELLeENpER. Very well. | presume as soon as the studies 
are completed, you will be ready to get some construction funds. 


GREAT LAKES HARBORS 


Senator ELLENpDER. All right, next are the Great Lakes Harbors. 

General Irscuner. The Great Lakes Harbors survey, sir, is a 
special study. 

Senator ELLENDER. Is that in the light of the St. Lawrence seaway? 

General BerriGan. I think both the connecting channels and the 
St. Lawrence seaway. Actually the economic study is concerned 
with the St. Lawrence seaway. We will have a new pattern of ship- 
ping on the Great Lakes when the seaway is completed, and the 
economic pilot study, the first step, will be to see what effect this will 
have on shipping on the lakes. 

Senator ELLENDER. That is really in the light of the new methods 
of transportation and then the St. Lawrence seaway, which will 
encourage deep-draft ships. 

General Berrigan. We don’t know what type of pattern it will 
establish when they do come without thorough study. 
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Senator ELtenpEeR. Will you have enough with the $160,000 to start 
this survey? 

General Berrican. Yes, sir; $160,000 for the economic pilot sur- 
vey. The whole survey is $750, 000, which includes studying som: 
40 to 45 ports on the Great Lakes. 





PROJECT STUDY 








Senator Taye. In other words, General, you are coming to make 
study to determine the facilities necessary to accommodate the type o! 
shipping that your deep channel will attract? 

General Berrican. Yes, sir; or even to determine the shipping. 

Senator Tuys. Increased package freight, or whether it will bi 
the heavier cargoes that will come by way of ocean transportation 
that you will have to then determine? Have you the type of dock 
facilities that will accommodate that kind of shipping? Those are 

the studies that you will 

General Berrican. Yes, sir, and determine what particular area 
the cargo will go to or come from. 

General Irscuner. Also what channels must be deepened in order 
to accommodate that deep-draft transportation. 

Senator THyr. It is well that you are in the field, and, of course, 
you are going to have to have the money if you are going to do a 
thorough job so that you will keep abreast of what the shipping needs 
to be, once the channel depth is there. 

General Berrigan. I think the economic study will be of benefit 
to the pe ople around the Great Lakes so as to give them a more e xpert 
opinion of what kind of traffic will actually develop. 

All of these ports are hoping for certain traffic, but they are guessing 
and this would give us a chance to get these economic experts on trans- 
portation to see what will develop. 


























COMMERCE ON THE ILLINOIS 














Senator ELLENDER. In your studies, General, are you going to take 
into consideration the possibilities of transportation southward on 
the Illinois? 

General BerriGan. Yes, sir, the traffic that will come into Chicago 
and down the Calumet-Sag and down the Illinois and Mississippi. 

Senator ELtenper. Do you envision the deepening of any of the 
rivers or channels that are now in operation to the point where there 
may be deeper water transportation south of Chicago on down into 
the Mississippi? 

General Berrican. I envision that some time that will happen. At 
the present time we are completing a study on doubling the locks. 
It isn’t the draft so much as the capacity of the locks. That seems 
to be the first thing to increase, along with this problem at Alton that 
General Itschner spoke of. That is the question. 

Senator ELLENDER. If you recall, one of the objections to the St. 
Lawrence seaway was the fact that it would be closed 5 or 6 months 
of the year and the cost wouldn’t justify it, so some of the opponents 
of the project said, and that it would in some way cause the railroads 
to have all they can do for just a short period, and then the rest of the 
time, a lot of the stock would be idle. 
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General Berrigan. We now have a 14-foot project on the St. 
Lawrence and that works those 8 months to full capacity. I don’t 
believe that the railroads notice the effect of that when they close it. 

Senator ELLeNpER. In any event, I am sure that with all the 
‘+hanges made in the plans for the St. Lawrence seaway, the fact that 
he only thing we are contributing to now—l hope that is all we con- 
tribute to—would be what is built in the United States, and then a 
further development of transportation southward might solve the 
problem brought about by the 

General Berrigan. In other words, the shipping that uses the St. 
Lawrence in the summer may go by way of New Orleans in the 
winter and up the Mississippi. 

Senator Etnenper. That is right. In other words, we might 
assure them that there would be open water all year around and let 
them use the Panama Canal. You can probably get a lot of these 
voods westward and on into South America on the west coast. 

General Berrigan. The 14-foot ships are in business all year 
around, 8 months on the St. Lawrence and 4 months otherwise. 

Senator ELLENDER. These studies that you contemplate, that you 
have been talking about, envision that possibility? 

Generao BerriGANn. Yes, sir. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLenper. The justification will be placed in the record. 
The justification referred to follows:) 


GREAT LAKES-St. LAWRENCE DRAINAGE AREA—JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 
GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS, FISCAL YEAR 1957 


Examinations and surveys 


a) Navigation studies.—The amount of $104,200 is requested for prosecution 
of 8 studies in the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Basin during fiscal year 1957. 
This amount will permit completion of 6 reports and progress on 2 others. 

he tentative allocations by studies follow: 


estimated prior to 
Federal fiscal year 
cost | 1957 


allocation, to complete 
fiscal year after fiseal 
1957 year 1957 


Total Allocation Tentative Additional 
| 
| 


| 
Indiana: Burns Waterway | $36, 000 $26, 000 | $10, 000 
lichigan | 
Rouge River : | 28, 800 | 18, 300 | 10, 500 
Manistique Harbor ; 2, 800 0 | ?, 800 
Autrain or Shelter Bay ; 2, 500 1, 400 1, 100 
Minnesota Duluth-Superior Harbor, Mi-- 
ota and Wisconsin 132, 700 43, 200 35, 000 
ilo: | 
Sandusky Harbor 15,000 | 7,600 | 7,400 
Conneaut Harbor 64, 200 7,600 | 28, 900 
Wisconsin: Milwaukee Harbor 12, 000 3, 500 8, 500 


Total 5 294, 000 107, 600 104, 200 


b) Flood control studies._-The amount of $90,400 is requested for prosecution 
of 5 studies in the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Basin during fiscal year 1957. This 
‘mount will permit completion of 2 reports and progress on 3 others. 
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The tentative allocations by studies follow: 











Total Allocation Tentative Additional 
Study estimated prior to allocation, to complete 
E : Federal fiscal year fiscal year after fiscal 
cost 1957 1957 year 1957 






















Indiana: Maumee River, Ind. and Ohio $314, 200 $206, 600 $30, 000 $77, 6X 


Michigan 
Au Gres River 38. 000 7, 600 30, 400 
Grand River 184, 900 22. 400 20, 000 142. KX 
Kawkawlin River 39, 000 5, 100 5, 000 28, WOK 
New York: Smokes Creek 15, 000 10, 000 5. 000 
Total 591, 100 251, 700 90, 400 249. (1K 





(c) Beach erosion cooperative studies.—The amount of $10,000 is requested 
for completion of J study in the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence drainage area. 









Total Allocations Tentative Additional 







Study estimated prior to allocation, to complete 
: ’ Federal fiscal vear fiscal year after fiscal 
cost 1957 1957 year 1957 













Ohio: Michigan line to Marblehead $10, 000 $10, 000 












(d) Special studies.—The amount of $160,000 is requested for initiation of the 
study of the Great Lakes harbors 












Total Allocations rentative A dditional 


Study estimated prior to allocation, to complete 
’ Federal fiscal year fiscal year after fiscal 
cost 1957 1957 year 1957 










$750, OOO 





Great Lakes harbor $160, 000 $590, 00 














Grand total 1, 645, 100 364, 600 921, 20K 


ApvVANCE ENGINEERING AND DESIGN 



















SAGINAW RIVER, MICH. 









Senator ELLtenper. All right. We go now to a justification for 
advance engineering and design for the Saginaw River with total 
Federal estimated cost at $5,390,000 and tentative allocation for 1957 
of $50,000. 

What do you propose to do with that money? 

General Berrigan. That is for advance planning. 

Senator ELLENDER. Have you enough money to proceed with that? 

General BerriGan. This would be enough money to complete the 
planning necessary to start construction. 





MODIFICATION OF PLANS 








Senator ELLENDER. I notice there were modifications made in the 
plans which were authorized by the River and Harbor Act of 1954. 
| notice here that the estimated cost of the 1954 modification is 
$5,390,000, with a cost-benefit ratio under the current modification 
of 1.48 to 1. 

General Berrigan. There were no recent changes in the cost esti- 


mate other than price level increases. This is a newly authorized 
















PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 1363 


modification. We have bad several prior modifications of this project. 
| think the Senator would be interested—I had a letter given to me by 
a stamp collector 90 years old this month which desc ribed a trip from 
Toledo through the Detroit River by a sailing vessel and he got up 
into the Bay City and the water over the bar was 6 feet 4 inches. 
This was on Wednesday, and later he was trying to decide whether 
he would wait until Saturday because there was a dredge working 
there which was going to have 7 feet on Saturday. 

This modification of the project makes it 24 feet deep, so we have 
vone from the nature of something about 6 feet to 24 feet with various 
authorizations on the Saginaw. 

Senator ELLENDER. All right. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


Additional 
required 
after fiscal 
year 1957 to 
complete pre- 
construction 
planning 


Tentative Additional 

allocation, to complete 

fiscal vear ifter fiscal 
1957 year 1957 


‘l otal esti- Allotments 
Project mated Fed- | prior to fiscal 
eral cost year 1957 


igation projects: 
Michigan: Saginaw River $5, 390, 000 $50, 000 5, 340, 000 


The continued expansion of industry in the Saginaw Valley, accompanied by 
further enlargement of steam powerplants, results in the need for increasing trans- 
portation facilities. Deepening of present channe!s and construction of addi- 
ional mooring and turning basins will open the harbor to the larger boats now 
plying the Great Lakes; will allow operators to load vessels to full draft; and will 
reduce damages due to groundings. Large savings in transportation costs and 
increased ease and safety to navigation will result. The benefit-to-cost ratio 
is 1.48 to 1.0. 


if Loop-ConTROL PROJECTS 
LITTLE CALUMET RIVER, ILL. AND IND. 


Senator ELLENDER. Next is the Little Calumet River in Illinois 
and Indiana. the total estimated cost of the project is $592,000 and 
the amouit asked for engineering and design is $24,000. Again, this 
is merely for engineering. Do you have enough money available so 
that you can make this ponies ct ready for construction next year? 

General BerriGan. Yes, si 

Senator ELLeENDER. The same thing goes for Saginaw River, 
presume, 

General BerriGan. Yes, sir. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
lhe justification referred to follows:) 
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Additiona 
Tentative Additional require 
ita iditional poate 
allocation, to complete after fiscal 


1 vet 957 1 
fiscal year after fiscal year I 
1957 year 1957 


Allotments 
prior to fist il 
year 1957 complete pre 
constructi 

plannir 


; | 
$24, 000 | 


$568, 000 


The project provides for enlargement of Calumet Union drainage ditch and 
connections to provide adequate drainage outlet to Little Calumet River. Thi 
population of the basin is about 202,000 predominantly urban. The economic 
development of the watershed is closely interwoven with that of the somewhat 
larger area which has become a great industrial center known as the Calumet 
region, embracing all the territory along the Lake Michigan shore from sout} 
Chicago to Michigan Citv. Included in the basin are the communities of Harvey 
Markham, and Hazel Crest, Ill. The floods of April 1947 and March 1948 
caused damages in the area of the Calumet Union drainage system estimated at 
$977,400 and $139,200, respectively. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.87 to 1. 


RUTLAND, VT. 


Senator ELLtenDER. The next is Rutland, Vt. The total estimated 
cost is $4,530,000 and you are asking for $100,000 for advance engi- 
neering. Will you tell us a little about that project? 

Colonel Rensuaw. That is flood control, sir. It involves channel! 
improvement, construction of earth levees, concrete flood walls, and 
so forth. 

Senator ELLENDER. That is to effect protection, I notice, for indus- 
trial plants, gas and electric engineering plants, and residential areas. 

Will you have enough there to make that study? 

Colonel Rensuaw. This will complete the advance engineering and 
design. 

Senator ELLENDER. Is this project of sufficient»: nortance that you 
would recommend construction funds this year? 

Colonel Rensuaw. We are not yet prepared to initiate construction, 
sir. We intend to use this year’s funds for planning. 

Senator ELLenpeErR. All right. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows: ) 


"A dditiorz 
required 
after fiscal 

year 1957 to 

complete pre- 
constructio! 
planning 


Additional 
e 


comple 


I 
after fiseal 


1 $110, 000 $100, 000 $4, 320, 000 


year 1956 Supplemental 
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The flood-protection project for Rutland, Vt., will afford protection to principal 
justrial plants, the gas and electric generating plant, 300 residences, a major 
ist-west highway, and the main line of the Rutland Railroad. Disruption of 
gas and electric facilities, with its resultant fire hazard and hazard to health 
nd welfare, will be prevented. During the flood of 1947 which was aggravated 
a dam failure upstream, the city suffered flood damages of $4,350,000 of which 
ver 70 pereent would have been prevented had the project been constructed. 
The 1927 and 19388 floods caused flood damages in excess of $2,800,000 which 
ould have been prevented had the project been in operation. The benefit-cost 
io is 1.13 to 1, without complete analysis of the influence of 1955 flooding on 
verage annual benefits. 


WATERBURY, VT. 


Senator ELLENDER. Waterbury, Vt., the total estimated Federal 
cost $3,430,000, with $100,000 requested for studies. Is that sufficient? 

Colonel Rensuaw. That is a new start on planning, sir. That 
would not complete it, but get well started on the planning 

Senator ELLENDER. It wouldn’t be sufficiently advanced for con- 
struction? 

Colonel Rensuaw. No, sir. 

Senator THyr. Have you always been faced with floods in that 
particular area? I see that during the 1927 flood 11 lives were lost 
in Waterbury-——now, that was in 1927—have you had reoccur- 
rences 

Colonel RensHaw. We have reoccurrences of flooding, sir, but 
none approaching that of 1927. 

Senator Tuy. That project should be taken care of, it seems to me. 


BENEFIT-TO-COST RATIO 


Senator ELLENDER. I notice that in the Waterbury project, 
Colonel, the benefit-to-cost ratio, is 0.63 to 1. That is not according 
to standards, is it? 

Colonel RensHaw. There again the Congress authorized it because 
of the severe loss of life in the early flood; I believe the 1927 flood. 

Senator ELLENDER. You mean this year? 

Colonel RensHaw. No, sir. In the 1927 flood 11 lives were lost. 

Senator ELLENDER. You simply want to make a further study of it 
to determine whether or not this ratio should be changed, because 

vou certainly wouldn’t want to get money for a project 

2 ‘olonel Rensnaw. When the project was authorized, it was only 

52 to 1. It is now 0.63 to 1. 

ee ELLeENDER. I wonder what prompted Congress to author- 
ize the project with such a low ratio? I thought when they got below 

to 1, the idea was to not authorize them. 

Colonel Rensuaw. The 1 to 1 is figured on tangible values. No 
value is placed on the loss of life. I believe that the loss of life has 
some influence on the authorization of projects which are less than 
nity, 

Senator ELLENpER. What is the nature of this project—yjust levees? 

Colonel Rensuaw. Levees, flood walls, and clearing the channels 
below the town so the water can get away. 


LOCAL PARTICAPATION 


Senator ELLeNnpER. Is there any contribution by any of the local 
people? 
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Colonel Rensuaw. Yes, sir. There is a total of about $260,000 o! 
local cost. 

Senator ELLENpDER. That is the rights-of-way? 

Colonel Rensuaw. That is right, and for relocation work. 

Senator ELLenpER. What degree of flood protection would the town 
receive from the existing reservoirs in the Winooski River Basin? 

Colonel Rensuaw. Later, under “Construction,” we will justify 
three reservoirs. Twofof these reservoirs are up above the town. 

Senator ELLENDER. Assuming those are built, will the hazards of 
flood still be there? 

Colonel Rensuaw. That has been computed into the design flood 
in this town, the holding back of floods by those two reservoirs. 

Senator ELLeENpeR. That may be what makes your cost-benefit 
ratio lower; isn’t it? 

Colonel Rensuaw. That could affect it; ves, sir. 

Senator ELLenper. All right. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The justification will be inserted in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


Additiona 
required 
after fiscal 
year 1957 t 
complete pre 
constructior 
planning 


Tentative Additional 

allocation, to complete 

fiscal year after fiscal 
1Q57 year 1957 


Total esti- Allotments 
Project mated Fed- | prior to fiscal 
eral cost vear 1957 


Waterbury (local protection) _- $3, 430, OOK $100, 000 $3, 330, 000 


The local protection project at Waterbury, Vt., would afford protection to thi 
village against floods comparable to the greatest of record. During the 1927 
flood, 11 lives were lost in Waterbury, 20 buildings were destroyed and many 
others flooded. Twelve manufacturing plants were affected, resulting in loss of 
employment to about 400 persons for 2 months. Water supply and electri 
service were suspended for 8 days, roads were destroyed, bridges carried away 
telegraph and telephone service disrupted for several days. Practically all of the 
buildings at the Vermont State Hospital were flooded, some to a depth of 2 feet 
over the second story. Several patients died as a result of disrupted routin 
Recurrence of a flood of this magnitude would result in damages of over $4 milliot 
The current benefit-cost ratio is 0.63 to 1.0. The benefit-to-cost ratio at time of 
authorization was 0.52 to 1.0. Notwithstanding the lack of economie justifica 
tion, the project was authorized in recognition of the protection to be afforded 
against loss of life, and for the hazard to health of the community, particularl 
to patients of the State hospital 


C‘ONSTRUCTION 
ILLINOIS WATERWAY, ILLINOIS AND INDIANA 
CALUMET-SAG MODIFICATION 
Ntatus of funds 


Unobligated | Unexpended 


balance balance 


June 30, 1955 5 
Mar. 31, 1956 $1, 339, 387 $3, 566, 228 
June 30, 1956 (estimated 0 12’ 456, 500) 


' In addition to status of project funds shown, it is estimated that $1 million will be obligated from fund 
loaned to this project 
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Senator ELLENDER. Under “Construction,” the first project is, the 
illinois Waterway, Illinois and Indiana, Calumet-Sag modification. 

e had that one last vear and you got a nice little sum of money. 
The total estimated Federal cost of this project is $79,655,000, and 
$18,730,000 non-Federal. What does that $18 million represent, 
General? Do you know? 

General BerriGgan. About $13 million for highway bridges, $5 mil- 
lion for railroad bridges, and $1 million for relocation of utilities and 
for rights-of-way. 

Senator ELLENDER. Is that contributed by the State, the city or 

railroads, or all combined? 

General Berrigan. The Chicago Sanitary District is doing most of 
the local cooperation. 

Senator ELLENDER. The appropriations to date aggregate 
$5,252,000 and the appropriation request for, 1957 is $843 million. Is 
that about what you can use? 

General Berrigan. Yes, sir; that is about what we can use on it 
(his vear with the status of engineering and the problems that we have 
to face there. There are so many railroad bridges and highway 
bridges here that it is sort of a chain reaction. You have to get them 
out one after the other. 

enator ELLENpDER. I notice the cost figures that I have given you 
just now for this re prese nt only a portion of this project. The total 
would amount to $127 million. That is when you make it go through 
Indiana. 

General BerriGan. Yes, sir; it will go from Gary, Ind., to the 
Illinois Waterway at Joliet 


Senator ELLENDER. Are you asking for any money in addition to 
this to continue the project to its ultimate conclusion? 

General Berrigan. No, sir. This is all for this part I. 

Senator ELLenper. And this part I, as I remember, if dredged as 
‘contemplated, will make it usable immediately? 

General Berrigan. Yes, sir 


APPROPRIATION TO INITIATE PROJECT 


Senator ELLENDER. Last year we appropriated $4 million to initiate 
this project. Has all of that money been expended? 

General Berrigan. No, sir. We have let a contract for excava- 
tion, and we have 2 cost-reimbursable contracts with 2 railroads for 
onstruction of railroad bridges. However, they have not let the 

ontracts with the 

Senator ELLENDER. Would vou consider the money obligated? 

General BerriGan. Yes, sir; | think the money will be completely 
obligated at the end of this fiscal year. 

Senator ELLENDER. Did you find it necessary to make any changes 
in your plans since you last submitted this project? 

General Berrtcan. We have made some changes at Acme Bend, 
trving to solve that problem. That is one of the difficult turns there, 
and there is a shorteut that got filled up with a steel plant, Acme 
Steel, and we will have to make some changes there. 


T5008 56 pt 2 2 
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RESTUDY OF 





TONNAGE 








Senator ELLENDER. What was the basis of your revised plan 
showing a greater amount of tonnage in that area? 

faciasal BrrricaAn. A restudy of tonnage indicates that there 
will be more tonnage. Right now the Cal-Sag is carrying more ton- 
nage than we thought it could. Of course, it is very inefficient, but 
it still is carrying more tonnage than we believed possible ~ viously. 

Senator ELrLenper. And these studies were made in connection 
with the building of it, or were they made through some other funds 
vou obtained? 

Ge ne ral BerrtGan. No. These studies were made in connection 
with the study of the project and the building of it. 

Senator ELLENpER. You spoke about a contract being awarded 

that you set aside the mone vy for the Gulf, Mobile & Ohio bridge 
ace: 

General Berrican. Yes, sir. We thought the railroad would let 
its contract. 

Senator ELLENDER. But up to now it hasn’t? 

General BerriIGan. No, sir. 

Senator E.uenper. Are these bridges built under the Truman- 
Hobbs Act? 

General Berrigan. The railroad bridges on this project are being 
financed under the principles of the Truman-Hobbs Act. We have 
a report whe ‘re we have been studying the highway bridges in con- 
nection with the Truman-Hobbs Act. At the time this was author- 
ized, the Truman-Hobbs Act 0 applied to railroad bridges. After 
the Cal-Sag was authorized, it applied to highway bridges, and we 
have a study underway. 

Senator ELLENDER. You haven't let any contracts yet? 

General Berrican. Yes, sir; one for excavation of the channel. 

Senator ELneENpDER. How did your bid compare with your esti- 
mates? 

General Berrican. Way below our estimates. 

Senator ELLeENDER. What are you cong to do with that extra 
money? 

General}BrerriGan. We will use that. We have changed the over- 
all estimate because of those favorable bids, and we are hoping that 
they will continue. 

Senator ELLENDER. As you do that, you decrease the amount asked 
for? 

General BERRIGAN. Yes, sir, We decreased even the price level 
increase, which was $5% million on the project, and we reduced i 
because of the "oat ible bid, $3 million. 

Senator ELLENDER. | hope you are going to find it convenient to 
do that on some of the other projects. You might i able to use it 
in Minnesota 

Senator Toye. I am glad you made mention of that, Mr. Chair- 
man. 
JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 
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ILLINOIS WATERWAY, CALUMET-SAG MOopIFICATION, ILLINOIS AND INDIANA 


Part I (continuing) 


he Illinois Waterway extends from Sag Junction (approximately 12.0 miles above 
Lockport) via the Calumet-Sag Channel and the Little Calumet and Calumet 
Rivers to turning basin No. 5 near the entrance to Lake Calumet, a distance of 
23.8 miles. 

Authorization.—1946 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.40 to 1 (part I only). 


Location.—In northeastern Illinois: Part I of the Calumet-Sag modification of 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 


ited Federal cost 
ited non- Federal cast 
Cash contributions 
Other costs 
| estimated project cost 
ropriations to June 30, 1955 
propriations tor fiseal year 1956 
propriations to date 
wopriations requested for fiseal yeal 1057 
nce to complete after fiseal year 1957 


PHYSICAL DATA 
nnels: 
a) Sag-Junetion to Blue — Lock, 9 feet deep by 225 
b) Blue Island Lock to turning basin No. 5, 9 feet deep by 

Lock: 110 feet by 1,000 feet. 
Lift: 5 feet. 
Relocations: 12 railroad bridges. 
Dam: 280 feet long with gated spillw: 


Statu ‘ 


Dredging in Calumet-Sag Channel 
Ist 3 mile 
M ile 306.5 to 313.5 
Mile 313.5 to 319.7 
me Bend 
location of railroad bridges 
onstruction of Calumet River lock 
Demolition of Blue Island lock 
rt I 


JUSTIFICATION 


The [linois Wat dep A is an important link in the Nation’s inland waterway 
system connecting the ( are at Lakes with the Mississippi River system. Improve- 
ments to the Calumet-Sag Channel and adjoining channels will provide channel 
dimensions and bridge ‘ie ‘arances which will rhea; large, mode See tows to 
operate and serve the large industrial areas of the Calumet region, with its great 
concentration of heavy industry, together with the exchange of cargo at the Calu- 
met Harbor with deep-draft vessels of the Great Lakes. The region through 
which the Calumet-Sag route passes is steadily developing. Railway facilities 
are in the process of expansion and highways are constantly being improved and 
relocated. Numerous industries are planning the acquisition of sites for new 
plant facilities along the waterway. In order that the deve lopme nt of this exceed- 
ingly important industrial area may not be hampered, and that local authorities 
may have a sound and tangible basis upon which to plan, it is of major importance 
that construction be completed as soon as practicable. Evidence of the need for 
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the project is the rapid growth of tonnage carried on the Calumet-Sag Chann 
Commerce has increased from 438,000 tons in 1935 to 3,762,695 tons in 1954 
spite of the present narrow 60-foot channel and the very restricted bridge clea: 
ances which limit tows to 1 or 2 barges and to 1-way traffic, and the lack of ar 
present adequate inland navigable connection with the Calumet industrial ares 
The efficient capacity of the present Calumet-Sag Channel is estimated at 1 milli 
tons annually. Despite the demand of this great industrial district for addition 
barge transportation, all evidence indicates that the 1954 commerce of 3,762,695 
tons cannot be materially exceeded with the present channel and bridge clearance: 
Studies of potential traffic indicate that within 5 vears after completion of part 
of the project, barge traffie will increase by 4,476,500 tons annually 


Fiscal vear 1957: 


Dredging Calumet-Sag Channel $2, 230, OU 
teconstruction Gulf, Mobile & Ohiof RR. bridge 1, 062, O00 
Reconstruction Wabash RR. bridge 600, OOO 
feconstruction Blue Island bridges 1, 000, 000 
fteconstruction New York Central (Michigan Central) RR. 

bridge 2, 745, 100 
Engineering and design 100, OOO 
Supervision and administration 162, 900 







Total 8§ 500, 000 


With the funds requested for fiscal vear 1957, widening of the Calumet-Sa 
Channel and reconstruction of the Gulf, Mobile & Ohio, and New York Centra 
Railroad bridges will be continued. Reconstruction of the Wabash Railroad 
bridge and acquisition of necessary rights-of-way for the Blue Island group « 
bridges will be initiated. Planning for additional channel widening and additiona 
bridge relocations will also be accomplished. Planning for the Calumet Rive: 
lock will be completed. The funds requested represent the minimum essentia 
for orderly and efficient prosecution of the project. 

Completed work—Calumet-Sag modification.—None. 

Remaining work—Calumet-Sag modification (pts. II and II] Further work t 
complete parts IT and III of the Calumet-Sag modification includes: 

Channel from Lockport to controlling works, not less than present widt 

by 9 feet deep. 

Channel from the controlling works to the junction with the Calumet-Sag 
Channel, 9 feet deep by 225 feet wide 

Channel 9 feet deep by 225 feet wide along the general route of the Gra 
Calumet River from its junction with the Little Calumet 
Indiana Harbor Canal to 14Ist Street, East Chicago, Ind. 

Channel 9 feet deep by 160 feet wide in the Grand Calumet River from it 
junction with the Indiana Harbor to Clark Street in Gary, Ind., with a turn 
ing basin at Clark Street 


fiver to and in the 


Construction of a lock and controlling works in the Grand Calumet Channe 
west of the Indiana Harbor Canal. 

teconstruction of railroad bridges across Grand Calumet River. 

teplacement of emergency dam (controlling works) above Lockport, IIL. 

The estimated cost of the remaining work summarized above is $47,345,000 

Non-Federal costs—The cost to local interests of complying with the require 
ments of local cooperation for part I of the modification is as follows: 


(a) Lands and damages $436, 000 
(b) Relocation of railroad bridges 5, 260, 000 
(c) Relocation of highway bridges 12, 640, 000 
(d) Relocation of utilities 394, 000 








Total 


18, 730, OOO 


The cost to local interests of complying with the requirements of local cooper 
ation for parts II and III of the modification are as follows: 


(a) Lands and damages $1, 070, OOO 
(b) Relocation of railroad bridges 5, 180, 000 
(c) Relocation of highway bridges . 33, 220, OOO 


(d) Other 





Total 


39, 470, OOO 


In addition, local interests, in constructing or improving channels which form a 
useful part of the project, expended $16,200 000. 
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BLACK RIVER HARBOR, GOGEBIC COUNTY, MICH. 


Status of funds 


Unobligated | Unexpended 
balance balance 


0), 1955 0 
1, 1956 $105, 136 $105, 136 
(6, 1956 (estimated 76, 100 


Senator ELLENDER. The next is the Black River Harbor, Mich. 
This project costs $300,000, of which $270,000 is Federal, including 
$4,000 for the Coast Guard. We have appropriated up to now 
$110,000 and you are asking for $156,000 which will complete this 
project. Am I correct? 

General Berrigan. We will still need $41,300 to complete it. The 
present Federal estimate is $307,300. 

Senator ELLENDER. You have increased the estimate by $7,000? 

General Berrican. By $41,300. The present Federal estimate is 
$307,300; we have $110,000. 

Senator ELLENDER. I see. How did that come about? 

General Berrigan. This project has been studied in a model and 
the design of the project is quite a bit different from the project that 
was authorized. This is a cooperative effort between the State of 
Michigan, the University of Michigan, and ourselves, these harbors 
of refuge. 


PROJECT COMPLETION 


senator ELLENDER. | notice over here on page 13 of your justifi- 
cation it is stated that the $156,000 would complete the project. 100 
percent, so that is wrong, then? 

General Berrigan. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Since you need but an additional $41,300 to 
complete it, could you use that additional amount so as to really 


complete it? 

General Berrigan. I think we are going to advertise it on the Sth 
of May, and when we open the bids early in June, we will know exactly 
how much additional funds are needed, and if it comes out to only 
$41,300 bevond the budget request, we believe we,can borrow that 
from savings on other projects. 

Senator E.Ltenper. Oh, ves; Calumet-Sag. 

You said borrow, didn’t vou? 

General Berrican. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. What have vou done with the funds vou got 
last vear? . 

General BERRIGAN. * far we have been using them for model 
studies and engineering 

Senator ELLENDER. ahs haven’t done any actual construction, 
then? 

General Berrigan. No, sir. We have the plans approved, and 
we are ready to go out and take bids. 

Senator ELLENDER. You said contracts would be awarded soon. 

General BerriGan. Yes, sir. We advertise on the 8th of May. 

Senator ELLENDER. What about the local cooperation? 

General Berrtcan. No problem at all. 
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Senator ELnenper. You are not having any trouble in getting th 
funds that they agreed to put up? 
General Berrican. No, sir. This project was originally estimated 
at a cost of about $70,000, of which $30,000 was the local contribution 
Senator ELitenper. This change of $41,300—what did that chang 
envision? Is it because of the greater cost of the materials and labor, 
and so forth, or is it due to a change of plan? 

General Berrican. I think the previous plan might have cost 
little less, but it was not as safe a harbor. When we put the harbor, 
we originally had planned into the model, it turned out that it would 
not have been as good as the one that they actually worked out from 


the model study. 


Senator ELitenper. Do you feel that the estimate that you noy 
made is firm enough to say that is all it is going to cost? 


2 


General BERRIGAN. Yes, sir. 
Senator ELLENDER. Any questions? 
Senator Turse. No. 


Lov li0Nn On the 


17 miles easterly 
Mich. 
{ tthorization. 
Be nefit cost ral 


efuge. 


Entrance cl 


» 
Piers: 


BLACK 


any 
lalil 


Senator ELLeNpER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows: ) 








sou 


from 


1945 River and Harbor Act. 
0 Not 













1956) : 


RIVER 


el, about 620 feet long, 50 feet wide, 12 feet deep. 
Inner channel, 420 feet long, 50 feet wide, 8 feet deep. 

Harbor basin: 240 feet long, 130 feet wide, 8 feet deep. 

Rubble mound with 12-foot top width and a timbercrib pierhead, 97.5 
feet long and 20-foot top width. Length of east pier 638 feet, of west pie! 

613 feet, including pierheads. 

Status (January 1, 
Completion schedule: Entire project, June 1957 







IC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 



















LOCAL CONTRIBUTIONS 















| have none. 





JUSTIFICATION 








Harpor, Gocepic County, Micu. 
Continuing 






th shore of Lake Superior, at the mouth of Black River, 
Ashland, Wis., and 39 miles westerly from Ontonagon, 


evaluated. Justified as one of a series of harbors of 


ized financial data 






Accumulated 


percent of 
estimated 

A rm t . 
ws Federal cost 
(Corps of 


Engineer 


$266, 000 | 
4.000 
30, 000 
30, 000 
0 

O00 
0 

110, 000 | 

110, 000 4 

156. 000 

0 






300 





PHYSICAL DATA 


Not started. 
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JUSTIFICATION 

The Black River Harbor project is one of a series of shallow-draft harbors in the 
Great Lakes authorized as harbors of refuge for small craft cruising along exposed 
shorelines. The harbor is used considerably by light-draft recreational and 
fishing craft which would increase by improvement to provide a safe, dependable 
harbor. Local interests have been maintaining a usable channel at Black River 
Harbor for several years but because of extensive shoaling causing hazardous 
passage, they desire completion of the authorized improvements. Nearest safe 
havens are about 39 miles in either direction. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The funds requested, $156,000, will be applied to work under 
a continuing contract to complete the project. 

Non-Federal costs.— Local interests are required to furnish a cash contribution 
of $30,000, of which $6,800 has been furnished. 

In addition, local interests have maintained a usable channel for several years 
and the Michigan State Waterways Commission has made a model study of the 
area at a cost of about $11,000. Lands are owned and have been developed by 
Gogebic County, Mich., for park and recreational purposes. Suitable wharves 
have been built by the Civilian Conservation Corps for which cost of materials 
borne by the county is estimated to be $5,000. 


HOLLAND HARBOR, MICH. 


Senator ELLENDER. Next is Holland Harbor, Mich. Here is a 
project that will cost $687,000 total, with $574,000 the estimated 
Kederal cost. Up to now we have appropriated no money, but a 
request of $160,000 is asked. 

What do you propose to do with that money? 

General Berrigan. We expect to start construction. It is a 
dredging project, and the engineering can be rather quickly done. 
Essentially it is a channel extension and enlargement of a turning 
basin in that harbor. 


PROJECT DESCRIPTION 


Senator ELLENDER. Will you describe the project and tell us why 
it is necessary? 

General Berrigan. The ships that are coming into Holland, which 
are mostly coal, and some lumber, have difficulty in turning because 
of the small turning basin, and the project also provides for an addi- 
tional channel extension which permits them to get to additional areas. 

Senator ELLENDER. Will larger boats be able to navigate there? 

General Berrican. Yes, sir. They can do a better job of turning. 

Senator ELLENDER. Then it is completely justified? 

General BERRIGAN. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. What about the cost? Has the study advanced 
so that the cost you estimate will be about right? 

General BerrIGAN. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. How about local cooperation? 

General Berrican. The local interests in this case were required 
to put up a lump sum which was estimated to be 25 percent of the 
original cost. They have agreed to put up 25 percent of the ultimate 
cost. In other words, they have given us more than required. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be inserted in the record. 


(The justification referred to follows:) 
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HoLLAND HarsBor, MICcu. 


(New) 


Location.—Holland Harbor, which is in Black Lake (Lake Macatawa), 
located on the east shore of Lake Michigan about 95 miles northeasterly fron 
Chicago, Ill., and about 88 miles southeasterly from Milwaukee, Wis. Lak: 
Macatawa, in which the inner harbor is located, is connected with Lake Michigay 
by a navigable entrance channel from 110 to 300 feet wide and 3,000 feet long. 

Authorization.—1954 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.4 to 1 (entrance channel); 1.6 to 1 (Black River and turnir 
basin 



















Summarized financial data 


Accumulat 
percent of 
estimated 
Federal « 










Amount 






Estimated Federal cost $574, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 113, 000 
Cash contribution 53. 300 
Other costs 






















59, 700) 
Total estimated project cost 687, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955 0 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956 0 
Appropriations to date 0 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957 160, 000 9 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 414, O00 





PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels: 
Dredge area between old and new revetment in inner entrance channel 
21 feet 
Dredge channel 21 feet deep, 110 feet wide, extending 2,600 feet up Blact 
{iver from turning basin. 
Turning basin: 18 feet deep and widened by 150 feet along north side and ex 
tended easterly to new channel in Black River. 
Breakwaters: 
temove 1,025 feet of existing south revetment. 
Construct 1,020 feet steel sheet pile revetment. 
Status (Mar. 1, 1956): Not started 
Completion schedule: 
Turning basin and Black River Channel, July 1957. 
Inner entrance channel, July 1958. 
tevetment, October 1958. 














JUSTIFICATION 


kinlargement of the turning basin and extension of the channel in Black Rive: 
will expedite vessel movements at the upper end of the project and also permit 
larger and deeper draft vessels to use the river without underloading. If river 
channel conditions would permit the use of fully loaded and deeper draft vess« 

it is estimated that the number of vessel trips in this section could be reduced 
about 20 percent. Vessel owners have indicated the proposed enlargement 
the turning basin and river channel would save an average of about 2 hours pe! 
trip in operating time for smaller vessels and about 6 to 24 hours for the larger 
vessels, depending on weather conditions. 

Widening the bend in the revetted entrance channel into Lake Macatawa 
removing the old revetments, and constructing new sheet steel pile revetment 
would facilitate the handling of vessels in this area and would considerably reduc 
the present risk of grounding or colliding with the old revetments. Vesse! 
entering and departing the harbor with drafts of 14 to 22 feet have experienced 
delays of 6 hours each while traversing the bend because of unfavorable wind 
and current conditions. The wider bend would permit vessels to proceed at 
higher speed so that they could be handled during these unfavorable conditions 
thereby eliminating the delays. 

The 1953 commerce of Holland Harbor amounted to 289,900 tons, principally 
petroleum products. 
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Fiscal year 1957.—With the $160,000 requested for fiscal year 1957, together 
with the required local contribution, construetion of the turning basin enlargement 
and channel extension in the river can be completed about August 1, 1957. 

Completed modifications._-The completed work consists of two converging 
etties, inner piers and revetments along the channel, and an entrance channel 23 
feet deep between the jetties thence 21 feet deep for a distance of about 5.5 miles 
to the easterly end of Lake Macatawa with a turning basin 18 feet deep, adjacent 
to the upper end of the channel, at a cost of $453,000. 

Remaining authorized modifications._- None. 

Von- Federal costs.—The cost to local interests of complying with the require- 
ments of local cooperation as set forth in the authorizing legislation for dredging 

turning basin and widening the channel in the river is $50,200. This cost to 
local interests consists of a cash contribution of $45,500 and payment for lands, 
easements and rights-of-way, $4,700. By resolution passed, the city of Hol- 
land, Miech., have indicated that they will contribute 25 percent of the cost of 
enlarging the turning basin and extending the channel into Black River. It 
is estimated therefore that the cash contribution will be $53,300. 

The cost to local interests of complying with the requirements of local coopera- 
tion as set forth in the authorizing legislation for removing of 1,025 linear feet of 
the old south revetment, and dredging the area between the old north revetment 
and the new south revetment is $55,000, all for lands, easements, and rights-of- 
Way 

No local cooperation was required in connection with previous work on the 

arbor. 


PORT AUSTIN HARBOR, MICH. 


Status of funds 


Unobligated | Unexpended 
balance balance 


e 30, 1955 0 0 
ir. 31, 1956 $429, 643 $429, 645 
ine 30, 1956 (estimated) 116, 100 430, 100 


Senator ELLENDER. Port Austin Harbor, Mich., a navigation proj- 
ect. For this project the estimated cost is $1,552,000, of which 
$1,350,000 is the Federal estimated cost. The appropriations to date 
aggregate $437,000. 

The original budget estimate has been revised downward and instead 
of asking for $913,000, it is reduced to $200,000. Will you tell us 
why that is? 

General Berrigan. We have made a model study on this and have 
come up with a different design. Basically steel sheet piling is re- 
quired in the construction, and we are going out for bids and the 
delivery on that is something over a year off, so we can’t actually 
spend the construction funds until we get the steel. 

Senator ELLENDER. How much are your overall estimated Federal 
costs going to be reduced? 

General Berrican. We will need the $713,000 in the 1958 fiscal 
year. The $713,000 we will need ultimately, but we can’t use it in 
fiscal year 1957 on account of the slow delivery on steel sheet piling. 

Senator ELLENDER. That is because of your lack of ability to get 
the steel? 

General BerriGan. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. What have you accomplished with the funds 
so far appropriated? You made a model study? 

General Berrican. Yes, sir, model studies. 

Senator ELLENDER. No contract has actually been awarded as yet? 
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General BERRIGAN. 


PUBLIC 


WORKS 


No, 


the Chief of Engineers. 


Senator ELLENDER. 


tract? 


General BERRIGAN. 


Senator ELLENDER. 
for contingencies. 
General BERRIGAN. 


project at this stage. 


Senator ELLENDER. 


to use all of that? 


General BERRIGAN. 
Senator ELLENDER. 


sir. 





APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 


The design report is in the Office of 


When do you contemplate making this con- 


We hope to get out with it very shortly, i 
we get the design report approved, and take bids on steel and we will 
furnish the steel-sheet piling to the contractor. 

I notice that your estimates include $145,000 


What are those contingencies? 


That is the usual percentage we apply to a 


That 


doesn’t mean, of course, you are goi 


a — 


I don’t know, sir. 


Have 


you made any change in the plan sinc 


vou last estimated the cost to us? 


General BERRIGAN. 


sir. 


Yes, 
plan are quite a bit different. 
Senator ELLENDER. I mean 


duction in costs? 


General BERRIGAN. 


Senator ELLENDER. 
Government? 
General BERRIGAN. 


Senator PALENDE R. 


it something new 


General BERRIGAN. 
breakwaters back 








even 


No, 


Yes, 
All right. 


that you 


Yes, 


rhe 


f 


i 


Sil 


ESTIMATED 


This model study and the previous 


cost, also. You haven’t had any re- 











COST 











cost is still $1,350,000 to the Federal! 


sir, 


Why was that study delayed? Is 


ound by which this shoul | be done, rather 
than the me oe vou were pursuing r previously’ 


sir . 
before 


This was authorized as arrowhead 
the war, just before the war. The 


studies were made just before the war and we found out that you have 
to put these harbors in a model to see which way the waves come and 
which way the littoral drift is and it is actually done by the Universit) 
of Michigan and reviewed by the Waterways Experiment Station. 
Senator ELLENDER 
available at the time the project was authorized? 


General BERRIGAN. 
Senator ELLENDER. 


General BERRIGAN. 
Senator Evi 


rant different studies? 
General BERRIGAN. 


ENDER. 


Is that 


Yes, 


sir. 


something new that you didn’t hav 


Will you be able to take that same study and 
apply it to other projects, or is this study peculiar 

Each one of these harbors of refuge along the 
shores of the lake we are putting in a model. 

And each has peculiar circumstances that war- 


Yes, 


sir. 


The model comes up with a different 


appearing harbor in each case, whereas we have just the plain arrow- 


Senator ELLEND! 





sR. 


The 


heads in the authorizing document. 


JUSTIFICATION 


justification will be placed in the record. 
The justification referred to follows: 
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Port Austin Harspor, Micu. 
(Continuing) 


Location.—Port Austin Harbor, Mich., is located on the west side of the tip 
‘the “thumb” of Michigan, at the extreme eastern limit of Saginaw Bay, about 
2() miles from Harbor Beach, 29 miles from Oscoda (AuSable River), and 30 
les from Point Lookout. 

{ wthorization.—1945 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefil-cost ratio.— Benefits are based on a consideration of safety for naviga- 
ion. Conditions are such as to make impracticable a firm monetary evaluation 
of the benefits. 

Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
(Corps of 
Engineers 


Amount 


nated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) $1, 350, 000 
ed Federal cost (U. 8. Coast Guard 000 

ed non-Federal cost 000 
yntributions 172. 100 


ost 100 


nated project cost , 552, 000 
iatio to June 30, 1955 4, OOO 
ons for fiseal year 1956 33, 000 
tions to date. _ 37, 000 
itions requested for fiscal year 1957 913, 000 
complete after fiscal year 1957 0 


PHYSICAL DATA 
( annels: 
Dredge entrance channel to 12-foot depth. 
Dredge harbor basin 10 feet deep over an area of about 14 acres and 6 feet 
deep over an area of about 10 acres. 
Breakwater: Approximately 1,900 feet long. 
Status (January I, 1956): Not started. 
Completion schedule: Channels, November 1956; breakwater, November 1956. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Port Austin Harbor is one of a chain of harbors of refuge on the Great Lakes 

r light-draft vessels. When completed, the harbors in this chain will be at inter- 
vals of 25 to 30 miles around the United States shoreline of the Great Lakes. 
Port Austin Harbor is located in a strategic position for use as a refuge since it is 
on the tip of land at the mouth of Saginaw Bay where it joins Lake Huron. The 
nearest harbors at present are at Oscoda, 30 miles away across Saginaw Bay, and 
Harbor Beach, 29 miles down the Lake Huron shoreline. Port Austin Harbor 
vill be a weleome haven during storm periods for the vessels operating in the vast 
area of exposed waters at junction of Saginaw Bay and Lake Huron. 

Completed modifications, Port Austin Harbor. None. 

Remaining authorized modifications, Port Austin Harbor.—None. 

Non-Federal costs—The cost to local interests of complying with the require- 

ents of local cooperation, as set forth in the authorizing legislation for dredging 
the harbor basin and entrance channel, and the construction of two rubble mound 
breakwaters is $194,000. This cost to local interest consists of a cash contribution 
of $172,100, and construction of terminals estimated at $21,900. 

In addition, local interests have built two jetties consisting of rock-filled timber 
cribs, extending about 250 feet on the east side and 200 feet on the west side of 

e outlet of Bird Creek, the cost of which is not available. 


BARCELONA HARBOR, N. Y. 


Senator ELLeENDER. The Barcelona Harbor in New York: This is 
another project in which construction funds in the amount of a quarter 
of a million dollars are recommended by the President. What are 
you going to use that money for—actual construction? 
























































































































































































































































1378 PUBLIC.WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 









General Berrican. Yes, sir; to complete the design and undertake 
the actual construction. 

Basically, this is another project where steel sheet piling will | 
required and we will actually buy the piling. 
INCREASE 


IN ESTIMATED COST 











Senator ELLtenper. I notice that the estimated Federal cost is 
$1,070,000. Have you revised it any since the project was first 
authorized? In that connection, I wish you would give us a litth 
sketch of the project and its necessity. 

General Berrigan. Only the price level increased since it) wa 
authorized in 1945. It caused it to vo from $538,400 to $1,070,000 

Senator ELLENDER. This is just a basin, | notice. 

General Berrigan. Yes, sir; it is a fishing harbor. The fishing 
area is quite close to Barcelona and because of the lack of a place to 
go, even some of the fishermen now are*driving all the way over to 
Erie where they keep their boats and then they have to sail down the 
lakes to the fishing grounds which are close to Barcelona. 

Senator ELLenpER. Will vou use these steel pilings outside? 

General BerriGan. Yes, si 

Senator ELLENDER. iesalaal of riprap? 

General Berrigan. That’s right. 

Senator ELLENDER. It is cheaper? 

General BERRIGAN. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Do you cover 
corrosion? 

General Berrigan. We have fresh water in the lakes. That is 
why we use it. 

Senator ELLENDER. It is all fresh water? 

General Berrican. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. How do you protect the steel from rusting? 

General Berrican. It rusts, but it has a long life in the fresh wate! 
It would corrode quite rapidly in sea water. 

Senator ELLENDER. Yes. What about local cooperation? — I notic: 
that they put up $53,000. 

General Berrigan. $7,500 of that is in cash and the rest of it is in 


lands, and they have to build a dock which will be open to all on an 
equal basis. 


the steel over so as to prevent 


NAVIGATION AIDS 





Senator ELLENDER. I notice you have another item there, the sam: 
as you had in other places, for the United States Coast Guard. That 
is for the buoys? 

General Berrigan. That’s right; for the navigation aids. 

Senator ELLanper. Why should it cost $6,000 for a project of this 
kind? 

General Berrigan. They probably want a lighthouse erected 
the end of it. 

Senator ELLenpErR. Will that $6,000 cover all of that? 

General Berrican. Yes, sir. That is their estimate. 

Senator ELLENDER. In other words, that includes the lighthous: 
if one is necessary, the buoys, and everything connected with it? 

General Berrican. The first cost of the things that they erec! 





Of course, they would have the job of, say, running the lighthous: 
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Senator ELLENDER. | understand, but the initial cost to erect what 
will be required to operate it? 

General BerriGan. To build a lighthouse at the end, although ] 
am not too sure what the Coast Guard will provide. 

Senator ELLeNpDER. Is that the same thing we discussed before? 

General IrscHNER. That applies to all of the projects. 

Senator ELLENDER. It contemplates placing of the buoys, a light- 
house if necessary, and things of that character. 

General BerriGANn. | would say lights rather than lighthouse, 
because it is probably just up on a stand atep the breakwater in each 
case. Whatever is required to guide navigation in the project is 
part of it and they budget for it. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record, 
The justification referred to follows: ) 


BARCELONA Harpor, N. Y. 
(New) 


Location. —The harbor is located on the south shore of Lake Erie, 29 miles east- 
erly from Erie, Pa., and 17 miles westerly of Dunkirk, N. Y. 

{uthorization.—1945 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.16 to 1 (exclusive of unevaluated benefits as a harbor of 
efuge for light-draft craft). 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 
(Coros of 
Engineers) 


Amount 


ited Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) $1, 070, 000 
ited Federal cost (U.S. Coast Guard) * 6,000 
ited non-Federal cost 53, 000 
Cash contribution 7 500 
Other costs 45. 500 
tal estimated project cost , 129, 000 
ropriations to June 30, 1955 16, 000 
priations for fiscal year 1956 0 
priations to date 16, 000 
ropriations requested for fiscal year 1957 250, 000 
e to complete after fiscal year 1957 804, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Lat nels: 

Kntrance channel: 10 feet deep, 100 feet wide, 160 feet long. 

Harbor basin: 8 feet deep, irregular-shaped, varying from 100 to 350 feet 
wide, 800 feet long. 

breakwaters: 

West: Cellular steel sheet pile breakwater, 8 feet above low-water datum and 
794 feet long with a steel sheet pile wall, 156 feet long, connecting the inner 
end of the breakwater with the shore. 

ast: Cellular steel sheet pile detached breakwater, 6 feet above low-water 
datum and 890 feet long. 


Status (Mar. 1, 1956) 
Completion schedule 
Entrance channel and harbor basin, not started : June 1959. 
West and east breakwaters, not started Sis can oe September 1958. 
Kntire project_._...-_- Sparen: ae __.. June 1959. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The Barcelona Harbor project is one of a series of shallow-draft harbors on ¢| 
Great Lakes authorized as harbors of refuge for small craft cruising along expos 
shorelines. The reach of shoreline between Erie, Pa., and Dunkirk, N. Y.. 
characterized by its general regularity, shallow depths that extend far lakewa, 
and the absence of natural harbors of refuge. Barcelona is located betwee 
two existing federally improved harbors at Erie, Pa., and Dunkirk, N. Y. 1 
distance between these harbors is 46 miles. The safe cruising distance for sma 
craft, however, is about 30 miles and the spacing of harbors of refuge, according 
should be within this limit. 

The createst hazard to light-draft vessels cruising Lake Erie result from 
sudden storms that may arise in about 1 hours When considered wit! 
average speed of small craft of about 10 miles per hour, serious risks are invol 
when craft must seek refuge more distant than 15 miles. Construction of a harby 
of refuge at Barcelona will stimulate the existing commercial fishing industry a1 
local recreational boating which are presently handicapped by lack of a prot 
harbor. ; 

Fiscal year 1957. The re queste d amount of $250,000 for fiscal vear L957 
be applied to 


} 


ipply contract teel sheet piling required for east and west breal 
waters 


~ 


Engineering anc 


Supervision and ¢ 


Total 

Campleted 7 

Remaining ? odificat 0? 

Von-Federal cost The cost 1 1oce i] res if complyn e with the 

ents of | ration, t forth in the authorizing legislation, is $53 
The total cost to local int consists of a cash contribution of $7,500, payi 
of $3,000 for lands and damages and costs of $42,500 for construction of a1 
wharf. 

Local interests have also constructed wharves, mooring facilities and prov 
other improvements in order to facilitate the handling of fish and to accomn 
present recreational é ng The total costs to local interests for these fac 


are unknow! 


OSWEGO HARBOR, N. 


Senator KLuenper. All right. The next project is the Osweg 
Harbor. 

The total cost of this project is $2.575,.500, of which $5.500 is for the 
United States Coast Guard. We have appropriated to date $36,000, 
and for this year $500,000 is requested. 

What will that sum be used for? For actual construction? 

General Berrigan. Actual construction of the detached brea 
water. 

Senator ELLeNpER. And continuation of the engineering, design, 
and planning? 

General BrerricaNn. Yes, sir. Mostly, however, for actual construc- 
tion on a continuing contract for the detached breakwater. 


BENEFIT-TO-COST RATIO 


Senator ELLENDER. I notice the benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.3 to 1. 
Isn’t that rather thin for that area? 

General Berrican. Yes, sir; but the benefits of this are essentially 
reduction of delays to shipping and damages to shipping. We do 
have a port here that the ships can get into and this is a protection for 
the entrance in bad weather. 

Senator ELLENDER. Have you modified or do you envision thi 
modification of your present plans on this project? 
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General Berrican. No, sir. We believe that we will go right 
ahead with the plans. 

Senator ELLENDER. I notice here that the other remaining modifica- 
tions have an estimated cost of $16,650,000. Are there other projects 
in that area? 

General BerriGcaNn. Yes, sir. That is, of course, to do a lot of 
dredging and to do additional work on the other breakwaters. 

Senator ELLENDER. Has that been authorized in connection with 
this project, or are these others separate? 

General BerriGAN. They are separable things that can be done 
St parately. 

Senator ELLenpER. Have those been authorized? 

General BERRIGAN. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. How far apart are they? Why aren’t they 

aken together? 

General Berrigan. They include deepening of the basin and 
things of that sort and improving the breakwater, whereas this is 
ust an extra detached breakwater to protect the entrance so it is 
afe to go into the harbor in rough weather so ships suffer less damages 
from the waves that go through. 

Senator ELLENDER. What about local contributions to these proj- 
ets? Is there much of it? 

General Berrican. Not on this portion of the detached break- 
vater. It is all Federal. 

Senator ELLENDER. It is . Federal? 

General BerriGan. Yes, si 


ANTICIPATED EXPENDITURES 


Senator ELLENDER. I would like to go further into this. The 
project we are talking about is the Oswego Harbor, the total cost of 
which will be $2,575,000, and | notice you have not included the 
cost of ‘Remaining modifications.” Are these the same modifica- 
tions of the project wherein you expect to spend in the future as 
much as $16 million? 

General Berrigan. There is authorized in there the expenditure 
of that much. 

Senator ELLENDER. You mean for all the other project modifica- 
tions and this is one section of it; is that it? 

General BerriGAN. This is 1 small item, you might say, the 
dredging of these shoals at the entrance out to 25 feet and building 
this detached breakwater. 

Senator ELLENDER. When do you contemplate going into the othe T 
project modifications? Would you be warranted in getting money? 
ls it important enough to go into these other ce ae of the project, 
since | presume you think the ‘vy are necessary’ 

Senator Tuyr. I am glad you have asked that question, Mr. 
Chairman, because it seems difficult to visualize such an expenditure 
for this particular port. 

General Irscunger. The portion of the oo ct that is being funded 
with the funds that we have requested for fiscal year 1957 is useful 
in itself, and it is not at all dependent upon the extension of the proj- 
ect in future years. Of course, the amount that is requested at this 


time is relatively small compared to the extended project which we 
would have. 
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Senator ELLENDER. When you elected to do the work you noy 
contemplate, did you have in mind immediate use of the project: 
that is, of that part you are now proceeding with? 

General IrscHNeErR. Yes, sir. The part that we are now proceeding 
with will be useful of itself, and without the construction at any tim 
of the future project. 

Senator ELLENpDER. I presume as you go along, though, you ar 
going to have a lot of people on your neck and our necks to com- 
plete it. 

Senator Tuy. Does that involve any of the channel there from 
Oswego? That is a part of your Great Lakes-Hudson channel, too 
isn’t 1t? 

General Berrigan. Yes, sir. That is where the connection comes 
up through Syracuse and hits the lakes. 

Senator Tuyr. Yes. Is any channel work involved in that same 
proposed expenditure? 

General Berrican. In this expenditure here? 

Senator Ture. Yes. 

TYPE OF PROJECT 

General Berricgan. No, sir. This is for protection, a sufficient 
draft for the commerce that is now using it exists, but they suffer 
damage and they can’t get in because of the entrance. This makes it 
a safer entrance, this particular expenditure, for the traffic that is 
how using it. 

Senator Tuyr. However, the total expenditure that you have in 
mind certainly would not involve just that safer approach. There 
must be something more than just the approach that would be in- 
volved in that total expenditure that was just given to the chairman. 

General Berrigan. This $2% million we are talking about is for 
this detached breakwater and the removal of the shoals. 

Senator Toye. Yes. 

General Berrigan. The other things that are authorized are 
deepening the channel and improvement of the breakwater. We 
haven’t programed them as yet. 

Senator Tyr. But that is in the ultimate? 

General BerrIGAN. Yes, sir, it is in the authorized project. 

Senator Tuye. Ut will involve all of them, so that you will have some 
channel work in connection with that total overall expenditure. 

I was directing my remarks to the overall sum of money that you 
had just stated to the chairman. 

Senator ELLENDER. The overall project, as 1 understand it, costs 
over $16 million, and this project contemplates the deepening of the 
channel that you now use and the other may remain unconstructed 
for quite some time? 

General IrscHner. That is correct, sir. There is no absolute 
requirement to proceed to completion. 

Senator ELLENDER. You are doing the most important things first? 

General IrscHNER. Yes, sir; we consider this segment of the project 
to be of immediate importance. 

Senator ELLENpDER. All right. 
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l nowy JUSTIFICATION 
royect; ae : , ; 
The justification will be placed in the record. 
ePeding The justification referred to follows:) 
Ing 
y time 5 es ‘ 
ns Osweco Harpor, N. Y. (DETACHED BREAKWATER AND SHOAL REMOVAL) 
yu are (New) 
. cOM- Location.—The harbor is located on the southshore of Lake Ontario, 59 miles 
easterly from Rochester, N. Y. 

- from {uthorization.—1954 River and Harbor Act. 
l. too Benefit-cos: ratio.—1.3 to 1. 

, ’ 


Summarizea financial daa 
COMes 


Accumulated 
Same percent of 
estimated 





Amount Federal cost 
(Corps of 
Engineers) 
mated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) $2, 570, 000 
Estimated Federal cost (U. 8. Coast Guard) 5, 500 
Acie Estimated non Federal cost 0 
iclent Cash contribution 0 
suffer ___ Other costs. ----. es aoe 
; tal estimated project cost 9. 575, 500 
Kes II {ppropriation to June 30, 1955 0 
\ppropriations for fiscal year 1956 36, 000 
lat is {ppropriations to date 36, OOO I 
ppropriations requeste.! for fiscal year 1957 500, 000 21 
; lance to complete after fiscal year 1957 2, 034,000 |. oe 
ve in 
ry. 
| here 
be in- PHYSICAL DATA 
rman, Detached breakwater: Rubble-mound breakwater, 10 feet above low-water 
is for datum and 850 feet long. 
Shoals: Removal of 5 shoals to 25 feet below low-water datum, shoals are located 
in the approach to the harbor entrance and are of varying dimensions. 
1 are Status (Jan. 1, 1956) 
We cr mpletion sched ule 
Detached breakwater: Advance engineering and design has been June 1959. 
initiated and is 50 percent completed. 
Removal of shoals: Not started ____---- ee October 1957. 
some JUSTIFICATION 
Oswego Harbor has been progressively improved since 1827, to meet the require- 
b you ments of the expanding waterborne commerce. The total waterborne commerce 
in 1954 was 3,310,896 net tons consisting principally of receipt of grains and coal 
costs and export of coal to Canada. 
f the Construction of the detached breakwater and removal of the shoals will provide 
protection to the existing terminal facilities within the harbor and will lessen the 
ucted difficulties of vessel traffic. At present, during periods of storms or high winds, 
vessel operators experience delays in loading or unloading vessels, loss of cargo, 
olute und navigation difficulties in maneuvering to the various channels, slips, and 
entrances, The authorized improvements would lessen wave action within the 
—— harbor thereby producing tangible savings to vessel traffic, as well as intangible 
first’ and unevaluated benefits from the increased safety and convenience provided. 
‘oject Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $500,000 for fiscal year 1957 will 
be applied to— 
[Initiation of construction of the detached breakwater - <wiwennenn eS 
Engineering and design_________-__-___----- ia ; eos 8, 000 
Supervision and administration___----- ~~~ foe ; 35, 500 
Ee ee SL Ea ee. Sete Coe eae _ 500, 000 


75008—56—pt. 2—3 
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COMPLETED MODIFICATIONS 


Work completed consists of that authorized by the River and Harbor Acts of 
July 11, 1870, and August 30, 1935, providing for the construction of the outer 
west breakwater and for widening the channel in Oswego River north of Seneca 
Street all at a Federal cost of $1,496,000. 


REMAINING MODIFICATIONS 


The 1930 River and Harbor Act authorized the construction of arrowhead break- 
waters; deepening the outer harbor between the arrowhead breakwaters, the west 
outer harbor east of the Delaware, Lackawanna and Western coal dock, and 
Oswego River to Seneca Street, all to 21 feet; and the west outer harbor west of 
the Delaware, Lackawanna and Western coal dock to 16 feet. This work is 
complete with the exception of a small triangular-shaped area in the outer harbor 
which remains to be dredged. The Federal cost of the completed work is 
$1,854,000 and the Federal cost of the work remaining to be done is $236,000. 

The 1940 River and Harbor Act authorized closing the gap in the west break- 
water and deepening the west outer harbor west of the Delaware, Lackawanna 
& Western Railroad coal dock to 21 feet. Closing of the gap has been accomplished 
and a 250-foot-wide strip through the west outer harbor, widened to provide a 
limited turning basin area at the westerly end, has been deepened to project depth 
of 21 feet at a total cost of $911,000. The remaining 150-foot-wide strip has not 
been dredged and it is estimated that $1,649,000, will be required_to complete the 
work as authorized by this modification. 

The 1948 River and HarborjAct authorized dredging a channel and basin and 
construction of an east outer breakwater for establishment of an east outer harbor. 
No work has been done on this modification which is estimated to cost $12 million. 

Non-Federal costs—For the construction of the detached breakwater and the 
removal of shoals local interests are required to ‘hold and saveJthe United States 
free from damages due to construction and subsequent maintenance of. the 
improvement. 

Local interests have expended $100,000 for acquisition of lands for work pre- 
viously completed under the project. 

Local interests also incurred costs of $230,000 for dock facilities and dredging 
the area between the project limit and bulkhead for the work authorized by the 
1940 modification. It is estimated that local interests will expend about $170,000 
additional when the remaining 150-foot-wide strip in the west outer harbor is 
deepened to project depth. 

Local interests are required by the 1948 act to construct a wharf, handling and 
storage facilities, and to dredge and maintain area between project limit and 
wharf face. It is estimated that the costs to local interests for this work will be 
$1,967,000, none of which has been accomplished to date, and $11,200 for annual 
maintenance. 

Oswego River is part of the New York State Barge Canal system. The State 
of New York has expended a large sum for development of the canal and have 
provided two barge canal terminals in the harbor, the costs of which are unknown. 
Private interests have established docks, wharves, and handling facilities for coal 
and grain, the costs of which are unknown. 


ASHTABULA HARBOR, OHIO 


Status of funds 


| 
J igated | Unexpe , 
Date Unobligated | Unexpended 








| balance | balance 
IN a bi f 0 | 0 
Mar. 31, 1956_- es ; SPARES 2 ee 10 | 10 
June 30, 1956 (estimate) -........-.----- nce aendaeicie | 20 | 20 


| 


1 In addition to status of project funds shown, $61,557 were obligated and expended from funds loaned to 
this project. 

2 In addition to status of project funds shown, it is estimated that $75,000 will be obligated and expended 
from funds loaned to this project. 
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Senator E.ienprerR. The Ashtabula Harbor, Ohio. I notice the 
entire cost of this project is estimated at $9,070,000, of which 
$5.040,000 is the Federal cost for construction, with an additional 
$10,000 for United States Coast Guard and the rest, $4,020,000 being 
non-Federal cost. 

We have appropriated to date $296,000 and $1,800,000 is now being 
asked for this fiscal year. 

Will vou tell us a little about that project? 

General Berrigan. This is to bring the channel into some new 
docks that have been constructed at Ashtabula. 

Senator ELLENDER. Before those new docks were built, was this 
project authorized? 

General BERRIGAN. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. In contemplation of the channel improvement, 
new docks were built by the local authorities? 

General BERRIGAN. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Now you want to dredge deep water to the 
facilities? 

General Berrican. To the docks, yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Does all of this result from the contemplated 
deepening of the channel for navigation through the— 

General Berrigan. The connecting channels? 

Senator ELLENDER. Yes. 

General BerriGan. No, sir. I think this resulted from the devel- 
opments, particularly in the electrometallurgical and chemical indus- 
tries in this area. I think this comes from Niagara Power, you 
might say. 

Niagara Power has brought about in this area these chemical and 
metallurgical developments, particularly around Ashtabula. It has 
been a coal and ore port for Pittsburgh. Now it is getting to be a 
shipping port of its own. 


USE OF APPROPRIATIONS 


Senator ELLENDER. What has become of the funds that you got 
last year amounting to $296,000? Was that amount used for advance 
engineering and planning? 

General BerriGan. No, sir. We let a continuing contract and 
actually the contractor has gone ahead on this project, and the first 
shipment was made out of this port about a week ago. 

The contractor actually has earned, at his own risk, more under his 
continuing contract than we had in the appropriation. 

Senator ELLENDER. In other words, you owe him money now? 

General Brerrican. Yes, sir. As soon as we get this appropriation 
we will pay him what we owe him. 

Senator ELLENDER. I see. How did the bid put in by him com- 
pare with your estimates? 

General Berrigan. I believe they were very close to the estimate. 

Senator ELLENDER. Was the bidding brisk, or did you have just a 
few competitors? 

General Berrican. This one man in there had the advantage. 
We let the contract so the contractor would not have to go to work 
until this spring, but the man who was in there was the low bidder 
and we think we got a very low bid. 
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Senator ELLENDER. That is on a yardage basis? 
General Brerrican. Yes, sir. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


ASHTABULA Harsor, Onto (APPROACH CHANNEL AND TURNING BASIN IN Eas 
OuTER Harpor) 


(Continuing) 


Location.—The harbor is located on the south shore of Lake Erie, 59 miles 
easterly from Cleveland, Ohio. 

Authorization.—1954 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—3 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 








| Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 
| Amount Federal cost 
(Corps of 
Engineers) 
| 
Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) -- | $5,040,000 | 
Estimated Federal cost (U. 8. Coast Guard) 10, 000 | 
Estimated non-Federal cost ‘ | 4, 020, 000 | 
Cash contribution 0 | 
Other costs | 4, 020, 000 | 
Total estimated project cost | 9.070, 000 | 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955 0 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956 296, 000 
4 ppropriations to date 296, 000 | fi 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957 1, 800, 000 | 42 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 2, 944, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels: 
Approach channel: 25 feet deep in soft material, 26 feet deep in hard material, 
700 feet wide, 1,550 feet long. 
Turning basin: 25 feet deep in soft material, 26 feet deep in hard material, 
1,200 feet wide, 1,500 feet long. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1956) 


e Completion 
Approach channel and turning basin: schedule 
Stage I: Underway--_____---- ‘ Seas . June 1956. 


Stage II: Not started eee . June 1958. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Ashtabula Harbor has been progressively improved since 1826, to meet the 
needs of its expanding waterborne commerce. The total waterborne commerce 
in 1954 was 8,271,833 net tons consisting principally of receipt of 5,019,252 tons 
of iron ore, 121,007 tons of stone, and shipment of 2,931,034 tons of coal. 

The approach channel and turning basin in the east outer harbor will permit 
large, self-unloading vessels to use the extensive dock and storage facilities cur- 
rently under construction by local interests. Stage I of the project which has 
been initiated with fiscal year 1956 funds will provide a channel 150 feet wide 
through the project area to the new docks. This channel will permit onlv the 
use of small bulk cargo carriers but it will inaugurate traffic to the new facilities, 
and will allow limited access until the project is completed. 

Commerce of about 900,000 tons consisting of chemical limestone, fluxing 
stone, rock salt, and building materials will be received over the new docks from 
large self-unloading vessels for the heavily industrialized area located in the 
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east part of the city of Ashtabula. Considerable savings will be realized from 
reduced transportation costs through the use of the larger vessels. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $1,800,000 for fiscal year 1957 
will be used for payments to contractor for stage I dredging and for initiation 
of stage II dredging, by continuing contract. 

The completion of stage I will provide a minimum access channel to the com- 
pleted easterly dock. Stage II is dredging of the remainder of the project area, 


COMPLETED MODIFICATIONS 


Work completed consists of: an outer harbor of about 185 acres in area formed 
by a system of breakwaters comprising a west breakwater 7,780 feet long, an 
east breakwater 4,400 feet long; deepening the entrance channel to 28 feet be- 
tween the breakwaters and to 25 feet through the outer harbor to the east inner 
breakwater and to 24 feet from this point to the mouth of Ashtabula River; 
a channel in Ashtabula River 24 feet deep from its mouth to 2,000 feet upstream, 
18 feet deep upstream therefrom for about 2,400 feet, and 16 feet deep upstream 
therefrom for about 3,800 feet with a turning basin at the upstream end. The 
total cost for this completed work is $2,854,000. 


REMAINING MODIFICATIONS 


\ further modification to the project authorized by the 1945 River and Harbor 
Act, provides for deepening the Ashtabula River Channel to 16 feet deep to a 
point 1,550 feet upstream of the turning basin. The estimated cost to complete 
this work is $134,000. 

Modification of the project authorized by the 1937 River and Harbor Act 
provides for the removal of 250 feet of the inner east breakwater. The estimated 
cost to complete this work is $128,000. 

testudy of each of these modifications will be required before construction is 
indertaken. 

Von-Federal costs.—The cost to local interests of complying with the require- 
ments of loeal cooperation as set forth in the authorizing legislation for the 
approach channel and turning basin in the easterly part of the outer harbor is 
$4,020,000. This cost to logal interests is ertirely for the construction of the 
jock facilities and the dredging‘of the slips and access thereto from the basin. 

Local interests also incurred costs of $519,000 in complying with requirements 
of local cooperation for previous work accomplished on the project. 

The areas adjacent to the Federal project have been extensively developed, 
principally by the railroads for handling of iron ore and coal. Necessary docks, 
wharves, storage, unloading, and other handling facilities have been provided 
for which the overall development costs to local interests are unknown. The 
city of Ashtabula and other local interests have expended $1,367,000 for improve- 
ments of the Ashtabula River. 


CLEVELAND HARBOR, OHIO 


Status of funds 


| os 
Unobligated | Unexpended 
balance balance 


June 30, 1955 $32, 593 $1, 278, 343 
Mar. 31, 1956 2, 001, 052 2, 904, 202 
June 30, 1956 (estimated) 1, 900, 000 1, 969, 047 


Senator ELLENDER. Cleveland Harbor, Ohio. The estimated cost 
here is $29,606,000, with a total Federal contribution of $19,500,000. 

The original budget was $2 million and the revised budget is 
$1,700,000, or a reduction of $300,000. 

Why was that? 

General Berrigan. We have reduced our contingencies in this 
project because we are coming closer toward completion, the estimate 
is reduced by that amount. 
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Senator ELLENpeER. I notice this project should be completed next 
year. The amount we are now appropriating will make it 94 percent 
complete; is that right? 

General BerriGan. Yes, sir, or maybe a little more than that. 

Senator ELLENDER. Of course, what you have done so far has been 
beneficial up to now? 

General BerriGan. Yes, sir. However, we have to complete this 
widening and complete all the bridges to get the full advantage so the 
bigger ships can get in. 


LOCAL INTEREST 


Senator ELLENDER. What about this local contribution of $10 
million plus? Has that been forthcoming without difficulty? 

General Berrican. Yes, sir. These lands and_ rights-of-way; 
and they have even been worked out with the city now the matter 
of taking down a cement silo so that we can widen one place, and 
that expense of taking silos down and buying land falls on the city 
of Cleveland. 

Senator ELLENDER. What is the amount of money that you expect 
to spend on the uncompleted portion of this project? In other words, 
how much more would it take to complete it? 

General Berrigan. About $800,000. 

Senator ELLENDER. You said awhile ago that you decreased your 
contingent sum, thereby reducing the original budget by $300,000; 
is that correct? 

General Berrigan. By $300,000; yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Does that decrease in contingencies have any 
effect on a further reduction of the cost of this project? 

General Berrican. We still have contingencies in there and the 
possibility of a further reduction. 

Senator ELLENDER. I notice you state that there might be a total 
reduction of $799,000 on this project. Do you still believe that will 
be possible? 

General Berrican. Yes, sir; the planning report we submitted to 
the committee earlier showed we have reduced the cost estimate 
$799,000 since last year. It now looks as though we can further re- 
duce the cost about $500,000. 

Senator ELLenpDER. What about the contract in the vicinity of 
bridge No. 9? Has that been awarded yet? 

General BERRIGAN. Bridge No. 9 is about complete. 

Senator ELLenpER. I mean the widening in the vicinity of that 
bridge. 

General Berrican. The contractor is in there now removing piling 
and other things under bridge No. 9. 

Senator Exnenper. How has the bid compared with your estimate? 

General Berrican. I don’t remember exactly, but I am sure it was 
reasonably close. It was a small contract. 

Senator ELLENDER. Just the width of the bridge; is it? 

General Berrican. Just taking out the old piers. We put in a 
wider bridge and we are removing the things that were underneath 
the old bridge, you might say. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows: ) 


CLEVELAND Harpor, On10 (BRIDGE REPLACEMENTS AND CHANNEL 
IMPROVEMENTS) 


(Continuing) 


Location.—The harbor is located on the south shore of Lake Erie, 176 miles 
westerly from Buffalo, N. Y. 

Authorization.—1946 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratto.—2.33 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent ot 
estimated 
Federal cost 


Amount 


Estimated Federal cost . : $19, 500, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost : : 10, 106, 000 
Cash contributions - _- 0 
Other costs 10, 106, 000 
Estimated project cost a 29, 606, 000 
A ppropri itions to June 30, 1955 11, 125, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956 5, 300, 000 
Appropriations to date 16, 425, 000 R4 
{ ppropriations requested for fiscal year 1957 2, 000, 000 94 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 1, 075, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels: 
Cuyahoga River: 23 feet deep, suitably widened at bends and obstructive 
bridges, 5.8 miles long. 
Old River: 23 feet deep, various widths, 0.8 mile long. 
Obstructive railroad bridges: Replacement of railroad bridges Nos. 25, 8, 9, 1, 
15, and 3. Alteration of pier of railroad bridge No. 19. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1956) 


Percent Completion schedule 


Improvement of Cuyahoga River 3 | Improvement of Cuyahoga River, June 1958. 


Improvement of Old River 100 

Replacement of bridges 25 and & 100 

Replacement of bridge 9 87 | Replacement of bridge 9, February 1956. 
Replacement of bridge 1 51 | Replacement of bridge 1, February 1957. 
Replacement of bridge 15 41 | Replacement of bridge 15, September 1956. 
Replacement of bridge 3 37 | Replacement of bridge 3, November 1956 
Pier Replacement of bridge 19! Pier replacement of bridge 19, June 1959. 
Entire improvement 59 | Entire improvement, June 1959 


Not started. 
JUSTIFICATION 


Cleveland Harbor has been progressively improved since 1825 to meet the 
needs of the expanding economy of this highly important industrial center on the 
Great Lakes. The total waterborne commerce at the harbor in 1954 was 
15,466,664 net tons. 

The greater portion of the commerce at the harbor is comprised of receipts of 
iron ore and limestone from upper lake ports. Cleveland is the most important 
ore-receiving port on the Great Lakes; 10,864,019 tons were received in 1954. 
About 2 million tons of iron ore a year are received at the Erie ore dock in Old 
River for transshipment inland. Approximately 7 million tons of ore and the 
greater portion of limestone receipts are received ai facilities near the head of 
navigation on Cuyahoga River for direct consumption at the steel plants operated 
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by the Republic Steel Corp., Jones & Laughlin, and American Steel and Wire 
Division of United States Steel. 

On the Great Lakes, bulk commodities such as iron ore and limestone are carried 
in large deep-draft vessels. Due to the obstructive nature of the bridges and 
bends, vessels greater than 550 feet in length cannot navigate to the steel plants 
on the Cuyahoga River. The improvements under way will permit the use of 
vessels up to 600 feet in length in this trade. The project is fully justified by th: 
great reduction it will effect in transportation costs through the use of large lak 
vessels for receipt of bulk commodities. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $2 million will be applied to: 


Complete replacement of bridge No. 1_-_ = -. $394, 000 
Complete replacement of bridge No. 15_- ._-. 867, 000 
Complete replacement of bridge No. 3 ; amare 324, 000 

Continue improvement of Cuyahoga River channel by widening at 
bridge No. 1 and cut No. 4_ ~~ Peat o eek ewan “dae O00 
Supervision and administration ee eae Ne ae eras 126, 000 
Engineering and design fe = 10, 000 
BU scscek. ee : _..... 2, 000, 000 


The amount of $2 million is required for the Federal share of the replacement 
work scheduled to be completed by the bridge owners through fiscal year 1957 
under continuing contracts and for dredging in the Cuyahoga River at bridg: 
No. 1 and in cut No. 4. 


COMPLETED MODIFICATIONS——CLEVELAND HARBOR 


Work accomplished under completed modifications consist of: An outer 
harbor, 5 miles long and enclosed by a breakwater system with an aggregate 
length of 30,218 feet; 2 piers at the mouth of Cuyahoga River, the east pier, 
1,602 feet long and the west pier, 1,440 feet long; deepening to 23 feet through 
the east outer harbor easterly from a line drawn perpendicular to the east main 
breakwater, beginning 800 feet east of the west end, and deepening to 25 feet 
west of that line and in the entrance channel from the lake to the mouth of th: 
river and in the west outer harbor basin; deepening the lower 5.5 miles of Cuya- 
hoga River and the lower 1.1 miles of Old River to 21 feet; and deepening a turn- 
ing basin in Cuyahoga River to a depth of 18 feet in vicinity of mile 4.8. The 
cost of this completed work was $6,206,000. 


REMAINING AUTHORIZED MODIFICATIONS—-CLEVELAND HARBOR 


A further modification to the project, authorized by the 1945 River and Harbor 
Act, provides for the extension of the improved channel in Cuyahoga River from 
about mile 5.5 to mile 5.8 and deepening thereof to 21 feet. The right half of 
the extension has been deepened. The estimated cost of this modification is 
$204,000 of which $87,000 is for the uncompleted portion. 

Non-Federal costs —The estimated costs to local interests in complying with the 
requirements of local cooperation as set forth in the authorizing legislation for 
all authorized project modifications is $10,106,000. This amount includes the 
estimated proportionate share of the costs to the concerned railroads for recon- 
struction of the six railroad bridges and the pier alteration of another bridge in 
the amount of $3,500,000. The amount of $3,606,000 is the estimated cost to 
local interests for securing lands, construction of bulkheads, and removal or 
replacement of highway bridges over the Cuyahoga River, and approximately 
$3 million is the anticipated costs for work remaining to be accomplished by local 
interests for necessary lands and bulkheads at cuts Nos. 4 and 10 and the remain- 
portion of the Cuyahoga River extension. 

In addition, the city of Cleveland has expended $5,500,000 for improvements 
on the Cuyahoga River channel. Local interests have constructed docks, bulk- 
heads, material handling equipment, and performed dredging operations, the costs 
of which are not available. 


MILWAUKEE HARBOR, WIS. 


Senator Ertenper. The Milwaukee Harbor, Wis. This project 
will cost only $300,000, Senator Thye, and the appropriation requested 
for 1957 is $130,000. 
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What are you going to use that money for—advance engineering 
and actual dredging? 

General Berrigan. Actual dredging of the Kinnickinnic and 
\fenominee Rivers. 

Senator ELLenper. Has your estimate been so firm now that you 
think that the cost won't exceed the amount stipulated? 

General Berrican. Yes, sir. I think if we have to, we can do it 
by hired labor. 

‘Senator ELLENDER. What about your cost ratio? I notice it is 
28 to 1. That is a pretty good ratio. Do you expect it will stay 
at that figure? 

General BERRIGAN. Yes, sir. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
The justification referred to follows:) 


MILWAUKEE Harpgor, Wis. (NEw) 


Location.— Milwaukee Harbor is located on the west shore of Lake Michigan, 
about 85 miles northerly from Chicago, Ill. 

Authorization.—-1945 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio —2.8 to 1. (For portion of project budgeted herein. 
\lilwaukee River portion above Buffalo Street is not scheduled at this time.) 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 


Federal cost 


Amount 


mated Federal cost $300, OO 

ited non-Federal cost 0 

Cash contributions 0) 

Other costs 

tal estimated project cost 300, 000 

({ppropriations to June 30, 1955 ( 

Appropriations for fiscal year 1956 0 

propriations to date 0 
ropriations requested for fiscal year 1957 130, 000 43 

ce to complete after fiscal year 1957 170, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels: 
Kinnickinnie River Channel: 21 feet deep, 50 to 400 feet wide, 6,790 feet 
long. 
Menomonee River Channel: 21 feet deep, 60 to 200 feet wide, 9,280 feet 
long. 


Milwaukee River Channel: 21 feet deep, 50 to 300 feet wide, 14,565 feet long. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1956) 


Completion schedule 

Dredging: Not started_ Deepening Menomonee and Kinnickinnie River 
Channels and Milwaukee River Channel as far as 
Buffalo St., all to 21 feet by April 1957. Mil- 

waukee River above Buffalo St.—Indefinite. 

JUSTIFICATION 

Milwaukee with a metropolitan district population of about 800,000 is an im- 
portant port with a diversified commerce including 2 railroad carferry lines which 
Operate continuously throughout the year. The annual waterborne commerce for 
Milwaukee averaged in excess of 8 million tons for the period 1944 to 1953 and 
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is comprised largely of receipts of coal, petroleum products, and mineral aggre- 
gates vitally essential for the continued economical operation of local industries 
which are of national importance, The city of Milwaukee is one of the most im- 
portant industrial centers of the Midwest. It receives more coal by lake carrier 
at its 23 coal handling wharves than any other port on Lake Michigan. Mil 
waukee is also an important center for distribution of gsaoline and fuel oil through 
out Wisconsin, and adjoining areas. Along the three large rivers within this har- 
bor are numerous wharves and docks over which large portions of the receipts and 
shipments are handled. Improvement of these channels therefore would facili- 
tate the economical movement of this commerce, by enabling the large bulk car- 
riers to load to deeper drafts with resulting larger savings in transportation costs 
and vessel trips. 

Fiscal year 1957.—Funds in the amount of $130,000 will be applied to the deep- 
ening of the Menomonee and Kinnickinnic Rivers and the Milwaukee River t 
Buffalo Street from 19 feet to 21 feet. 























COMPLETED MODIFICATIONS 





Completed modifications consist of entrance channel 21 feet deep, 300 to 600 
feet wide, 2,850 feet long; north breakwater 9,954 feet long; south breakwater 
9,671 feet long; north pier 1,656 feet long and south pier 1,608 feet long con- 
structed at a cost of $4,538,000. 


REMAINING MODIFICATIONS 






















A further modification in the River and Harbor Act of August 30, 1935, provides 
for deepening a portion of the outer harbor to 21 feet at an estimated cost of 
$125,000. 

Non-Federal costs.—None for the improvement authorized in 1945. 

Costs to be incurred by local interests in dredging the outer harbor under the 
1935 modification are estimated to be $650,000. 

Local interests have expended $9 million for dredging and for construction of 
docks and revetments, $2,700,000 for maintenance of these features and $2 
million for engineering, surveys, and administration. 





HOUGHTON-HANCOCK BRIDGE, MICHIGAN 





Senator ELLenpER. Houghton-Hancock Bridge, Michigan. This 
is a bridge alteration under the Truman-Hobbs Act. The total 
Federal estimated cost is $1,672,000 and the non-Federal cost is 
$3,428,000. 

So far we have appropriated nothing and the amount to be appro- 
priated this year is $500,000. What about that? What agency of 
the State is building it? 

General Brerrican. It is the State of Michigan that is building it, 
the highway department. 

Senator ELLENDER. How can that be under the Truman-Hobbs 
Act? 

General Berrican. It is both a railroad and highway bridge that 
is owned by the State. 

Senator ELLENDER. I remember now. It is owned by the State. 
General Berrican. Yes, sir. 



















STATE PARTICIPATION 
General Berrigan. The State of Michigan is paying approximately 
two-thirds of the cost of this project. 
Senator ELLENDER. Have the plans submitted by the Highway 
Commission of the State of Michigan been reviewed by you? 
General Berrican. The preliminary plans have, and we expect 
them to be ready to go on the bridge itself this summer. 
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Senator ELLENDER. How does the estimated cost compare with 
yours? 
~ General Berrigan. Well, I think their estimate of cost looks like 
it may be higher, but we are still going to go one-third and two-thirds 
on this project. 

Senator ELLENDER. Will you tell us what the difficulties attending 
navigation there are that make necessary the replacement of this 
bridge? 

General BerriGan. The currents and the wind on the open lake 
are such that the Keweenaw Waterway is a safe passage, and a short- 
cut, particularly during the bad weather on Lake Superior. The 
bridge is the bottleneck that deters the ships from using Keweenaw 
Waterway as much as they otherwise{would. 

Senator ELLENDER. Do you expect to reach the goal on the com- 
pletion dates? 

General Berrigan. Yes, sir. Of course, the State of Michigan is 
doing the job. All we are doing is paying one-third of the cost. 

Senator ELLENDER. Do you check on those costs? 

General BERRIGAN. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. And you are paying less than a third in this 
instance? 

General Berrican. It is approximately a third. We used a for- 
mula and it came out one-third for the Federal share and two-thirds 
for the State of Michigan’s share. 

Senator ELLENDER. You could have paid as much as one-half under 
the Truman-Hobbs Act, could you not? 

General IrscHNER. We quite frequently go much above that. 


It depends upon the unexpired life of the old bridge and the cost of 
the original bridge. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows: ) 


HouGcutTon-Hancock BrinGEe, Micu. 
(New) 


Location.—Across Keweenaw Waterway between Houghton and Hancock, 
Mich. 


Authorization.—Act of June 21, 1940 (Truman-Hobbs Act) as amended. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—Not applicable. 
Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Amount 


Estimated Federal cost--- 
Estimated non-Federal cost 
Cash contributions. -_- 
Other costs ; 
lotal estimated project cost- : 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956 0 
Appropriations to date.____._______- . : : 0 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957 500, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957_______- , 172, 000 


, 672, 000 
3, 428, 000 
0 

3, 428, 000 
, 100, 000 
0 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Bridge: 

Type: Vertical lift. 

Horizontal clearance: 250 feet. 

Vertical clearance, lowered: 3.7 feet above extreme high water and 7.4 feet 
above low-water datum. 

Vertical clearance, intermediate position: 31.7 feet above extreme high wate: 
and 35.4 feet above low-water datum. 

Vertical clearance, raised: 100 feet above extreme high water and 103.7 feet 
above low water datum. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1956) 


Completion 
schedul 


Not started - eetechs 5 ; : 3 June 1958. 
JUSTIFICATION 


The Houghton-Hancock Bridge, a combination railroad and highway bridge 
owned solely by the Michigan State Highway Department, provides the only 
vehicular and rail access to the copper-mining area of the Keweenaw Peninsuls 
of Michigan. This bridge spans the Keweenaw Waterway (Portage Lake) whic! 
provides an important shortcut as well as a sheltered route across the Keweenaw 
Peninsula for vessels plying Lake Superior. Commerce on the waterway average 
some 600,000 tons annually with vessel trips averaging about 400 larger type ships 
and 500 small craft. Due to difficulties in navigating the swing bridge with 
118-foot and 107-foot openings, delays to navigation result when ships anchor to 
await favorable conditions for passage or avoid the waterway entirely, even during 
stormy weather when passage through the waterway would be advantageous. 
About 100 large vessels pass the Keweenaw Peninsula each day and in an average 
year they are exposed to 23 days of storm conditions. _ Accordingly, about 2,300 
large vessels per year or about 1,900 more than at present, would have good reaso1 
to use the waterway. It is estimated that the time saved through use of thr 
waterway by these 1,900 vessels represents an increase in earning capacity of 
$380,000 per year. 

The bridge has been determined to be obstructive to navigation and under the 
provisions of the Truman-Hobbs Act, the Secretary of the Army in March 1955 
issued a notice to alter the bridge. The bridge provides important highway and 
rail access to the people and industry of Michigan’s copper country and crosses 
a very important waterway artery. To avoid costly delays to navigation, the 
obstructive bridge should be altered as soon as possible. The State of Michigan 
advises that $500,000 is the minimum amount of Federal funds that should be 
made available in the first fiscal year in order that the State may initiate an 
economical construction schedule. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The sum of $500,000 requested for fiscal year 1957 will be 
used to initiate construction on a schedule which provides for completion of the 
bridge alteration in June 1958. 

Non-Federal costs.—The cost to the bridge owners of complying with the require- 
ments of local cooperation as set forth in the authorizing legislation is estimated 
at $3,428,000 and will be applied toward the cost of the bridge alteration. 


PRESQUE ISLE PENINSULA, ERIE, PA. 


Status of funds 


| 
ae Unobligated | Unexpended 
Date | balance balance 
June 30, 1955 hs a ; 0 | 0 
Mar. 31, 1956 : 2 . $64, 980 | $462, 761 
June 30, 1956 (estimated) - _ _- ; = 0 135, 000 


Senator ELLENDER. Next is Presque Isle Peninsula in Erie, Pa. The 
total Federal cost of this project is $980,000 with a $1,960,000 local 
contribution. We have appropriated so far $600,000 and you are 
now asking for $380,000 which will complete this project. 


PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 1395 





General BerriGAN. Yes, sir. The work is all under contract and 
the prices, we are quite sure, are firm. 

Senator ELLENDER. So that the cost of this project will be in line 
with your estimate? 

General BrerrIGAN. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. I notice here also that the estimated cost was 
reduced to almost half of what you originally thought. 

General BerricaN. Originally we thought we would have to put a 
dredge out in Lake Erie and dredge the sand from the lake, but we 
made some explorations inside the Erie Harbor and found we could 
vet the sand in there. 

We also got excellent competition in the bids. There were eight 
dredging contractors who bid on this job, and the dredge that is 
ac aa doing the job was brought from Palm Beach, Fla., across the 

_all the way through the Lakes last fall. 

Senator ELLenveER. The local people got good competition. That is 
quite a cut from an estimated $2,090,000 to $980,000. The change 
that made that possible, you say, was that, instead of getting sand 
out of the lake, you got it from inside the harbor? 

General BerriGan. Yes, sir. Erie is quite a sheltered area. We 
ire dredging from the inside and pumping it over the neck of the 
peninsula. 

Senator ELLENDER. You are using the spoil? 

General Berrican. I think the areas where we are dredging will 
make a small-boat harbor. They are quite away from the authorized 
harbor of Erie. 

Senator ELLENDER. Is all of the work proposed under this project 
under contract? 

General BERRIGAN. Yes, sir. 


CONTINGENCY FACTOR 


Senator ELLENDER. In this instance you have $120,570 for con- 
tingencies. Was that amount taken into consideration when you 
reduced the estimate to $980,000? 

General BerriGan. Yes, sir. We still have the contingency factor 
in there. 

Senator ELLENDER. It may still be lower than that? 

General Berrigan. Yes, sir. Of course, we have a dredging con- 
tractor working there and there may be unforeseen contingencies 
before we finish the job. We have still a lot of work to do. 

Senator ELLenper. | notice that, with all these savings, your 
benefit-to-cost ratio last year when you appeared before us was 
1.17 to 1.0, and it is now 2.67 to 1. 

General Berrican. The benefits have not changed and the costs, 
of course, have gone down. 

JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLenpER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 
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PRESQUE IsLE PENINSULA-ERIE, Pa. 
(Continuing) 

Location.—Protection and improvement of lakeward perimeter of Presque Isle 
Peninsula, Erie, Pa. 


Authorization.—1954 River and Harbor Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—2.67 to 1. 








Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Amount 








Estimated Federal cost $980, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 1, 960, 000 
Cash contribution 1, 497, 400 
Work accomplished 462, 600 
Total estimated project qost 2, 940, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955 oie 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956 600, 000 | 
Appropriations to date 600, 000 6 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957 380, 000 100 


Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 None 







PHYSICAL DATA 

Seawalls: Reconstruction of approximately 1,700 linear feet of existing stone sea- 
wall in section I; construction of approximately 1,120 linear feet of stone sea- 
wall in section I1; removal of approximately 2,600 linear feet of existing bulk- 
head and 2 groins in section VI. 

Groins: Construction of 10 new groins approximately 300 feet long and alteration 
of 2 existing groins. 

Beach replenishment: Placement of 4,200,000 cubic yards of sandfill, including 
feeder beaches at the waterworks reservation and at the westerly end of the 
‘“‘neck”’ section. 

Status (Jan. 1, 1956) 
Completion schedule 

Seawalls: Reconstruction of 1,700 linear feet of existing Completed. 
stone seawall in section I and construction of 1,120 feet of 
stone seawall in section Il, completed by Commonwealth 
of Pennsylvania in 1952. 

Groins: Contract awarded on Nov. 23, 1955, operations September 1956. 
to commence in April 1956. 

Beach replenishment: Contract awarded on Aug. 25, 1955, Do. 
operations commenced on Sept. 7, 1955 and are 40 per- 
cent completed. 

JUSTIFICATION 


Presque Isle Peninsula is the only frontage on Lake Erie owned by the Com- 
monwealth of Pennsylvania which is available for development of a public park 
It has been in continuous and intensive use for this purpose by the Common- 
wealth since 1922 during which time extensive improvements, including high- 
ways, buildings, and shore-protection structures, have been made. In spite of 
large expenditures for protection and maintenance along the lakeward perimeter 
of the peninsula, severe loss of beaches and damage to buildings and the high- 
way continue to occur with frequent interruption of access to and use of the 
park facilities by the public. 

It is imperative that a comprehensive plan of improvement be completed as 
soon as practicable in order to prevent further damage to and loss of existing 
protective structures and the remaining beach areas, which would require replace- 
ment and would materially increase the costs of providing the recommended 
improvement. Washouts of portions of the highway at three separate locations 
throughout the length of the peninsula have occurred since 1951. 

The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania has appropriated its share of the pro- 
posed project in addition to having spent $462,600 in 1952 for performing a 
yortion of the authorized work as emergency protection. Commonwealth offi- 











PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 1397 


cials have repeatedly indicated their desire to complete work on the cooperative 
project as soon as practicable. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $380,000 will be used for complet- 
ing project in fiscal year 1957. 

Non-Federal costs.—The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania in accordance with 
the requirements of the authorizing document will incur two-thirds of the total 
project cost presently estimated at $1,960,000. Annual maintenance of the 
improvements and protective works is also required at an estimated cost of $33,700, 


KALAMAZOO RIVER, MICH., BATTLE CREEK AND VICINITY 


Senator ELLENDER. Next is the Ka'amazoo River, Mich., Battle 
Creek and vicinity. This project bas an estimated total cost of 
$7,746,800 with a total estimated Federal cost of $4,930,000. The 
rest will be contributed locally. 

The appropriations to date aggregate $60,000, and you are now 
requesting $500,000. What have you done with the $60,000 that you 
have? Was that spent for advanced engineering? 

General Berrican. That is advanced engineering. 

Senator ELLENDER. What about your total estimated cost? I 
notice that increased in this, instance from $4,210,000 to $4,930,000. 
Is that due to the rise in the cost of construction? 

General Berrican. About a third of it was due to price level; 
about a third was due to plan changes due to more definite plans; 
and we did not have an adequate amount for supervision and admin- 
istration in there and that is about the other third. 


RELOCATION PROBLEM 


Senator ELLENDER. What about the relocation? Last year you 
took the position that it was the responsibility of the local people. 
Are you still of that view? 

General Berrican. Some of the relocation work is a Federal respon- 
sibility and was incorrectly reported under the item “‘construction”’ 
last year. Local interests are working on their relocation problems, 
and I think they are making very good progress. 

Senator ELLENDER. Some relocations are to be done by the local 
people. Is that right? 

General Brerrican. Yes, sir. They will accomplish all highway 
relocations, except for a federally owned bridge. The alteration or 
protection of bridge abutments within the floodway, regardless of 
ownership, would, however, be a Federal charge. As you probably 
know, alterations of railroad bridges were authorized by Congress 
as a Federal responsibility. 

Senator ELLeNpER. I notice here an allocation for 14 alterations 
to streets and roads at an estimated cost of $682,000; 5 railroads at 
an estimated cost of $750,000. Those are Federal charges? 

General Berrican. Yes, sir; those costs are Federal costs for the 
work I mentioned. Local people have, of course, real estate costs 
plus utility and new bridge costs beyond those Federal costs esti- 
mates which you have quoted. 

Senator ELLENDER. General, when you study a project this way 
and give us an estimate of its cost, do you figure it as construction 
all of these reloc ations, in this case 14 different streets and roads, and 
things like that? Is all of that considered construction? 
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General Irscuner. That depends, of course, upon the authorizing 
legislation, sir, but we always include the cost of relocating railroad 
bridges and, in some cases, we include the cost of relocating highway 
bridges, but quite frequently the relocation of highway bridges is : 
matter of local responsibility and they pay for it. 

Senator ELLENDER. How do vou differentiate as to when the 
should do it and when that should be done generally? 

General Irscnner. Generally, sir, if it is a navigation project whic! 
involves the construction of a waterway across dry land, in othe: 
words, a new water course, we feel that the Federal Government should 
stand the cost of the bridges. If, on the other hand, it is a flood con 
trol improvement of an existing channel we normally would requir 


them to cooperate by making the necessary bridge changes. 
Senator ELLENDER. What about the estimates for the local contri- | 
butions? Has that sum varied since the project was authorized or is | 
it about the same? 
General Berrigan. This project was recently authorized and I do 
not believe it has changed since then. 
General Irscuner. This project was included in the 1954 omnibu 
act. 
JUSTIFICATION 
Senator ELtenper. The justification will be placed in the record 
(The justification referred to follows: ) 
KALAMAZOO RIVER, MICH., BATTLE CREEK AND VICINITY . 
(New start) 
Location.—The Kalamazoo River rises in the southern part of the lower penin-_ . 


sula of Michigan, flows northwesterly about 185 miles, and empties into Lak: 
Michigan about 2 miles downstream from the village of Saugatuck. Battle Cree! 
joins the Kalamazoo River in the city of Battle Creek, about 108 miles above its 
mouth. 

A uthorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit—cost ratio.— 1.58 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of 


Amount estimated 

Federal cost 
Estimated Federal cost $4, 930, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 2, 816, 800 
Cash contribution 123, 800 
Other costs 2, 693, 000 
Total estimated project cost 7, 746, 800 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955 0 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956 60, 000 
Appropriations to date 60, 000 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957 500, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 4, 370, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Levees: Construct low earth levees on both banks of Kalamazoo River upstream 
from concrete paved cutoff channel: Length 3,200 feet 
telocations: 
Construct 3 new railroad bridges and 1 federally owned highway bridge. 
teinforce or protect substructures on 2 railroad bridges and 13 highway 
bridges. 
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Channels: Miles 
Improvement, Battle Creek es ie 
Improvement, Kalamazoo River aie 5. 0 
Improvement, cutoff section , uta Se 

Total 7. 6 


Cutoff channel, 0.7 miles, paved with concrete; 1.9 miles of improved chan- 
nels paved with riprap.) 


Status (Jan. 1, 1956 
Co npletion schedule 
w start _- i agian Eee _ Relocations, June 1959. 
Channels, June 1959. 
Levees, June 1959. 
Kintire project, June 1959, 
JUSTIFICATION 


Battle Creek and vicinity has experienced numerous floods causing considerable 
roperty damage. The maximum flood of record was in March 1904 with floods 
f slightly less volume occurring in March 1908, April 1947, March 1918, March 
i887, and March 1948, in that decreasing order of peak discharge. A historian 
reports floods in 1854, 1864, 1868, and 1869 greater in magnitude than the floods 

1904 and 1908. Lesser floods have occurred at more frequent intervals with 
minor flooding in the lower areas occurring almost annually. With the exception 
if the flood in 1864, all the major floods noted have occurred in the spring as a 
result of heavy spring rains on snow covered ground in fairly saturated condition 
and at a time when stream stages were already rising. The major flooding is 
almost entirely within the city limits of Battle Creek, except for low vacant lands 
lownstream from the city. Floods cover a large area through the downtown 
business, industrial and adjacent residential area. Based on 1955 price level, the 
extimated flood damages for 1904, 1947, and 1948 floods would be as follows: 
1904, $1,900,000; 1947, $1,233,000; and 1948, $60,000." Average annual flood 
lamages On @ current price basis are estimated at $461,000. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $500,000 will be applied to 


Initiate construction of 1 federally owned highway bridge $100, 000 

Initiate construction of New York City and Grand Trunk Western 
joint use railroad bridge 220, 000 
Initiate construction of New York City north spur railroad bridge 39, 000 
Initiate construction of New York City south spur railroad bridge 39, 000 
lingineering and design 61, 000 
Supervision and administration 41, OOO 
Total : 500, 000 


lhe relocation work scheduled for fiscal year 1957 is required in order to permit 

tiation of the channel improvements early in fiscal year 1958. 

Von-Federal cost.—The cost to local interests in connection with construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $2,816,800 broken down as follows: 


Cash contribution : 2 $123, 800 
Construction of bridges : ; 773, 000 
Relocation of utilities, sewers, ete ; 493, 000 
Lands and easements _ - 7 7 pa e 1, 381, 000 
Building removal ; al 15, 000 
Channel construction - 3 ; 31, 000 

Total ed 3 2, 816, 800 


In addition, local interests are required to maintain and operate all the works 
neluding supervision of maintenance and operation of the existing Monroe Street 
Dam on the Kalamazoo River at an estimated cost of $20,000, annually. 


75008—56—pt. 2 t 


































































































































































PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 


WELLSVILLE, 





JENESEE 





RIVER, N. Y. 


Status of funds 





a Unobligated | Unexper 
Date balance | balance 








June 30, 1955_- — sar ace ae . : ‘ 0 
March 31, 1956..........------- saesenes cs $333, 290 | $33 
June 30, 1956 (estimated) tie ; ‘ 


Senator ELtenpeER. Next is Wellsville, N. Y. This project has an 
estimated cost of $1,328,000 of which $198,000 is non-Federal. We 
have appropriated to date $414,000, and the amount requested is 
$450,000. 

This is a flood-control project; is it? 

General Brerrican. A local protection project for flood control. 

Senator ELttenpER. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.23 to 1. Is that 
to remain constant; do you think? 

General Berrigan. Yes, sir. I think so. 

Senator ELLENDER. You do not expect any decrease in it? 

General Brerrican. No, sir. 

Senator ELLENpDER. I notice that the project has increased from 
$960,000 to $1,130,000, or an increase of $170,000. Has that been 
considered in fixing your most recent ratio? 


COST-TO-BENEFIT RATIO 





General Berrican. Yes, sir. The costs will balance the benefits 
and the benefit-to-cost ratio is essentially what it was before. 

Senator ELLENDER. Have you made changes in the last report? 

General Brerrican. It went from 1.21 to 1.23. 

Senator ELtenprR. With this increase in costs? 

General BERRIGAN. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. We have a new item in here since you made 
your report, an annual charge for maintenance of $100 a year. What 
is that for? 

General Berrigan. I think that is inspection to see that the local 
interests are carrying out their responsibilities. 

General Irscuner. That is correct, sir. 

Senator ELtenpER. Why is such a charge peculiar to this project? 

General Itscuner. Generally, sir, on local protection projects 
where the local interests must maintain the levees and floodwalls, and 
so on, we allow an amount for inspection by the district engineer to 
make sure that the terms of the maintenance are complied with. 

Senator ELtenpER. What can you do with $100 these days? 

General Irscuner. That will pay for 1 man or 2 men going out 
and looking at the levee, riding up and down it or getting out and 
looking at it, and submitting a report. 

Senator ELLENDER. Could that not be done in the regular course 
of your work there? 

Genera! Irscuner. It is a scheduled proposition, sir. They go out 
to all the different levee districts in turn and inspect the levees. 

Senator ELtenper. I thought that this item would be covered in 
your regular maintenance. 
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General Berrican. It will eventually come out of the regular main- 
tenance. This is an estimate. 

Senator ELLuENDER. It merely states that you will set aside out of 
your maintenance this amount of money. 

* General IrscuNeR. That is correct, sir. We must have some place 
to charge it, and that is the way we handle it. 

Senator ELLENDER. I notice also here quite a substantial reduction 
in the estimated cost of maintenance for the local interests from 
$10,000 to $3,700. Why is that? 

General Berrigan. We have a better idea of what is going to be 
required this year than we had last year. 

Senator ELLENDER. They are going to have to maintain those 
works. 

General Berrigan. This is mostly channel work including drop 
structures and a steel sheet pile wall and some bank protection. 

Senator ELLENDER. Have you opened bids for this project? 

General Berrigan. No, sir; but the invitations are out and we will 
open on the first of May. 

“Senator ELLeNDER. I guess all you can do now is to hope that the 
bids will be in accord with your own estimates or maybe lower? 

General BurrRIGAN. Yes, sir. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The pee will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


WELLSVILLE, GENESEE River, N. Y. 
(Continuing) 


Location.—Local protection for the village of Wellsville, located in Allegany 
County, and situated at the junction of Dyke Creek and Genesee River, 136.3 
river miles above the mouth of Genesee River, which empties into Lake Ontario. 

{uthorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.23 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Amount 


Estimated Federal cost : a a $1, 130, 000 | _- 

Estimated non-Federal cost Secaendaesn a 198, 000 | 
Cash contributions . ‘ 50, 000 | 
Other costs ‘ 148, 000 | 

lotal estimated project cost aed Ds ; : 1, 328, 000 | 

Appropriations to June 30, 1955 : | 64, 000 | fee saihes 

Appropriations for fiscal year 1956 3 : SD Bee cance 

Appropriations to date 414, 000 | 

Ay propriations requested for fiscal year 1957 7 ; 450, 000 

Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957. - . , : FoR Luda tks 266, 000 |-- 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Channels: Improvement of lower 3,400 feet of Dyke Creek and improvement of 
Genesee River 8,600 feet downstream and 3,200 feet upstream from the mouth 
of Dyke Creek. 

Relocations: 

Roads: Pier protection of South Main Street highway bridge. 
Railroads: Pier protection of Baltimere & Ohio Railroad bridge. 
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Status (Jan. 1, 1956) 
Completion schedule 

Pier protection of South Main St. highway bridge: Con- June 1956. 
struction not started. 

Pier protection of Baltimore & Ohio R. R. bridge: Con- June 1956. 
struction not started. 

Channel improvements in Genesee River and Dyke Creek: November 1957. 
Construction not started. 

Entire project: Construction not started _-—- -_- ; November 1957. 














































































































































































































































JUSTIFICATION 











The project will reduce flood stages in the village of Wellsville and will elin 
nate about 87 percent of the average annual flood damages. The flood area at 
Wellsville contains the municipal water and light plant, plants of the Sinclair 
tefining Co., Air Preheater Co., Julius Kayser Co., and public schools, part 
the business district, parks, and some residences. 

Floods at the water and light plant interrupt water and power service to t 
entire village, including a plant of the Worthington Pump & Machinery ( 
Simultaneous flooding in other areas may damage the line which is the only alt 
nate source of power. The project is necessary to prevent flooding, which dis 
rupts the production of the local industries either directly or by interrupting 
power transmission, and will eliminate a potential health and fire hazard to 1 
residents of Wellsville from the interrupted water and power service. 

The average annual amount of flood damages that would be prevented by th: 
project is estimated as $64,600. In recent years floods of Wellsville have increased 
in frequency, thereby increasing the desirability of providing protection for t 
Village 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of Federal funds of $450,000 will | 
applied to 


Continuation of channel improvementsTin Genesee River and Dyke 
Creek ___ $404, 100 
Supervision and administration 15, 900 





Total : ; 150, 000 


Non-Federal costs—The cost to local interests of complying with the require- 
ments of local cooperation as set forth in the authorizing legislation is $198,000. 
This cost to local interests consists of @ cash contribution of $50,000, payments 
for lands and damages of $76,000, and relocation of utilities of $72,000. 

In addition, local interests are required to maintain and operate the proj 
upon completion. The cost of this work is estimated at $3,700 annually. 









EAST BARRE RESERVOIR, VT. 


























Senator ELLenpER. We have next the East Barre Reservoir in 
ens. This project is to cost a total of $3,865,000, of which 

3,750,000 is Federal and the rest is local. So far we have appro- 
ames $122,000, and you are requesting $800,000. What have you 
done with the money already appropriated? 

Colonel RensHaw. With the money you gave us in the 1956 
supplemental, we have started plans and will | ve ready to take bids 
this August, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. So that your plans have sufficiently advanced 
to take your bids in August. That is why you want the $800,000? 

Colonel RensHaw. For construction costs, yes. 

Senator ELLENDER. That is for actual construction. 

Will you advertise in August? 

Colonel RensHaw. We will advertise when the plans are completed 

Senator ELLENDER. I see. They are not sufficiently jelled yet to 
be able to advertise? 

Colonel RensHaw. No, sir. We have had supplemental money for 
only about 6 weeks. 
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Senator ELLENDER. I am glad to see that that area of the country 
has awakened to the danger of floods. These projects have been 
authorized for a long time and have remained dormant for quite 
some time. I said only recently that it is a great pity that it took 
Hurricane Diane and several other big storms to awaken the people 
of that area. 

JUSTIFICATION 


The justification will be inserted in the record. 
The justification referred to follows: ) 


East BARRE RESERVOIR, VT. (MODIFICATION OF Dam) 
(New start) 


Location.—On the Jail Branch which enters: the Winooski River 58.5 miles 

hove the mouth, and immediately upstream from the village of East Barre, Vt. 
{uthorization.—1944 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—Authorization based on assuring the safety of the existing 
ructure. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 


nount 


1 Federal cost $3, 750, 000 

ed non-Federal cost 115, 000 
contributions 0 

l 115, 000 
mated project cost 3, 865, 000 
tions to June 30, 1955 83. 000 
iations for fiscal year 1956 39, 000 
itions to date 122, 000 
itions requested for fiscal year 1957 R00. 000 
to complete after fiscal year 1957 2, 828, 000 


ed in supplemental estimate for fiscal year 1956. 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Earth-fill structure. 
Height: Increases existing from 55 feet to 65 feet. 
Length: Inereases existing from 1,040 feet to 1,460 feet. 
| wav: 
Type: Ungated concrete ogee with stilling basin (existing concrete sill re- 
moved). 
Capacity: (Maximum pool) Increases existing from 4,000 cubie feet per 
second to 32,600 cubic feet per second. 
Reservoir capacity: 
Flood control: 12,050 acre-feet. 
No additional storage to be provided by modification of dam. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1956) 


Completion schedule 
New atart. 6 cccewcces _ Relocations, June 1957. 
Dams, October 1958. 
Permanent operating equipment, October 1958, 


JUSTIFICATION 


The existing spillway capacity, designed on the basis of hydrometeorological 
data available at the time of construction is inadequate in the light of present avail- 
able data. The modification of the spillway would provide sufficient capacity 
to pass safely the maximum flood now considered probable of occurrence. An 
unprecedented flood with the existing spillway would cause the dam to be over- 
topped and possibly destroyed with attendant widespread destruction and great 
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loss of life. Damage would be most severe along the Jail Branch, the Stevens 
Branch in the city of Barre (population 10,900) and the Winooski River in the 
city of Montpelier (population 8,600), the capital of Vermont. The modificatio: 
was authorized on the basis of providing the increased spillway capacity for th: 
purpose of insuring the safety of the structure and thereby safeguarding life and 
property downstream. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The request amount of $800,000 will be applied to 


Initiation of construction under a continuing contract for the entire 
project. Work to be accomplished in fiscal year 1957 includes re- 
location of roads at abutments, raising of dam embankment at abut- 


_ ments, and construction of the north spillway channel wall $730, 000 
Supervision and Administration - - - - -- te 70, 000 
wel. oo Sk a racate eet 800. 000 


Present conditions at this dam are considered to be hazardous because of thr 
extremely limited capacity of the spillway which is constructed on earth. There 
is no assurance that a disastrous flood might not occur at any time, such as 
recently occurred in the Northeast as the result of the Hurricane Diane (August 
19, 20, 1955). Therefore, initiation of construction is considered highly urgent 
so as to insure early completion and thus safeguard the safety of the structure 
and lives and property downstream. The funds requested are required for 
initiation of a continuing contract so that construction may progress at an orderly 
and economical rate of progress which will insure timely completion of this 
important work. 

Non-Federal costs—The initial investment required of local interests in con 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $115,000, all for lands and 
damages 

Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. The annual cost for maintenance is estimated to increase $200 to a new 
total of $1,000. 


WATERBURY RESERVOIR, VT. 


Next is Waterbury Reservoir in Vermont. This is a project that 
will cost $860,000. We have appropriated to date $52,000 and you 
are now requesting $808,000. Is this another of these come-lately 
projects? 

Colonel RensHaw. There are three in this group, East Barre, 
Waterbury, and the next is Wrightsville. 

Senator ELLENDER. In the same category? 

Colonel RensHaw. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. The money you are now asking for each of 
these projects is for construction? 

Colonel RensHaw. Yes, to initiate construction. 

Senator ELLENDER. Your plans will have advanced sufficiently by 
this fall in order to advertise? 

Colonel Rensuaw. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELtuenper. I wish you all the good luck in the world. 


JUSTIFICATION 
The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 
WATERBURY RESERVOIR, VT. (MopiIFIcATION oF Dam) 


(New start) 


Location.—On the Waterbury River which enters the Winooski River 42 
miles above the mouth, about 2 miles below Waterbury, Vt. 

Authorizatton.—1944 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.— Authorization based on assuring the safety of the structure 
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Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Amount 


stimated Federal cost-- wok : eer ere $860, 000 | 
Estimated non-Federal cost af : 0 
Cash contributions---- a ; 0 
Other costs : : : ee aa ‘ 0 
tal estimated project cost : 860, 000 
Appro priations to June 30, 1955 9, 000 
\ bpropriations for fiscal year 1956 ; 43, 000 
ventas es cee ers 52, 000 
ypropriations requested for fiscal year 1957 aa cit 808, 000 
Bol ance to complete after fiscal year 1957 


( natant in supplemental estimate for fiscal year 1956. 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Rolled earth fill. 
Height: Increases existing from 155 feet to 158 feet. 
Length: 1, 800 feet. No change. 
teservoir capacity: 
No change. 
Acre-feet 
Flood control... ..-_--- ee : _ 27, 900 
Conservation pool_ - sto : Pee 36, 800 


OOD oo mn ; Raine ater 64, 700 
Spillway: 

Type: Existing fixed crest ogee section and two 30-foot tainter gates. One 
35-foot tainter gate to be installed adjacent to and east of existing gates. 
Rock to be excavated for approach and takeoff channel. 

Capacity (maximum pool): Increases existing from 42,000 cubic feet per 
second to 69,300 cubic feet per second. 

Crest elevation: No change. 

Crest length: Overall spillway length 252 feet. No change. Net length 
fixed spillway (ungated portion) reduced from 191.5 feet to 153.5 feet due to 
addition of extra gate. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1956) 


Completion schedule 
New start __- Dam, June 1957. 
Permanent operating equipment, June 1957. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The existing spillway capacity, designed on the basis of hydrometeorological 
data available at the time of construction, is inadequate in the light of present 
available data. The project will provide sufficient spillway capacity to safely 
pass the maximum flood now considered probable of occurrence. Auxiliary 
source of power will also be provided for emergency operation of three spillway 
tainter gates in the event of power failure during floods. Overtopping of the dam 
and resultant damager possible destruction of the structure will thus be elimi- 
weer In addition to insuring the safety of the dam, the village of Waterbury, 
't. (1950 population 3,200) will be protected against flood damages and loss of 
life , due to backwater from sudden surges which might occur from the destruction 
in the Waterbury Dam by extreme floods because of inadequate spillway capacity. 
Localities along the Winooski River downstream from the junction with the 
Waterbury River, including Bolton, Richmond, Jonesville, and Winooski, will 
likewise be benefited. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $808,000 will be applied to— 
Initiation and completion of construction, under a lump-sum contract 


for the entire project__---.----------- : eee 
Supervision and administration________- i ees 69, 000 


Total. _- pats so-<san- SOROS 
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Present conditions at this dam are considered to be hazardous because of th: 
extremely limited capacity of the spillway. There is no assurance that a disas- 
trous flood might not occur at any time such as recently occurred in the Northeast 
as the result of the Hurricane Diane (August 19 and 20, 1955). Construction is 
considered highly urgent to effect early completion and thus insure the safety of 
the structure, and lives and property downstream. The funds requested a1 
required for accomplishment of the entire project at an orderly and economics 
rate of progress to insure the completion during the year. 

Non-Federal costs.—No first cost is required of local interests in connectio: 
with the construction of the project. 

Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. The annual cost for maintenance of the project is estimated to increase 
$200 to a new total of $1,000. 

































WRIGHTSVILLE 





RESERVOIR, VT. 
Senator ELLENDER. The third one, you say, is Wrightsville Reser- 
voir in Vermont? 

Colonel Rensuaw. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. This will cost $2,663,000. That is $2,660,000 
to the Federal Government and $3,000 to the local people. We hay 
appropriated up to date $126,000 and you are asking for $1 million 
Now, can you spend that? 

Colonel Rensuaw. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. You can spend that and do a good job of it? 

Colonel Rensuaw. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. You say that the status of your planning and 
the bidding is the same as the project you discussed earlier, so that 
you will be ready to let contracts in August? 

Colonel Rensuaw. Yes, sir. We hope to finish these three jobs by 
1958, sir. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 





WRIGHTSVILLE RESERVOIR, Vir. (MopIFICATION OF Dam 


(New start) 


Location.—On the North Branch a tributary which enters the Winooski River 
56 miles above the mouth at Montpelier, Vt. 

Authorization.—1944 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.— Authorization based on assuring the safety of the existing 
structure, 
Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent ol 
estimated 


Federal cost 


Amount 


















Estimated Federal cost $2, 660, 000 






Estimated non-Federal cost 3, 000 
Cash contributions 0 
Other costs 3,000 
Total estimated project cost 2, 663, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955 45, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956 181,000 
Appropriations to date 126, 000 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957 1, 000, 000 42 


Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 1, 534, 000 






1 Includes $41,000 contained in supplemental estimate for fiscal year 1956 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Dan 
Type: {olled-earth-fill structure. 
Height: Increases existing from 95 to 115 feet. 
Length: Increases existing from 1,250 to 1,525 feet. 
Reservoir capacity: 
Flood control: 20,300 acre-feet. 
No additional storage to be provided by modification of the dam. 
Spillway: 
Type: Ungated concrete ogee (existing spillway weir removed). 
Capacity (maximum pool): Increases existing from 6,000 to 42,900 cubic 
feet per second. 
Status (Jan. 1, 1956) 


Completion schedule 
telocations, June 1957. 
Dams, June 1958. 
Permanent operating equipment, June 1958 


JUSTIFICATION 


The existing spillway capacity, designed on the basis of hydrometeorological 
data available at the time of construction is inadequate in the light of present 
available data. The modification of the spillway would provide sufficient capacity 
to pass safely the maximum flood now considered probable of occurrence. A 
flood which appreciably exceeded the present 6,000 cubic feet per second spillway 
capacity would probably destroy the dam and cause devastating damage to prop- 
erty downstream and possibly great loss of life. The city of Montpelier, Vt., 
population 8,600, capital and fifth largest city in the State, is located only 4 miles 
below the dam. The stream valleys in this vicinity are generally narrow, steep, 

nd rugged. It is certain that a large part of Montpelier and other small com- 
munities below the dam will be severely damaged by a sudden release of stored 
water resulting from dam failure. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $1,000,000 will be applied to 


Initiation of construction under a continuing contract for the entire 

project. Work to be accomplished in fiscal year 1957 includes 

raising the entire dam embankment, alteration of the road 

on top of the dam, and initiation of the conerete wall at the earth 

embankment ; SYLL, OOO 
Engineering and design_ 11, 400 
Supervision and administration____ 77, 600 


Total : 1, 000, 000 


Present conditions at the dam are considered to be hazardous because of the 
ited capacity of the spillway which is constructed of earth. There is no assur- 
nce that a disastrous flood might not occur at any time such as recently occurred 
the Northeast as the result of the Hurricane Diane (August 19 and 20, 1955). 
tiation of construction is considered highly urgent to insure early completion 
d thus safeguard the structures and lives and property downstream. The 
ls requested are the minimum required for the initiation of a continuing con- 
tract and to proceed at an orderly and economical rate to insure timely comple- 
of this important work. 
Von-Federal costs—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
ruction of the authorized project is estimated at $3,000 for lands. 
Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. The annual cost for maintenance of the project is estimated to increase 
S200 to a new total of $1,000. 
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NIAGARA REMEDIAL WORKS, NEW YORK 


Status of fu nds 


Unobligated | Unexpen 
balance 1 


June 30, 1955 $221, 076 
Mar. 31, 1956 977. 018 
Tune 30, 1956 (estimate) 892, 000 


Senator ELLENDER. Next is the Niagara remedial works, Nevw 
York. The total estimated cost is $12,800,000, of which Canada is 
to furnish $6,400,000 and we have to furnish $6,400,000. We hay 
appropriated to date $5,900,000 and IT presume that Canada has put 
up that much money? 

General Berrigan. Yes, sir. Actually, they are doing most of the 
work. 

Senator ELLENDER. They have more money than we have. Ther 
is no reason why they should not be away ahead of us. 

Do you think you will complete it this next year? 

General Berrican. Yes, sir. It is a little ahead of schedule. 

The work consists of a series of successive operations where you 
build a cofferdam this summer when there is no ice in the river and 
build gates during the winter. The work is being done by the Ca- 
nadians and will be completed ahead of the time prescribed by the 
treaty. 

Senator ELLenDER. It is being done by the Canadians on bot! 
sides? 

General Berrican. No, sir. All the work that remains to be don 
is on the Canadian side. 

Senator ELLENDER. We have done our share? 

General Brerrican. We have done our part which is around | 
falls, and they have practically completed their part around the f: I 

Senator ELtenper. So that we are ahead of them? 

General Berrican. They have the major part of the work which is 
the control structure. 

Senator ELuenpER. Are we paying for any of the work to be don 
by the Canadians? 

General Berrican. They are paying half. 

Senator ELLeENpDER. How much was done in Canada? 

General Berrigan. About 85 percent of the work is in Canada. 

Senator ELtneENpER. What about the benefits there? Will they be 
equal? 

General Berrtcan. When power facilities are built on the United 
States side we will start collecting more benefits. Of course, we ar 
both collecting on the enhancement and preservation of the beauty 
of the falls which is the part that has been completed. Until power- 
plants are built on the United States side, the ( Canadians will reap mos! 
of the benefits. 

Senator ELLENpDeER. I notice that there are savings of a half million 
dollars on the United States share compared to the original estimate 
What happened? 

General BerriGan. The work on the brink of the falls we thought 
was going to be more difficult, and we had a larger safety factor 1 
there than we actually required. The Canadians are doing their 
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work essentially by hired labor and civil-service people and they are 
hecoming more skilled as it is a re petitive operation, and the costs 
are going down. 

Senator ELLeENDER. Has the cost of the work done by the Canadian 
Government been within your estimates? 

General BerriGan. Yes, sir; everyone’s costs have gone down, the 

nited States and the Canadian. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be inserted in the record. 
The justification referred to follows:) 


NIAGARA REMEDIAL WorkKs, NEw York 
(Continuing) 


Location.—(a) Work to be done by the United States: Flank excavation in 

e Horseshoe Falls Cascades adjacent to Goat Island. 
Work to be done by Canada: Chippawa-Grass Island Pool control structure 
Niagara River extending out from the Canadain shore into the river and located 
approximately 250 feet downstream of present submerged weir. Flank excavation 

in the Horseshoe Falls Caseades adjacent to the Canadian shore. 

{ ithorization.—Treaty of February 27, 1950, between the Governments of 
nada and the United States. Construction of works in accordance with report 

f Int ternational Joint Commission dated May 12, 1953. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


mount 


| United States cost , 400, 000 
ited Canadian costs ss », 400, 000 
nated project cost 2, 800, 000 
ypriations to June 30, 1955 3, 500, 000 
iations for fiscal year 1956 2, 400, 000 
priations to date 5, 900, 000 
yns requested for fiscal year 195 500, 000 

ince to complete after { fiscal year 1957 None 


PHYSICAL DATA 


ted States construction: Flank excavation in the Horseshoe Falls Cascades 
adjacent to Goat Island, including the necessary cofferdams and a 300-foot 
crest fill adjacent to Goat Island, with a concrete retaining wall surrounding 
he fill. 
inadian construction: 

Chippawa-Grass Is'!and Pool control structure, including necessary coffer- 
dams. The structure will extend out from the Canadian shore some 1,550 
feet into the river about | mile above the crest of Horseshoe Falls. It will 
consist of piers and 13 movable control gates. 
lank excavation in the Horseshoe Falls Cascades adjacent to the Canadian 
shore, including the necessary cofferdams and a 100-foot fill on the Cana- 
dian end of the crest with a concrete retaining wall enclosing the fill. 


Status (Mar. i. 1956) 
Completion schedule 

cavation and fill on United States flank of Horseshoe Falls: 
Completed during October 1955. 
xcavation and fill on Canadian flank of Horseshoe Falls: 
Completed during November 1955. 
nited States gage above falls: Completed during April 1955 

ed States gage below falls: Not started____ : November 1956. 

ol structure: 60 percent completed a June 1957. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


Construction of the remedial works in Niagara River will improve the distribu- 
tion of flow along the crest of the Horseshoe Falls and control the levels of the 
Chippawa-Grass Island Pool. These works will fulfill the objectives envisaged 
in the treaty of 1950 respecting the use of the waters of Niagara River and wil! 
provide the remedial works necessary to preserve and enhance the beauty of th 
falls. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $500,000 will be applied to- 

(a) United States work: 
Engineering and design in connection with entire project__- $8, 000 
Supervision and administration in connection with entire 
project ; ; 4 pellet 
(b) Canadian work: Reimbursement to Canada for United States share 
of costs_ ; 512, 700 


22, 000 


Subtotal _ _-_- Some Ss : 542, 700 
(c) Less anticipated reimbursement from Canada for its share of United 
States costs_- ae ak a cea — 42 700 


ROS. ac pp toed ) Fk eo __ 500, 000 


Funds requested for fiscal year 1957 are the funds estimated to be required for 
completion of project construction at an economical rate. This amount will 
provide funds for completion of required United States engineering and super- 
vision functions on the remainder of project works being constructed by Canada. 
and for reimbursement to Canada for United States share of costs estimated to 
be incurred by Canada through fiscal year 1957 for completion of project works 
being constructed by Canada. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Senator ELLENDER. We get to operation and maintenance now 
Tell me, General, have you had sufficient money in the past to afford 


adequate maintenance of these projects that we have been building 
in your area? 

General Berrigan. Be have had to defer the maintenance on some 
items. 

Senator ELLeNpER. What is your backlog now? Do you know? 
If vou do not have it now, we hope that you will put it in the record 
in connection with the testimony now. 

As I told General Itschner, we propose to get a little extra mone 
here to help you in taking up this backlog. 

How much of the $10 million we suggested, General, have you 
allocated to this division? 

General IrscHNer. We have allocated to this division, sir 
$2,289,000. 

Senator ELLeENpDER. That is in addition to their regular request for 
maintenance? 

General Irscuner. That is correct, sir, out of the additional $10 
million nationwide estimate that we have given you. 

Senator ELLenpeR. Is the sum that you are asking for here fo: 
maintenance sufficient to carry on currently? 

General Berrigan. Yes, sir. The sum we have in is enough to 
carry on currently, but we have certain other things like refacing 
some of the locks at the Soo and putting in new pumps, which have 
been deferred. 

Senator ELLenpER. The total amount you are asking here is 
$6,085,000 for channels and harbors and for locks and dams, $490,000 
You say that that will be sufficient? 
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General Berrigan. For ordinary maintenance; yes, sir. 

Senator ELLeNpeR. And this two million dollars- plus to which 
General Itschner just referred will help you to catch up on your 
backlog? 

General BerriGaNn. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. | think it is foolish for us to be building these 
new projects and not properly maintaining them. 

General Berrican. Yes, sir. We have some very important 

structures. These locks at the Soo are probably one of the most 
important navigation projects in the country. 

Senator Exnenper. We will take you at your word now. We hope 
that you will have ‘enough because, if you do not and can justify it, 
this committee will, I think. go along with you in properly maintain- 
ing these projects to the end that they will serve the purposes for 
which they were constructed. I think it is necessary to properly 
maintain them now. Delay will certainly result in further deteriora- 
tion so that I presume that a project that is estimated to last 50 years 
may last only 35 years because of a lack of proper attention to it in 
time. 

General BerriGan. Yes, sir. We would then have to rebuild things 
instead of refacing them. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
The justification referred to follows:) 


GREAT LAKES-StT. LAWRENCE BASIN—JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 


OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL, FISCAL YEAR 1957 


f 


Vavigalion 


a) Channels and harbors.—The work to be accomplished under this activity 
consists of maintaining the navigation channels and harbors of Great Lakes 
harbors and waterways by means of dredging, snagging and repairing harbor 
jetties and breakwaters; and periodic inspections and surveys to determine the 
condition of the projects for programing purposes and providing navigation 
interests with adequate information on existing channel conditions; all as auth- 
orized in the laws adopting river and harbor projects. 

The budget estimate of $6,085,000 for fiscal year 1957 is required for essential 
maintenance work on 50 channel and harbor projects named in the list which 
follows. The projects listed have been subjected to an economic analysis and 
determined that continuing maintenance is justified. The amount of funds 
appropriated in recent years for this activity has not been sufficient to provide 
for the adequate and timely maintenance of all justified projects and has resulted 
in a substantial backlog of work, particularly structural repairs and the mainte- 


nance of moderate and shallow-draft navigation channels. This condition 
continues to exist. 
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Project and tentative allocation, fiscal year 195? 
Illinois: 
Calumet Harbor and River, Tl. and Ind S200. Oni 
Chicago Harbor 931) (uy 
Chicago River D()() 
Indiana: Indiana Harbor 60 
Michigan: 
Au Sable Harbor 180) 
Cheboygan Harbor 2() 
Detroit River 230). 
Frankfort Harbor 95 
Grand Haven Harbor and Grand River 230 
Holland Harbor 1) 
Keweenaw Waterway 115 
Ludington Harbor 70. 000 
Manistee Harbor 35. 000 
Manistique Harbor 
Marquette Harbor O00 
Menominee Harbor and River, Mich. and Wis 20. NNN 
Muskegon Harbor Onn 
Rouge River ; O00 
Saginaw River 55. 000 
St. Clair River 5 000 
St. Joseph Harbor 35, 000 
South Haven Harbor__-__- bee 25. 000 
White Lake Harbor Onn 
Minnesota: Duluth-Superior Harbor, Minn. and Wis ; 000 
New York: 
Buffalo Harbor__ neaeee 000 
Dunkirk Harbor aot oon 
Great Sodus Bay Harbor . 000 
Ogdensburg Harbor 
Oswego Harbor___-_ : : : 000 
Rochester Harbor O00 
Ohio: 
Ashtabula Harbor 5. 000 
Cleveland Harbor O00 
Conneaut Harbor___- 000 
Fairport Harbor_. j 000 
Huron Harbor a Oe 000 
Lorain Harbor__-_----_- ; O00 
Sandusky Harbor-__- : 000 
Toledo Harbor O00 
Pennsylvania: Erie Harbor (0 
Wisconsin: 
Ashland Harbor 15 (00 
Green Bay Harbor 70, 000 
Kewaunee Harbor 130. 000 
Manitowoe Harbor 80. O00 
Milwaukee Harbor 190, 000 
Port Washington Harbor 10. 000 
Port Wing Harbor 1. OOO 
Racine Harbor _- 20. 000 
Sheboygan Harbor_-_- . 20, 000 
Sturgeon Bay and Lake Michigan Ship Canal 100. 000 
Two Rivers Harbor-_- 130. 001 
Condition surveys_- -_—- 15, 000 


OM)? 
OO 


Oy 

O00 
OO 
(iti) 
ttn) 
O00 


tty 


CH) 


Total channels and harbors E 6, O85, 000 


(b) Locks, dams, reservoirs, and canals.—The estimate of $490,000 for fisca 
year 1957 provides for the operation and ordinary maintenance of the locks and 
dams, essential channel work, dredging, and the most urgent repair of the struc- 
tures at 2 projects. The rehabilitation work includes such items as lock gat 
repairs and overall painting of movable dam parts, valve rehabilitation, and 
navigable dam parts replacement. The estimate contemplates operation of the 
projects with the utmost economy consistent with the importance of the water- 
ways to the national economy. 
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Project and tentative allocation fiscal year 1957 


York: Black Rock Channel and Tonawanda Harbor ; $270, 000 
eonsin: Fox River 220, 000 


Total locks, dams, reservoirs and canals 190, OOO 


Surveus of northern and northwestern lakes.—The budget estim: ite of $460,000 
des for the continuation of the program of revision of Great Lakes navigation 
vhich has become necessary because of the inerease in traffic in vessels of 
size and deeper draft. Traffic of this nature will undoubtedly increase 
ipon the snee tion of the St. Lawrence seaway, and up-to-date naviga- 
irts will then be doubly essential. The amount requested herein is less 
the amounts available in fiscal years 1954 and 1955. Accordingly, the 
of revisory survey activities in the offshore areas of the Great Lakes is 
This backlog amounts to about $500,000. Inshore work is acecom- 

{ with project maintenance funds. 


vs of northern and northwestern lakes S460, 000 
Potal navigation 7, 035, 000 


d contro 


servoirs.—The budget estimate of $51,000 provides for the oper: ation and 

maintenance of 1 flood control reservoir in the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence 

uring fiseal vear 1957, and completion of certain requisite rehabilitation 

ited in fiscal year 1956. The amount requested in fiscal year 1957 is 

ipproximately $5,000 more than the amount available in fiscal year 1956, and 
necessary for minimum operation and maintenance of the project. 


P roject and tentative allocation, fiscal year 1957 


York: Mount Morris Reservoir : $51, 000 


heduling of flood-control reservoir operation 


Total flood control reservoirs___- : . . 91, 000 
Other (including channel improvement projects, miscellaneous maintenance 
and inspections).—The budget estimate of $4,500 provides for ordinary 

ntenance of the Sebewaing River, Mich., project and for inspection of 

completed works in the basin. 

Michigan: Sebewaing River ; $2, 500 

Inspection of completed works 2, 000 


fotal, flood control, other ‘ 500 


eee ; E ... 59, 500 


Vultiple purpose projects including power 


Total, flood control 


lhe budget estimate of $1,770,000 provides for operation, maintenance, and 


habilitation necessary for operational requirements during fiscal year 1957 for 
» Soo locks and the powerplant. 


Tentative allocation, 

fiscal year 1957 
thigan: St. Marys River a $1, 770, 000 
Total multiple purpose projects, including power _ - 1, 770, 000 


Grand total, Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Basin ___ : : 8, 860, 500 
Upper Misstssipp1 Basin 


MISSISSIPPI RIVER BETWEEN MISSOURI RIVER AND MINNEAPOLIS, MINN. 


Senator ELLENDER. We have projec ts here for the Upper Mississippi 
River Basin from Cairo up. This is for examination, surveys, and 
havigation studies. 
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STATUS OF EXAMINATION AND SURVEY FUNDS 


(Data inserted on p. 1416.) 

Senator ELLENDER. This is for the Mississippi River between the 
Missouri River and Minneapolis, Minn. The total estimated Federal] 
cost for the project is $140,800 and the tentative allocation is $33,800, 
Is that sufficient to make the study? 

General Brerrican. Yes, sir. I have $28,800. 

Senator ELLENDER. This is $33,800. 

Senator Tuyr. This book that I am looking at says $33,800. 

General ItscHNER. $33,800 is the correct figure. 

Senator Toye. You have had in prior years $107,000. 

General Berrican. This is for small-boat harbors. 

Senator ELLenper. That is for a few that we put in last year, 
General Itschner. As I remember, we put in a half dozen of them. 

General Irscuner. I am not sure of the exact number. 

Senator ELLENDER. There were quite a few, as | remember it. | 
remember that we received the plaudits of many people in that area 
because their work had been unbudgeted for so long. We found it 
possible to give them some money and maintained it in conference. 

General Irscuner. We hope that General Berrigan will be able 
do this job for $28,800 and save this $5,000. 

Senator ELLENDER. We can use that somewhere else. We are not 
going to give that back to the Treasury. We are short on those 
studies now. 

General BerriGan. We will study Pigseye Lake. 

Senator Ture. Pigseye Lake or Pigseye Island? 

General Berrican. This is the recreational harbor, Illinois and 
Indiana. 

KANKAKEE RIVER, ILL. AND IND. 


Senator ELLENDER. Next is the Kankakee River in Illinois and 
Indiana. This study has an estimated cost of $124,000. $15,000 
is being asked for the Kankakee River in Illinois and Indiana. Will 
you have sufficient funds to do that work, General? 

General BerriGan. The $15,000 for the Kankakee is for a very 
involved problem of studying, and we are working very closely with 
the States of Ilinois and Indiana on that. 

Senator ELLENDER. Have you sufficient funds? 

General Berrigan. We have sufficient funds to progress the study, 
yes, but it will require additional funds to complete that particular 
study. 

Senator ELLENDER. You mean later on? 

General BerriGan. Yes, sir. 

Senator EL.Ltenper. You still have $67,100 after utilizing these 
funds and those already appropriated? 

General BerriGan. Yes, sir. 


MississiprP1 River Aspove tHE Mourn oF THE Onto, lowa 


Senator ELtenper. Next is the Mississippi River above the 
mouth of the Ohio in Iowa. The total estimated cost of those flood- 
control studies there is $193,000 with a $20,000 tentative allocation. 
There is also another allocation of $20,000 for the Iowa and Cedar 
Rivers, Iowa and Minnesota. Are those two sums sufficient for those 
studies? 
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General BerricaN. Well, the urban areas along the Mississippi 
River will require additional funds after fiscal year 1957. 

Senator ELLENDER. I know that, but I am talking about now. 

General BERRIGAN. Yes, sir. That is enough to do some of these 
cities like Hannibal, Dubuque, and Guttenberg, Iowa, which are 
cities on the Mississippi River. On the Iowa and Cedar Rivers 
we will study Waterloo, Cedar Falls, Cedar Rapids, and Iowa City. 

Senator ELLENDER. Do you have enough money for this year to 
continue these studies? 

General BERRIGAN. Yes, sir. 


MINNESOTA RIVER 


Senator ELLENDER. Minnesota River is down here for $29,100 for 
the main stem. That, as the record shows, will complete the study 
of that project. 

General Berrican. We have some interim studies that are already 
processed such as Mankato and North Mankato, and this will com- 
plete the other reports on this study. 


NORTH MANKATO 


Senator Torre. The study at North}Mankato was proven a neces- 
sity to safeguard against future floods. This, then, will complete the 
whole stream from North Mankato on down through to where it 
connects with the Mississippi at the Twin Cities? 

General BERRIGAN. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLenNpER. As we complete those other projects, this, 
I guess, will come in time. 

Senator Ture. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. It is a continuous process, is it not? 

Senator Toye. It has no end. 


KICKAPOO RIVER, WIS. 


Senator ELLENDER. We take next a project in Wisconsin, the 
Kickapoo River. The amount requested is $15,000. Already spent 
is $100,200. Is that sufficient for that purpose? 

General Berriaan. Yes, sir; that is sufficient. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


75008—56—pt, 2——5 









PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 


UppErR Mississipp1 BAsin—JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 








GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS, 





FISCAL YEAR 1957 





1. Examinations and surveys 


(a) Navigation studies —The amount of $33,800 is requested for completion of 
one study in the Upper Mississippi Basin during fiscal year 1957. 





















Total | Allocation | Tentative | Additiona)} 
Study estimated | priorto | allocation, | to complete 
. y Federal | fiscal year | fiscal year | after fiscal 

cost 1957 1957 | year 1957 











Iowa: Mississippi River—Missouri River to 
Minneapolis, comprehensive small-boat har- | 
bors, Minnesota, lowa, Illinois, and Missouri. | $140, 800 | $107, 000 $33, 800 
Total 7 , iain cheese ates ; 140, 800 | 107, 000 33, 800 
| 








(b) Flood-control studies.—The amount of $103,000 is requested for prosecutio1 
of 6 studies in the upper Mississippi Basin during fiscal year 1956. This amount 
will permit completion of 2 reports and progress on 4 others. 

The tentative allocations by studies follow: 





| 
| 

















Total | Allocations | Tentative Additional 
Study estimated | priorto | allocation, | to complet 
" ’ Federal fiseal year fiscal year after fiscal 
cost 1957 1957 year 1957 
r 40) <7 _ FURR IY ee AE Peer ee - ro ete + 
Illinois: | 
Kankakee River, Ill. and Ind__-_- $124, 000 | $41, 900 $15, 000 | $67, 104 
Miller City and vicinity - 55% 32, 000 28, 100 3, 900 | 0 
lowa: 
Mississippi River above mouth of Ohio 
River (urban areas) 193, 000 30, 400 20, 000 | 142, 600 
lowa and Cedar Rivers, Iowa and Minn 310, 100 | 259, 200 20, 000 | 30, 900 
Minnesota: Minnesota River (main stem) | 51, 500 | 22, 400 29, 100 | 0 
Wisconsin: Kickapoo River-- 130, 000 | 100, 200 15,000 | 14, 80 
ek eee 840, 600 482, 200 | 103, 000 | 255, 400 
Grand total___- 5 981, 400 589, 200 | 136, 800 | 255, 4( 





ADVANCE ENGINEERING 


PRAIRIE DU CHIEN HARBOR 








Senator ELLENDER. On advance engineering, we have _ several 
projects. One is Prairie du Chien Harbor, $14,000. Is that sufficient? 
General Berrican. That is sufficient for the engineering. 







JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLeENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


| 
| Additional 


required 








Total esti- Allotments Tentative Additional after fiscal 
- ai oe Re allocation, | tocomplete | ° OR? ¢ 
Project mated Fed- | prior to fiscal fiscal year after fiscal | Yer 1957 t 

eral cost year 1957 1957. “vear 1957 complete pre- 









construction 
| planning 


Navigation projects: 
Wisconsin: Prairie du Chien 
Harbor $229, 000 0 $14, 000 $215, 000 | 0) 
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Prairie du Chien is strategically located on the Mississippi River with respect to 
railroads and highways and will serve as an interchange point for traffic moving to 
and from the contiguous area at a substantial saving in transportation costs. 
Farm products, coal and fertilizer and byproducts will be the major items of com- 
merce, The benefit-to-cost ratio is 4.82 to 1. 


FLOOD SITUATION IN MINNESOTA 


Senator Toyr. Mr. Chairman, we are faced right now with the 
threat of a flood up in the northwest region of “Minnesota in the 
vicinity of Crookston and East Grand For ks. They have had terrific 
snows and a runoff now this spring. The fact that the Red River of 
the North is frozen up and the water cannot get away now threatens 
them with a flood in that entire region. 

General IrscHNnER. That entire ‘country up there, sir, has a very 
flat gradient and therefore the water does not drain off very well. 

General BERRIGAN. They have had snow in the order of 7 inches 
of water and, if we can keep up this heat and cold with the water 
coing out gradually, it will not be serious but, if we get a warm spell, 
we will have trouble. 

Senator TuyrE. I heard on the radio this morning that they are 

vacating and taking some families out and that it is “above the flood 
stage at present. 

General BerriGAn. Grand Forks and Crookston are the places. 

Senator Toye. That is right. Therefore, Mr. Chairman, we are 
never through with our problems. We are not going to dump this 
on you in the lower regions. This water that is now threatening us 
will have to go north to Hudson Bay. 


CAMPBELL’S ISLAND, MOLINE, ILL. 


Senator EnLenDER. The next is Campbell’s Island, Ill., $489,000 
total estimated cost. For advanced engineering you are asking for 
$40,000. Will you tell us a little about that project? 

General BerriGan. This is an island in the Mississippi River next 
10 Moline. It developed with workers’ homes, I would say. They 
have gone out there. It has been very badly flooded and, despite this, 
they seem to continue to build on the island. This is to put a ring 
levee around the island to give protection to these homes on the 
island. In April 1952, there were 76 homes flooded and about $55,000 
in damages. Under the pens ape that has occurred since then, 
the damages would be about $133,000. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows 
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Additional 
required 
Total esti- | Allotments es ages wl after fiscal 
Project mated Fed- | prior to fiscal fiscal year. after fiscal year 1957 to 
eral cost year 1957 vear 1957 complete pre. 
- construction 
planning 


tinued): 
Illinois (continued): Camp- 
bells Island __---- 


$489, 000 | 0 $40, $449, 000 | 


Flood-control projects (con- | 
1 
' 


The project will provide flood protection for this rapidly expanding community 
against floods on the Mississippi River. The expansion of this community of 
some 150 homes is due to its proximity to the highly industrialized areas of Moline 
and East Moline, Ill. In 1951 and 1952 floods occurred which almost equaled 
the highest flood of record. Many homes were severely damaged in those recent 
floods, Flooding of the island poses a serious health hazard resulting primarily 
from pollution of its water sources. Two homes were destroyed and one damaged 
by fire because of flooded roads which prevented fire equipment from reaching 
the area. In 1952, 270 persons were forced from their homes by the floodwaters 
and damages amounted to $55,000. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.28 to 1. 


MUSCATINE ISLAND LEVEE DISTRICT, IOWA 


Senator ELLENDER. Next is Muscatine Island Levee District, Iowa. 
Is that an item which we have had before? 

General Berrican. No, sir. We have two Muscatines. One is 
the town itself, a little to the north of this project, and we have ad- 
vanced planning requested on this one to the south. 

Senator ELLenpeER. This is the initial amount that you are putting 


in here of $75,000? . 

General BerriGan. Yes, sir; for advance engineering. 

Senator ELLENDER. You can easily use that? 

General Brerrican. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLeNnpeER. Is the project one that deserves immediate 
study? 

General Berrican. Yes, sir. It has a very high benefit-to-cost 
ratio. 

JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLenpER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 





Additional 
Tentative | Additional | required 
Project Ban Fed. a. allocation, to complete eet 
P eral cost year 1957 a i. —— eumeaiate pre- 
F y construction 


Flood-control projects (contin- 
ued): 
Iowa: Muscatine Island 
Levee District and Mus- 
catine-Louisa Co., Drain- | 
age District No. 13 $75, 000 $2, 385, 000 $75, 000 


The project will provide protection for 26,478 acres of productive farmland 
including 277 sets of farm buildings. There are 1,120 persons residing in rural 
areas of the district. Alsoincluded in the district are 6 miles of U.S. Highway No. 
61 ,8.5 miles of C. R. I. & P. railroad main line track, 2 miles of C. M. ST. P. & P. 
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railroad main line track, Muscatine Municipal Airport, and a large industrial 
plant recently constructed. In addition, a portion of the city of Muscatine, Iowa, 
would be provided protection, including the municipal power and water plant, 
about 50 industrial and commercial enterprises and about 675 residences housing 
approximately 2,800 people. This district is presently protected by substandard 
levees which withstood the April 1951 and 1952 floods but required major expendi- 
tures for flood fighting and emergency work. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 6.5 to 1. 


BEAR CREEK RESERVOIR, MO. 


Senator ELLENDER. Next is the Bear Creek Reservoir in Missouri. 
The estimated cost is $3,460,000. You have already had allotted 
$50,000, and $60,000 is requested for this fiscal year. 

What about that? 

General BERRIGAN. This is a project for protection of the city of 
Hannibal, Mo., from floods on Bear Creek. It is just outside of the 
city. 

JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


| | | Additional 


Tentative | Additional | required 


| Total esti- Allotments after fiscal 


Project | mated Fed- | prior to fiscal ——, es | year 1957 to 
| eral cost year 1957 ; 1957. | cane 1957 complete pre- 
| ts “ic ~ construction 

| | | planning 


Missouri: Bear Creek Reservoir | $3, 460, 000 | $50, 000 $60,000 | $3,350, 000 | 
| | } 


Flood damages in the city of Hannibal (population 20,444 in 1950 census) have 
been of frequent occurrence. The areas of the city affected by floodwaters of 
sear Creek have been extensively developed for industrial and residential pur- 
poses, and contain 7 manufacturing plants, including one of the Nation’s largest 
shoe factories, and more than 500 dwellings. Trackage, shops, and yards of two 
railroad lines through Hannibal, the Wabash Railroad and the Chicago, Burlington 
& Quincy Railroad, are also located within the area subject to inundation by Bear 
Creek floods. The benefit to cost ratio is 1.36 to 1. 


ConstTRUCTION ITEMS 
MISSISSIPPI RIVER BETWEEN MISSOURI RIVER AND MINNEAPOLIS, MINN. 


(RECTIFICATION OF DAMAGES) 


Status of funds 





| ‘ 
| Unobligated | Unexpended 
| balance balance 





June 30, 1955_- 5, 047 | $5, 047 
Mar. 31, 8, 241 





_ Senator ELLENDER. We now come to construction items. The 
first one is the Mississippi River between the Missouri River and 
Minneapolis. The total estimated cost is $5,040,000, and the amount 


appropriated to date is $2,208,000, with $60,000 requested for fiscal 
year 1957. 
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Why is such a small amount requested? 

General Berrigan. When we built the upper Mississippi River 
projects we caused certain damages. We have given payments to 
reimburse the levee districts for the damages. 

Senator ELLENDER. This is not for construction? 

General Brerrican. No, sir; this is to pay for rectification of dam- 
ages as a result of the construction of the project. 

Senator ELLENDER. Was that the basis of the entire estimated 
project? 

General Brerrican. Yes, sir. We have a report that is’ being 
studied by the Public Works Committee which would make a final 
payment in one lump sum that would complete the payment. That 
is where our final estimate comes in, the $2,772,000 being required to 
complete it if it is authorized by the Public Works Committee. We 


hope to pay them in a lump sum and remove this project from the 
books. 













JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be inserted in the record 
(The justification referred to follows:) 










































Mississipp1 RivER BETWEEN Myssourr RIVER AND MINNEAPOLIS, MINN 


(RECTIFICATION OF DAMAGES) 


(Continuing) 





Location.— Mississippi River, from the vicinity of Clinton, Iowa, to Alton, III. 
Authorization.—1937 River and Harbor Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.5 to 1.0 for the upper Mississippi River canalization project 





Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 


Fed 


Amount 





eral cost 





Estimated Federal cost 


5, 040, 600 | 
Estimated non-Federal cost vies nk ceeeuing : 0 
Cash contribution. -._- £ : 0 
Other costs_--_. ; ‘ : 0 
otal estimated project cost ees : 5, 040, 000 
Appropriation to June 30, 1955 i eo diate ESenb ich 2, 138, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956 . J . 70, 000 
Appropriations to date 5 2, 208, 000 44 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year ONS See ine oe 60, 000 4 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 . 3 2, 772, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 





Under the River and Harbor Act of 1937, provision is made for annual payments 
for increased pumping costs of 15 levee and drainage districts situated in pools 
14, 17, 18, 20, 21, and 22. Also provided for is acquisition of lowlands, the per- 
formance of certain remedial work, and capitalized lump-sum payments for 
damages. 
Status (Jan. 1, 1956) 

Completion schedule 
Acquisition of lowlands: Completed_________...-.----------- 
Kemedial works, pools 18 and 21: Completed. thh aha Re 
Capitalized costs—Drainage districts: 0 percent _.....-- March 1958. 
Annual payments—Drainage districts: Continuing ee March 1957. 
Additional remedial works: 0 percent. -.....--..-.------------ After 1962. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


In accordance with provisions of the River and Harbor Act of August 26, 1937, 
annual payments must be made to certain drainage and levee districts to reimburse 
them for any increased cost of operation and maintenance due to operation of 
navigation pools until such time as capitalized lump-sum payments can be made. 
Certain studies have been performed and records maintained in connection with 
annual payments to drainage and levee districts pending capitalized lump-sum 
settlements and final discharge of the Government’s obligation for rectification of 
damages. 

Fiscal year 1957.—Funds in the amount of $60,000 requested for fiscal year 1957 
will be utilized for annual payments to levee and drainage districts for increased 
pumping costs during calendar vear 1956. 

Von-Federal costs.— None. 


LOCK NO. 19, KEOKUK, IOWA 


Status of funds 


Inobligated | Unexpended 
balance balance 


ine 30, 1955 ‘ $1, 277, 319 $1, 938, 961 
ar. 31, 1956 ; 296, 017 1, 312, 223 
e 30, 1956 (estimated) : ' 147, 900 419, 300 


\J 
\i 
| 


Senator ELLENDER. Next is lock 19, Keokuk, lowa. The esti- 
mated cost of that is $13,011,000. The total appropriations to date 
are $11,611,000. You are asking for $1,400,000 to complete this 
project? 

General BERRIGAN. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. | am glad of that because that has been delayed 
right along. Has that retarded navigation? 

General BerriGan. Yes, sir. That is the bottleneck in the middle 
of the upper Mississippi system where they have to break the tows. 

Senator ELLENDER. That is similar to Alton. 

General IrscHnER. It is a little different. 

Senator ELLENDER. It is probably treated differently but it is to 
improve the navigation channel. 

General BerriGan. It is one of the really old locks about 350 feet 
long. All the others are 600 feet long so that they have to break the 
tows at this particular place. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


Lock No. 19, Keokuk, Iowa 
(Continuing) 


Location—On the Mississippi River at Keokuk, Iowa, approximately 365 miles 
above the mouth of the Ohio River. 

Authorization.—1930 River and Harbor Act. 

Be nefit-cost ratio.—1.5 to 1 for the 9-foot canalization project for the Mississippi 
River, of which lock No. 19 is a functional unit. 
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Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 





i 
| Amount | 
ps 








NII II 6 os etd on Ss as La en niincbeenanesbnddehnd ee | $13, 011, 000 |_-._. 
akin amqilicintvb ame meaete a 
ee cde oh cea apna his uh waenied aoe | ea tacks: 
Other costs. .-......- ip tomeion cabnivetmsin bac spiprekerruries Daca ee 
oh ee Ld sane tomnedbebsbebadbiatns | 13,011,000 | 
a onemabinbiemnanamene Re 8, 411, 000 |-...---- 
Appropriations for fisca] year 1956_.........-.-----.--------- icicdctnaaltad | 3, 200, 000 
ns cc ieauh acs ccpieecicadbebuwasundéeneedeuweosa | 11,611,000 | ag 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957_.........--- ointcunepamsik 1, 400, 000 | 100 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 + Lie ae be ere pines 0 : ; : 
PHYSICAL DATA 
Lock: Feet 
ipemnee Bota a OOK QUGMDOr....-. --.. 262 cece ccsccecsewsscccue 1, 200 
I ccc conn ddnmwee x Nelienmamealeqie ties << so 
Se seit Sic ea aaa waa Bee 38 
Status (Jan. 1, 1956 
Z - ae ee 
Percent Completion schedule 
Lands and damages. _-_-_.-- ped tage. kh Le 100 | December 1955. 
Relocations-__. . 100 
Eh -----------.---|-.--------| Lock in temporary operation, March 1957. 
Lower guide walls (st: age I construction) -_- a 100 | 
Lock (stage II construction) - 73 | June 1957. 
Power, control, and lighting (stage III, supply 67 Do. 
contract). 
Power, control, and lighting (stage IV, in- | 0 | Do. 
stallation). | 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities (stages I, II, 12 Do. 
and IV). 
I tb iat. onsale cnactwnacemmnaee 74 | Do. 
! 











JUSTIFICATION 


The new main lock No. 19 is the last of and an intermediate unit in a series of 
major lock and dam structures authorized in 1930 for the 9-foot canalization 
project on the upper Mississippi River. Nine-foot depth for navigation on the 
Mississippi River between the Missouri River and Minneapolis, Minn., has 
been available since 1939, but a serious hazard exists at Keokuk, Iowa. Here the 
existing outmoded and structurally unsound lock of short length with slow- 
operating characteristics is inadequate in every way for the present-day river 
traffic. Commerce on the upper Mississippi River project has increased notably, 
both as to tonnage and number of tows; the tonnage in 1954 being 16,295,544. 
As a result, the bottleneck effect of the old lock is even more pronounced than 
that previously experienced. Commodities shipped on the upper river include 
such products as coal, petroleum, grain, manufactured goods, sugar, pig iron, and 
phosfate fertilizer, a substantial po:tion of which cargo is directly related to the 
regional economy. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $1,400,000 will be used to complete 
the project. 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 





June 
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June 


is 
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BEARDSTOWN, ILL. 














Status of funds 
Date | Unobligated | Unexpended 
balance balance 
June 30, 1955----.-------- wane nena enn nnn nnn e nnn nnn ee enna enna e nee enenee eee | $48, 905 | $57, 787 
Mat St MOU: ccccesnaanas= SEP SDA SE Se EAE SR eS ee ee Sieiieeaadining 26, 479 115, 925 
28, 000 





Tinie 20, 1000 CPMMIAIEE) < nnn an new n ance sn snewnnnccesnewnccunn wendeceee nace | 0 | 


Senator ELLENDER. Beardstown, Ill., is next. The entire cost of this 
is $4,540,000, including a non-Federal cost of $50,000. We have 
appropriated to date $1,260,000 and you are asking for $1 million. 
I am sure that you can use that and possibly more, can you not? 

General BeRRIGAN. Yes, sir. We require $2,230,000 to complete 
after this fiscal year. 

Senator ELLENDER. Is this project of sufficient merit to warrant 
further appropriations? 

General BERRIGAN. Yes, sir. It has a benefit-to-cost ratio of 1.48 
to 1. 

Senator ELLENDER. How much more could you use? 

General Berrican. I do not believe we can use any more in this 


coming fiscal year. 
JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. bana rae ae will be inserted in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


BEARDSTOWN, ILL. 
(Continuing) 


Location.—The Beardstown project is located in Cass County, IIl., about 70 
miles below Peoria, Ill., extending along the left bank of the Illinois River, from 
mile 79 to mile 89 above its mouth. 

Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.48 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 











| Accumulated 
percent of 
Amount estimated 
Federal cost 
Nt INI 6 dae sd se bass uduesantessceennceossussens Wa eee tis... -. ooo 
Pee aoe penne nnnemoneedenccakendaccewlideaswows WMO? leacanscciasseece 
i een Gs ncopctendennecse+~<c<censnccdsubsacsccuness inka scuewc aces 
eek eee e cack aauensoc uauvesabenesgeeubmenancnen | ee 
IN ong on ans neces ese wa ceidecactmesnencsecasdess GO bron coc asicccncace 
DI I SE onnanncncondnaucnade<cepredéupacrsnnenqas4s CONE ecpmnpcndcnine 
I I nc neta nanoqserecsnséesctacsencsecs on, ff 
Appropriations to date. ..........------------- Peed BR EP. ee ies eT 1, 260, 000 28 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957_....-...------------------ iciosen | 1, 000, 000 50 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957-.......-------------------------- 2, 230, 000 |.-..-- pices 
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PHYSICAL DATA 





Levees (raise existing levees): 

Average height (as modified): 23 feet. 

Length: 20 miles. 

Area protected in Lost Creek: Drainage and levee district: 3,300 acres. 

Area protection in South Beardstown: Drainage and levee districts: 8,500 

acres. 

Area protected in valley: Drainage and levee district: 3,200 acres. 
Flood wall: 

Average height: 24.9 feet. 

Length: 3,313.2 feet. 

Existing wall (raised 7.6 feet): 2,507.5 feet. 

New wall: 805.7 feet. 

Top elevation: 455.2 feet mean sea level. 

Maximum height: 29.6 feet. 

Freeboard: 3 feet. 

Status (Jan. 1, 1956) 


Completion 








Percent schedule 
UN IR taal hy Bee ka weit intnonnemk thd eearecataattewbwadunnnsouowt ; 76 | September 1956 
a a tas ae inl einiee eam poeeae 0 | June 1959, 
Entire project -----.-.-- Sit baninkdntinnh de aA RE NS RR Nee we bRhKamnhakaee 22 Do, 


JUSTIFICATION 


The entire city of Beardstown and the adjacent lands are subject to flooding 
during high stages in the Illinois River. The project will provide protection to 
this city, with a population of 6,080 (1950), and to the agricultural lands within 
the Lost Creek, South Beardstown, and Valley Drainage and Levee Districts. 
Within the city of Beardstown there are a number of industries, including railroad 
facilities, which are subject to damage. The city is a principal center of agri- 
cultural activity in the region with a large grain elevator and flour mill. Current 
industrial expansion within the city includes proposed expansion of facilities at 
the existing flour mill and proposed construction of a new grain elevator. State 
Highway No. 100 and U.S. Highway No. 67, and tracks of the Chicago, Burlington 
& Quincy Railroad and the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad are within the area subject 
to flooding. 

Extensive flood damages were suffered in 1922, 1926, 1927, and 1943. In 1943, 
emergency action by military personnel prevented excessive flood damage. It is 
estimated that recurrence of a flood of that magnitude would cause about 
$7,100,000 damages to urban property and crops, losses in wages and profits, and 
interruption of communication and utility facilities. The average annual benefits 
from the proposed improvements are estimated at $243,900. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $1 million will be applied to 


Initiation of contract on South Beardstown Drainage and Levee Dis- 

trict and downstream Beardstown levees__________._-____.___.. $910, 000 
Engineering and design_____________~ aac Tet re ae 7, 600 
Supervision and administration_....__........-.-.---.------ ya 82, 400 


Dees ae ea Fes ih se so gue gn a ig 


The sum of $1 million is required in the fiscal year 1957 to initiate reconstruction 
of the South Beardstown Drainage and Levee District and downstream Beards- 
town levees, a portion of the levee system which when completed will form a 
major portion of the protection not only to the city of Beardstown, but also to 
15,000 acres of productive farmlands and buildings, State Highways Nos. 100 
and 67, and tracks of the Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Railroad and the 
Baltimore & Ohio Railroad. 

It is planned that the flood wall will be completed with funds now available, 
therefore completion of the levee systems adjacent to the city of Beardstown 
should be accomplished at the earliest date possible in order to afford adequate 
protection not only to Beardstown but also the productive agricultural property. 

Non-Federal cost.—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $50,000 for lands, damages and easements. 


Total 


a a 





OF nt eared 


| I I 
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In addition, local interests advise that they have contracted to remove the 
existing southeasterly span of the Beardstown Highway Bridge at an estimated 
cost of $8,000. 

CORALVILLE RESERVOIR, IOWA 


Status of funds 


Unobligated | Unexpended 


shee balance balance 
June 30, 1955--...---------------------------- 3 Shale $298, 992 $814, 478 
Man. Oy IUD. ~ << = === = ~~~ =-=--= == - ----| 1, 991, 809 3, 895, 808 
ire hy RRND oe soe os Fan rn aed cseawgdede wen dae aneles | 910, 000 2 568, 700 


Senator ELLENDER. Coralville Reservoir in Iowa is next. This 
project has an estimated cost of $16,300,000. We have appro- 
priated to date $12,260,000 and you are asking for $2 million, which 
will make it possible to complete this project to 87 percent. 

General BERRIGAN. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Is that all the money you could use for that 
project? 

General BerriGan. Yes, sir. We have quite a carryover from this 
year because of the favorable bids and reduction of contingencies, so 
that we have all we can use with this $2 million. 

Senator ELLENDER. When you asked for $2 million, you took that 
into consideration? 

General BERRIGAN. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. To what did that carryover amount? 

General BerriGan. I believe we have about $2.5 million in esti- 
mated carryover. 

Senator ELLENDER. That is out of the $4.5 million which we appro- 
priated last year? 

General BERRIGAN. Yes, sir. 


BENEFIT-TO-COST RATIO 


Senator ELLENDER. What about your benefit-to-cost ratio of 1.58 
to 1? Has that been constant? 

General BerriGan. No, sir. We reduced it because of a restudy 
and reevaluation of downstream benefits and gave it less credit for 
downstream benefits than previously. 

Senator ELLENDER. You reduced it in spite of the fact that costs 
went down? 

General Berrican. We reduced the downstream benefits more 
than the costs went down. 

Senator ELLENDER. I am not going to ask you to explain that, but 
this change is not due entirely to the project itself? It is in less 
benefits? 

General Berrigan. We are giving it less credit for benefits down- 
stream. 

Senator ELLENDER. I see. How about your increases? I notice 
your relocations here like McBride State Park. Will you tell us a 
little about that? 

General Berrigan. On a tributary which would be within our 
reservoir is a small dam and, if we did not raise it, we would drown out 
quite a recreational area of a State park. 
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Senator ELLeNpER. That is the basis for your revision? 
General Berrican. Yes, sir. It has been a more expensive job 
than we originally anticipated. 

Senator E.itenper. Have these relocation agreements been 
completed? 

General Brerrican. Yes, sir. We have one little detail of sewage 
disposal but, in general, most of the things have been worked out. 

Senator ELLENpDER. In this instance also your flood-control benefits 
have been reduced from $1,602,300 to $1,035,900. What reason is 
there for this reduction? 

General Berrigan. That is what I spoke of about the lesser credit 
on downstream benefits. 

Senator ELLeNDER. As you have indicated, the effect of that is to 
reduce your cost benefits from 2.1 to 1 last year to 1.58 to 1 this year. 

General BERRIGAN. Yes, sir; despite the fact that we reduced the 
estimate. 

Senator ELLENDER. Have you awarded any contracts for relocation 
on this project? 

General BerriGcan. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLenpER. How did the low bid compare with your 
estimates? 


General Berrigan. It was better than our estimates on most of 
the relocations. 




























JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


CoRALVILLE REsErRvorr, Iowa 
(Continuing) 


Location.—On the Iowa River, a tributary of the Mississippi River, at mile 
83.3 above mouth, and about 4 miles north of Iowa City, Iowa. The reservoir 
extends into Iowa, Johnson, and Linn Counties, Iowa. 

Authorization.—1938 Flood Control Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.58 to 1. 





Summarized financial data 


Sonmaiviet 
percent o 
Amount estimated 
Federal cost 

















Estimated Federal cost................-...-- 
Estimated non-Federal costs_- 
Cash contribution 
I a ease tteioceeueinin 
Se eo sis cabnabeuagbbisbenabawueciiiicckan 
i a cae letetenlihinas ig Aula ipaneiGonaT 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956 
ata chien mercial ibinanhien SeieSinien! susijinssain 
Scoenernane requested for fiscal year 1957 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
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Type: Earth embankment with control structure having a conduit through 


the embankment. 
Height: 100 feet (above streambed). 
Length: 1,400 feet (at top of dam). 
Reservoir capacity: ~ 
Flood control 
Conservation 


Spillway: 


Type: Concrete chute, with ogee control, in right bluff. 


Capacity (design flood): 244,000 cubic feet per seond. 
Status (Jan. 1, 1956) 


475,000 acre feet. 
17,000 acre feet. 


492,000 acre feet. 


Completion 
schedule 





Lands and damages. ............------ ihe ae a dis auth tect th Sierras fs 
Relocations ; eo eee kee 
Reservoir: Clearing and erosion contro]_....._._.......-..----- 
Dam: 

Portion of embankment (lst stage construction) 

Outlet works (2d stage construction) -- 

Spillway and remainder of embankment (Gd stage construction). 
Wildlife facilities (reservation) 
Roads, entrance. 
Channel (3d stage construction) _ - 
Recreation facilities__.__- 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities: 


Operational building, water supply system, and telephone line (1st stage 


construction). 
Utilities and landscaping (3d stage construction)... _- 
Permanent operating equipment 
Entire project 


December 1957, 
October 1957. 
March 1968.1! 


June 1958. 
October 1957, 
June 1958. 
June 1956. 
| June 1958. 


November 1957. 
December 1957. 
June 1958, 





1 Closure: Commence July 1956; complete December 1957. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project is a unit of the comprehensive plan for the upper Mississippi River 
Basin. It will provide substantial reduction of average annual flood damages 
on 31,000 acres of land in the Iowa River flood plain below the dam and 326,000 
acres in the Mississippi River flood plain below the mouth of the Iowa River. 
Included within or adjacent to the agricultural areas and likewise benefited are 7 
railroad crossings over the Mississippi River, 1 rail line paralleling the Mississippi 
tiver, and 6 railroad crossings over the Iowa River. Additionally, 6 highway 
crossings and 2 paralleling highways along the Mississippi River and 9 major 
highway crossings over the Iowa River will be benefited. On the Iowa River, 
urban centers of Coralville (population 977) and Iowa City (population 27,212) 
will be benefited by the project. At Coralville, a combination steam generating 
and hydroelectric plant, several commercial establishments and numerous resi- 
dences will receive a major degree of protection. At Iowa City, the reservoir 
will provide substantial protection to the city water plant and several commercial 
facilities, as well as the State University of Iowa water plant, heating and light 
plant, the library, the Iowa Memorial Union, the University Theater, and 
several other educational buildings. On the Mississippi River, important bene- 
fits will accrue to industrial facilities in the towns of Fort Madison, Burlington, 
and Keokuk, Iowa; Quincy, Ill.; and Hannibal, Mo. The project will also pro- 
vide incidental benefits from conservation and recreation. 
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Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $2 million will be applied to— 
Continue acquisition of lands - - - -- $430, 000 
Continue relocation work: 

Roads (will be substantially completed) 280, 000 
Railroads (will be completed) 90, 000 
Utilities and structures (will be completed) 430, 000 
Continue construction of dam and appurtenances_-_-_-----------..--- 390, 000 
Initiate reservoir clearing and erosion control 120, 000 
Engineering and design 10, 000 
Supervision and administration 250, 000 


Total _ _ _- 2, 000, 000 
A continuing contract for the last stage construction of the dam was awarded on 
October 26, 1955. This work is programed so as to properly time its completion 
in relation to relocation work, to permit placing the dam in operation, and to pro- 
vide flood protection at the earliest practicable date. Relocation work scheduled 
for fiscal year 1957 must be carried out to permit completion by the time the 
project otherwise is ready for operation, and to avoid damage to such facilities 
after the dam closure is effected. The land acquisition programed for budget 
fiscal year 1957 is necessary in order to provide availability of the reservoir lands 
to permit their being cleared to the extent necessary, and to obtain vacation of the 
reservoir lands so that the project may be placed in beneficial use when the dam is 
completed. 


Non-Federal costs —None. 
MUSCATINE, IOWA, LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECT 


Senator ELLENDER. Now we come to the Muscatine, Iowa, project. 
That is the one I had in mind awhile ago. The total cost of this 
project is $925,000 of which $5,000 is non-Federal. We have appro- 
priated to date $70,000 and the amount requested for 1957 is $300,000. 
Tell us a little about this, please. I notice that the benefit-to-cost 
ratio is 2.12 to 1. Does it stand in danger of being reduced? 

General BERRIGAN. No, sir. We have done some engineering on it 
and we are about ready to use construction funds. 

Senator ELLENDER. Have you spent all of the $70,000 appropriated 
last year? I presume you have. 

General BERRIGAN. We will have at the end of the vear. 

Senator ELLENDER. Do you mean at the end of the fiscal year? 

General Berrigan. At the end of the fiscal year it will be essen- 
tially spent on engineering and we will be ready to go out for bids 
shortly after the beginning of the fiscal year. 

Senator ELLENDER. That is what you are going to use this $300,000 
for? 

General BrerriGan. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. I notice that the estimated costs have increased 
by $60,000. To what do you attribute that? 

General Berrican. Mostly price index, repricing of the construction 
costs. 

JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be inserted in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 





PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 


MuscaTINE, lowa (Map CREEk) 
(New start) 


Location.—The city of Muscatine is located in Muscatine County, Iowa, and 
adjacent to the Mississippi River at mile 455.5 above the mouth of the Ohio 
liver. Mad Creek is a small stream which flows through a part of Muscatine 
and discharges into the Mississippi River. 

Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.12 to | 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Amount 


RIN EN oe on apace nin cstacacneeccnevensuytpabanses cone $920, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost : 

Cash contribution 

ee Ne ial on ora banner an aaa ea awe eam cede eas ‘ 
Total estimated project cost 
\ppropriations to June 30, 1955 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956- - 
{Appropriations to date  Xinibeteies a é 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957 beer eet ke ES 300, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 : TRG eS Se 550, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Levees: 
Average height: 16 feet. 
Length: 2,350 feet. 
Floodwalls: 
Average height: 9 feet. 
Length: 1,950 feet. 
Pumping plant: 13,200 gallons per minute with attendant interceptor sewers. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1956) 
Completion schedule 
New start _._.Levees, May 1958. 
Floodwalls, May 1958. 
Pumping plant, September 1957. 
Interceptor sewers, November 1957. 
Entire project, May 1958. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will provide protection for-a highly developed urban, industria 
and commercial area of Muscatine, Iowa, against recurring floods on the Missis- 
sippi River and backup of its flows in Mad Creek. Included in the area for which 
pratection is proposed are 11 manufacturing plants, 20 commercial establishments, 
and 10 residences. Additionally, one Federal highway and a branch line railroad 
would be benefited from construction of the project. Damaging floods in this 
area have been of frequent occurrence. During the past 5 years a substantial 
part of the area for which protection is proposed has been inundated. A re- 
currence of the April 1951 and April 1952 floods would cause damages in this 
area estimated at $317,000 and $247,000, respectively. Annual flood-control 
benefits for the project are estimated at $86,900. Completion of this project at 
the earliest practicable date is needed to prevent flood losses. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $300,000 will be applied to— 


Initiate construction of levees and flood walls ; _ $100, 000 
Initiate construction of sewers____._._____. -__________- ee 5 85, 000 
Initiate construction of the pumping plant pare 75, 000 
Engineering and design___- pee 13, 000 
Supervision and administration er 27, 000 


300, 000 
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Non-Federal costs.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $5,000, all of which is for 
acquisition of rights-of-way and related work. 

Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $7,300, 


SABULA, IOWA, LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECT 





Senator ELLenpER. Next is Sabula, Iowa, a local protection project. 
The total cost is $327,000 which includes a non-Federal cost of $13,000. 
The appropriation for last year was $30,000, and the amount requested 
this year is $284,000 which will complete the project. Is that correct? 

General BrerriGan. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENpDER. I notice that the benefit-to-cost ratio there is 
1.41 to 1. Will that remain constant? 

General BERRIGAN. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. What is the status of local cooperation in that 
area? Is it all right? 

General Brerrican. Yes, sir. They are all very strong for this 
project. 

Senator ELLENDER. The estimated cost of this project has increased 
by $14,000. Can you tell us the reason for that? 

General Berrican. It is mostly an increase from repricing in 
bringing it up to date. 

Senator ELLENDER. There is no change in plan? 

General Berrican. No, sir. 




















JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENpDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 

(The justification referred to follows:) 

SasBuLa, Iowa 
(New start) 


Location.—Sabula, Iowa, is located in Jackson County, along the Mississippi 
River at mile 535 above the mouth of the Ohio River. 
Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.41 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 





Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Amount 


















I OI Ss a AS ee Li eds dakowens SRE GOP fe cnvdcn at. : 
Estimated non-Federal cost 





SEN Bis déonatscnss 
a Se a ee ea cchneeeeaaisel | 1B t=, ae dateatinessacn« 
et Sn anise een aaa pan Seo en wets 
eR OO oe el eh. tc cece msi veueliies ire tan os cdeca Js. 
ND 0 GIO Oy BIB vidas cee cheesiest emnnindagewdectndeseosxen its) shumagheee 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956 I ie cen da hanceis 


I Pe ee eee Fr ie ed eces 


: : 30, 000 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957-.........------.-------------- 284, 000 100 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 0 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Levees: 
Strengthening: Average height increase, 10 feet; length, approximately 
7,500 feet. 

New: Average height, 17 feet; length, approximately 900 feet. 

Culverts: 
Two 36-inch, total length 186 feet, each culvert with flap gates and 

headwalls. 

One 54-inch, length 45 feet, with gate well, sluice gate, and headwalls. 


Status (January 1956) 


Completion schedule 
New start Entire project, June 1957. 


JUSTIFICATION 


This community is situated on a high, sandy island in the Mississippi River, 
with part of the island being above high water. Originally separated from the 
Iowa mainland by a slough, it is now protected by two levees, one at its upstream 
and the other at the downstream end and extending across the slough. The 
existing local protective works have prevented invasion of Mississippi floodwaters 
in the town of Sabula in recent years; however, during the floods of 1951 and 1952 
it was necessary for local residents, augmented by National Guard troops, to 
perform considerable emergency work to prevent overtopping and failure of some of 
the present levee system. Annual flood control benefits for the project are esti- 
mated at $16,600. Proposed work will provide protection fo: floods of 100-year 
frequency. Protection will be provided to 200 residences, 4 commercial estab- 
lishments, and the town well water supply. Additionally, one Federal highway 
and a major railroad will be benefited by the project. Completion of the project 
is needed at an early date to eliminate the flood threat to this community. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $284,000 will complete the project 
and will be applied to— 


Initiate and complete the levee construction including culverts - ------ $256, 000 
Engineering and design 
Supervision and administration 


284, 000 


Non-F ederal costs.—The initial investment required of local interests in construc- 
tion of the authorized project is estimated at $13,000, all of which is for rights-of- 
way and related work. 

Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon com- 
pletion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $200. 


CANTON, MO., LOCAL-PROTECTION PROJECT 


Senator ELLenpER. The next is Canton, Mo. This is a local- 
protection levee with an estimated cost of $1,457,000 of which 
$117,000 is non-Federal. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.69 to 1. Is 
that still the case? 

General BERRIGAN. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Last year, we appropriated $50,000 for pre- 
construction planning. That, I presume, is used? 

General Berrican. We will have used it; yes, sir. 

Senator ExLtenprer. How about the local cooperation? Have 
contributions been forthcoming? 

_ General Berrigan. We have not actually asked for them. We are 
in the process of doing that. J am sure they will be forthcoming. 

Senator ELLenpER. You had better not go too far yourselves before 
getting that money. 

General Irscuner. We definitely will not start construction before 
receiving firm assurances. 

General Berrigan. The district engineer last week asked for it. 

75008—56—pt. 2-6 
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Senator ELLENDER. You say “If you want it done, cough up” 
is that it? 

General ItscHnrr. That is right, sir. 

Senator Exuenper. In this case also the total estimated cost in 
your item for contingency funds went up $50,000. What is the reason 
for that, the same as before? 

General Berrian. We tried to fix the pe rcentage for projects in 
this category as required by the Chief Engineer’s Office. That caused 
the contingencies to be adjusted upward. 

Senator ELuenper. All right. 






















JUSTIFICATION 


The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 





Canton, Mo. 





(New start) 





Location.—In Lewis County, along the Mississippi River, at mile 342 above the 
mouth of the Ohio River. 
Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.69 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 

| Federal cost 


Amount 
















Estimated Federal cost ; $1, 340, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost : 117,000 

Cash contribution. -- 0 

Other costs -- ; 107,000 | 
Total estimated project ‘cost : ; 1, 457,000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955_- 0 
A ppropriations for fiscs al year 1956_- x 50, 000 
Appropriations to date ---- Sears 50, 000 { 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957- ‘ 275, 000 24 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 - - : 1,015, 000 





PHYSICAL DATA 





Relocations: Extend 1 railroad bridge and construct 1 new railroad bridge. 
Interior drainage: Intercepting ditches: Average depth, 3 feet; approximate 
length, 1.25 miles. 
Levees: 
Embankment: 
Strengthening main stem: Average height increase, 14 feet; approximate 
length, 2 miles. 
Diversion channels levees: Average height, 15 feet; approximate length, 
2 miles. 
Closure structures: Two on Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Railroad, 
concrete. 
Culvert: Corrugated metal, 60-inch diameter, 60 feet long, concrete headwalls 
and flapgate. 
Channels: 
Diversion channels: Length, approximately 2 miles. 
Drop structures: Nine concrete units. 
Pumping plants: 
Modify four existing plants. 
Relocate existing sewage plant. 
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Status 
Completion schedule 
New start Relocations, Szptember 1957. 
Channels, December 1958. 
Levees, December 1958. 
Pumping plants, June 1957. 
Entire project, December 1958. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The city of Canton, Mo., a trading center for most of Lewis County, Mo., and 
a portion of Adams County, IIl., has suffered frequent flooding of its entire com- 
mercial and business area and a major portion of the residential area. Included 
in the flood area are 2 industrial plants, approximately 80 commercial establish- 
ments, about 200 residential units and the municipal power and water plants. 
One important railroad and one Federal highway will receive protection from the 
project. It is estimated that damages which would result from a recurrence of 
the floods of May 1944, June 1947, April-May 1951, and April-May 1952, would 
be $293,000, $435,000, $118,500, and $67,200, respectively (1955 prices). Annual 
flood-control benefits for the project are estimated at $95,600. Proposed work 
will provide protection for floods of 100-year frequency. Completion of the 
project is needed at an early date to eliminate the flood threat from this 
community. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $275,000 will be applied to— 


esd i aaa EON eS 2 aera ie et a a a Be $19, 100 
Initiate and complete construction of railroad closure structures and in- 
terior drainage 142, 700 
Initiate and complete modifications to pumping plants 25, 200 
iingineering and design _... 64, 400 
Supervision and administration 23, 600 
Total ; ‘ 275, 000 
Non-Federal costs.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $117,000 broken down as 
follows: 


Lands and damages___ - $25, 000 


Roads and ramps nares 17, 400 
Bridges and culverts 67, 600 
Structures (municipal light and powerplant) 7, 000 
117, 000 
Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $5,000. In 
addition, local interests advise that they have incurred costs of $127,500 for the 
construction of flood-control levees and other structures, essentially all of which 
will be incorporated into the authorized project. The cost figure cited does not 
reflect the cash value of other contributions made by the local citizens, such as 
planning, supervision, layout, labor, material, use of earth-moving equipment at 
bare cost, and profit on some items purchased for incorporation into the project. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


x 


Senator ELLENDER. Next we have operation and maintenance. 
You are requesting $1,626,000 for channels and harbors; $6,940,000 
for locks, dams, reservoirs, and canals; $36,000 for flood-control 
reservoirs; $15,400 for inspection of completed works; a total of 
$8,617,400. Will that take care of the most urgent current mainte- 
hance? 

General BerriGan. Yes, sir; that is about adequate for the current 
maintenance. 

Senator ELLENDER. I have already discussed with you my desire 
1o secure about $10 million additional funds for a start on the deferred 
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maintenance. General Itschner is submitting a list and we will see 
what we can do. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


Upper MississipP1 BAsIN—JUSTIFICATION OF EsTIMATE 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL, FISCAL YEAR 1957 
1. Navigation 


(a) Channels and harbors.—The work to be accomplished under this activity 
consists of maintaining the navigation channels by means of dredging, snagging, 
operation of navigation structures, and repairing channel stabilization works: 
and periodic inspections and surveys to determine the condition of the projects 
for programing purposes and providing navigation interests with adequate 
information on existing channel conditions; all as authorized in the laws adopting 
river and harbor projects. 

The budget estimate of $1,626,000 for fiscal year 1957 is required for essential 
maintenance work on 3 channel and harbor projects named in the list which 
follows. The amount of funds appropriated in recent years for this activity has 
not been sufficient to provide for the adequate and timely maintenance of all 
justified projects and has resulted in a substantial backlog of work, particularly 
repair of stabilization works and the maintenance of shallow-draft navigation 
channels. This condition continues to exist. 


Project and tentative allocation, fiscal year 1957 

Ihlinois: 
Mississippi River between Ohio and Missouri Rivers, including 

Chain of Rocks $1, 600, 000 

Mill Creek and South Slough 15, 000 

Minnesota: St. Croix River, Minn. and Wis 10, 000 

Condition surveys 1, 000 


Total, channels and harbors 1, 626, 000 


(b) Locks, dams, reservoirs, and canals.—The estimate of $6,940,000 for fiscal 
year 1957 provides for the operation and ordinary maintenance of the locks and 
dams, essential channel work, and the most urgent repair of the structures at four 
projects. The rehabilitation work includes such items as lock gate repairs and 
overhaul, painting of movable dam parts, valve rehabilitation, and navigable dam 
parts replacement. The estimate contemplates operation of the projects with the 
utmost economy consistent with the importance of the waterways to the national 
economy. 

These projects comprise one of the major inland waterway arteries of the 
United States, transporting about 6 billion ton-miles of commerce annually. 
Their continuous operation and proper maintenance is necessary to the general 
economy and national defense. 


Project and tentative allocation, fiscal year 1957 
Illinois: 
Illinois and Mississippi Canal 
Illinois Waterway 
Mississippi River between Missouri River and Minneapolis, 


5, 018, 000 
Minnesota: Reservoirs at headwaters of Mississippi River 72, 000 


Total, locks, dams, reservoirs, and canals 6, 940, 000 


Total, navigation 8, 566, 000 
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2, Flood control 


(a) Reservoirs.—The budget estimate of $36,000 provides for the operation and 
ordinary maintenance of two flood control reservoirs in the upper Mississippi Basin 
during fiscal year 1957. The amount requested in fiscal year 1957 is approxi- 
mately $4,000 less than the amount available in fiscal year 1956 and is necessary 
for minimum operation and maintenance of the projects. 


Project and tentative allocation, fiscal year 1957 


Illinois: Farm Creek Reservoir $20, 000 
Minnesota: Lac Qui Parle Reservoir 


Total, flood-control reservoirs 


(b) Other (including channel improvement projects, miscellaneous maintenance 
items and inspections).—The budget estimate of $15,400 provides for inspections 
_of 50 completed projects within the basin. 

“Inspection of completed works $15, 400 


Total, flood control 


Grand total, upper Mississippi Basin 8, 617, 400 


Senator ELLENDER. The committee will stand in recess until 
tomorrow morning at 10 o’clock in this room. 

(Whereupon, at 12:05 p. m., Monday, April 23, 1956, a recess was 
taken until 10 a. m., Tuesday, April 24, 1956.) 








PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 


TUESDAY, APRIL 24, 1956 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, D. C. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a. m., in room 
f-82, the Capitol, Hon. Allen J. Ellender (chairman of the sub- 
committee) presiding. 
Present: Senators Ellender, Hayden, Robertson, and Smith. 


CIVIL FUNCTIONS, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
SOUTHWESTERN Division WATERWAY DEVELOPMENT 


STATEMENTS OF MAJ. GEN. E. C. ITSCHNER, ASSISTANT CHIEF 
OF ENGINEERS FOR CIVIL WORKS; BRIG. GEN. L. E. SEEMAN, 
DIVISION ENGINEER, SOUTHWESTERN DIVISION; COL. H. W. 
PENNEY, ASSISTANT CHIEF OF CIVIL WORKS FOR FLOOD CON- 
TROL; AND B. J. TOFANI, CHIEF, PROGRAMS BRANCH, CIVIL 
WORKS, OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS 


IMPACT OF DEVELOPMENT 


Senator ELLENDER. The committee will be in order. 

| am going to ask you the same questions, General, that I have been 
asking other witnesses with respect to the impact of the development 
of these waterways on railroad transportation and so forth. 

If you will recall, in the past there has been some opposition on 
the part of some of the railroads to the construction of these water- 
ways, and it was developed here that the development of these high- 
ways of traffic on the rivers has actually increased the actual and 
potential traffic of railroads and made it possible for them to do 
better now than they have in the past. 

| wonder what your reaction is to that? 

General SrEMAN. In my division, the main artery of navigation is 
the Intracoastal Waterway. When that was originally projected, as 
| recall, we estimated 400,000 tons on the upper section a year, 
300,000 on the central section, and the lower section down to Browns- 
ville was not included in the original authorization. 

The latest figures—I don’t have them exact—indicate roughly that 
the upper section carried 16 million tons. 

Senator ELLENDER. Compared to 400,000? 

General Skeman. Compared to 400,000 in the original estimate. 

Senator ELLENDER. That is phenominal. 
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General Szeman. The central section carried in the neighborhood, 
in the last yearly figure, of 8 million tons, compared to the 300,000 
originally considered. 

The lower section, which was not in the original authorization, car- 
ried within a few thousand tons of a million tons. That is as close as 
I can recall it. 

Senator ELLENDER. What effect has it had on the industrial devel- 
opment along the banks of this facility? 

General SrEMAN. As you know, this area on the gulf coast is expand- 
ing and developing industrially very rapidly. All types of industries 
and all types of transportation seem to be benefiting by the growth of 
this area. 

CARGO CONTENTS 






Senator ELLENDER. What is your experience as to cargo carried by 
water? are they composed primarily of bulky products, or just what 
is the story? 

General SEEMAN. Pri best adapted 
to bulky commodities. ‘They are building larger and deeper tankers. 

Senator ELLENDER. What about the manufactured products that 
come from these various industrial plants? 

General Seeman. Where there are chemical plants and the manu- 
factured products are bulky, they, too, move out on water. There is 
some transportation down through the area of assembled automobiles. 

Of course, the petroleum products, both the crude and refined 
products, move in tankers. In the lower end, particularly, I am 
thinking of Corpus Christi, where Corn Products Refining Co. has a 
large plant and certain agricultural products adapted to bulk move- 
ment are carried. 








INDUSTRIAL ACTIVITY 


Senator ELLENDER. Has industrial development given rise to the 
establishment of manufacturers of small articles that are better 
suited to shipment via rail? 

General SzrEMAN. Unquestionably, wherever you have an overall 
increase in general business and industrial activity, the service 
activities follow and increase all across the board. 

Senator ELLENDER. So that all in all, you are convinced that our 
Government made no mistake in developing these waterways, and | 
suppose you are still a champion of the theory that we should continue 
to do so? 

General SEEMAN. It seems to me that the Gulf Intracoastal 
Waterway has returned manyfold what was originally estimated. 


















TRAFFIC CONGESTION 






Senator ELtenpER. The Intracoastal Canal passes right through 
my hometown, and we are having a lot of trouble there in coping 
with the increased navigation. Quite a few inhabitants of the city 
live across the canal from the original city, and I have seen lines of 
automobiles 2 miles long waiting for tows to pass. In this connection, 
General, I wonder if you would be good enough to look at this proposal, 
while we are on the subject. 

I told some of my constituents there that I would look into it. As 
I recall, in parts of Europe around Istanbul and other places where you 
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have a lot of traffic both overland and on the river, certain hours are 
fixed during which highway bridges are left closed to permit highway 
traffic to pass. 

In other words, some of these bridge operators are scared to death. 
The moment they hear a whistle blow they think, ‘‘The Government 
is after us. We better open now or we will get in trouble.” 

| wonder if there is any way by which you could arrange to let some 
of these long tows pass only at certain hours? I wonder if that would 
be feasible? 

General IrscHNER. Yes, sir; it is feasible. We have that problem 
in other congested areas, and we do have hours during which the bridges 
are not permitted to operate. 

Senator ELLENDER. They are now in the process of building a 
tunnel in my hometown because the bridge over the intracoastal 
canal is opened so frequently. It is going to cost the people of my 
area quite a few million dollars to undertake that. I know it is a 
problem. My only son is a physician and surgeon and he cited to me 
many cases where an ambulance with a very sick person was caught 
at the bridge and had to wait there for quite a long time. 

General ItscHNER. That is a problem we should look into, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. It is serious. Houma has grown in the last 
13 or 14 years to where it is now quite a city, and it has only one main 
street and, of course, it is along the Bayou Terrebonne; it crosses the 
Intracoastal Canal at right angles. 

There is no way to expand. We have a bridge just across the bayou 
on another street that parallels the bayou, known as East Park Avenue, 
but that street is also congested and the bridge over the Intracoastal 
at that point has been knocked out several times and today, in fact, 
is being rebuilt because of the severe damage that was done to it a few 
months ago. 

If there is anything at all that can be done to help the people of this 
city, anything that won’t entail hardship on the part of water traffic, 
it strikes me that we ought to do it. 

General ItscHNER. Yes, Mr. Chairman; we shall look into it im- 
mediately and see what can be done to correct that condition. 
| Senator ELLENDER. I am just speaking now as a citizen of Houma, 
A. 

All right, General Seeman, you are the Division Engineer for the 
Southwestern Division. That includes what States, by the way? 

General S—EEMAN. We have two major basins in our Division, 
including the States of Texas, New Mexico, a small portion of Col- 
orado, a small portion of Kansas, all of Oklahoma, a part of Arkansas, 
and southern Missouri, but not too much of Louisiana. 

Senator ELLENDER. I presume from your answer that the divisions 
are divided according to river basins? 

General IrscHNeER. Yes, sir. 

General SkEMAN. This is one basin. We also have the Arkansas- 
White-Red Basin north of that. 
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Rio GRANDE AND GuLF River DRAINAGE AREA 


Status of examination and survey funds 








Date Unobligated Unexpended 


balance balance 






















| 
June 30, 1955 | $9, 110 $11, 641 
Mar. 31, 1956 = 68, 694 85, 354 
June 30, 1956 (estimated) ; noe : 2, 000 


| as 








KXAMINATIONS AND SURVEYS 














DOUBLE BAYOU AND INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY-PORT 





MANSFIELD 
















Senator ELuenper. All right. I have before me a justification of 
estimates for examination and surveys. Navigation studies are first. 
In Texas, you have Double Bayou, wherein $400 have been allocated 
so far, and you are now asking for $1,600 more to complete this study. 

For the Gulf Intracoastal Water way-Port Mansfield, you have a 
study authorized for $9,500 and you have already spent $3,800 and 
you want $5,700 more to complete that survey. 

What do you visualize there? 

General SEEMAN. That is a feeder to the intracoastal waterway, and 
we expect this will complete the report. 

Senator E.Lenper. Is that along the same line as the one near 
Victoria, Tex.? 

General SreMAN. Yes. Usually a shallow draft waterway has its 
feeders. 

Senator ELLENDER. This is not on the main stem of the canal? 

General Seeman. It is not part of the main canal; no, sir. 

Senator ELLeNpER. And you think that these sums will complete 
the study and that it is necessary? 

General Seeman. We hope that this will complete it. 

















LOWER 





RIO GRANDE VALLEY AND TRINITY BAY, TEX. 



















Senator ELLENDER. The next is Texas, with the Lower Rio Grande 
Valley, and you are asking for $1,000 more to complete the study. 
For Trinity Bay you are asking for $19,300, $40,400 having already 
been spent. According to the record here, studies of those two items 
will be completed this year. 
General SERMAN. Yes, sir. 









TRINITY RIVER, LAKE LIBERTY 















Senator ELLENDER. For the Trinity River at Lake Liberty I notice 
the cost is estimated at $176,900 and you have already spent $98,000. 
You are now asking for $40,000. Will that be sufficient? 

General SEEMAN. That is sufficient for next year. That particular 
study is a combination of navigation and flood control and we are 
having the district come in with a brief report that is due currently 
to determine whether or not this $40,000 asked for this coming fiseal 
vear might not complete the whole report and make the future $38,900 
that you see unnecessary. 

Senator E..Lenper. | hope you can do that. 
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TRINITY RIVER, RICHLAND-CHAMBERS-CEDAR CREEKS 


Senator ELLeENDER. The next is another portion of the Trinity 
River, | presume, Richland-Chambers-Cedar Creeks. 

The total amount for those projects is $98,700 and you are asking 
for $20,000 which will complete that study. 

General SeeMAN. Yes, sir. This is our plan to complete this. 
This is in the central Trinity River where we are engaged in a cooper- 
ative study with the Soil Conservation Service. We hope to complete 
that this year. 

Senator ELLeENDER. Have the studies on these various projects 
advanced sufficiently for you to make vour determination as to cost, 
and whether or not they are feasible? 

General SEEMAN. Not at this time; not until we complete this 
study. 

DEVILS RIVER AT OZONA 


Senator ELLeNpDER. All right. Next is Devils River at Ozona. 
You have spent $7,000 out of the $37,000 estimated, and you are 
asking for $10,000 at present. Is that sufficient? 

General SEEMAN. Here again we expect that this $10,000 may enable 
us to complete this study. It is a small tributary in the southern 
part of Texas. It flows into the Rio Grande just above Del Rio in 
the central part. 

Senator ELLENDER. That river looks mighty short to me. Is this 
of sufficient size to hold back water? Is that what you want it for? 
To prevent floods? 

General SkEMAN. No, sir. This is in the area of very low rainfall 
that comes very precipitiously in the season of flash floods. 

Senator ELLENDER. Purely flood control. It is not with the idea 
of preserving the water for irrigation or anything like that? 

General SEEMAN. Not to my knowledge at this time. 

Senator ELLENDER. Strictly flood control? 

General SEEMAN. Yes, sir. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


{110 GRANDE AND GULF RIVER DRAINAGE AREA—JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 
GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS, FISCAL YEAR 1957 


1, Examinations and surveys 


(a) Navigation studies.—The amount of $7,300 is requested for completion of 
two studies in the Rio Grande and Gulf drainage area. 
rhe tentative allocations by studies follow: 


} | 
Total Allocations Tentative | Additional 
Study estimated prior to allocation | to complete 
Federal fiseal year | fiscal year | after fiscal 
cost 1957 1957 | year 1957 


l'exas: 


Double Bayou ; $2, 000 $1, 600 | 
GIW W-Port Mansfield __- : 9, 500 | | 5, 700 


11, 500 | 7, 300 | 
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(b) Flood-control studies.—The amount of $90,300 is requested for prosecution 
of 5 studies in the Rio Grande and gulf drainage area. This amount will permit 
completion of 3 studies and continuation of 2 others. 

The tentative allocations by studies follow: 






































| | 
| Total | Allocations | Tentative | Additional 
Study } estimated | priorto | allocation | to complete 
5 ? Federal | fiscal year fiscal year after fiscal] 
| cost | 1987 1957 | year 1957 
wthieden sth aT herd cede hhslos dna nl ititiniesalindcia Ankeabincll Seca acs 
| 
Texas: 
Lower Rio Grande Valley | $7, 600 | $6, 600 | $1, 000 | 0 
Trinity Bay Soil Conservation District. 59, 700 | 40, 400 19, 300 | 0 
Trinity River, Lake Liberty 176, 900 | 98, 000 40, 000 $38, 900 
Trinity River, Richland Chambers-Cedar | | 
Creeks 98, 700 | 78, 700 20, 000 0 
Devil’s River at Ozona.. 37, 000 | 7, 000 10, 000 20, 000 
Deel...» ‘ 379, 900 230, 700 90, 300 58, 00 
Grand total 391, 400 | 234, 900 97, 600 58, 900 











ADVANCEJENGINEERING AND DeEsIGN 


ARANSAS PASS, TEX. 






Senator ELLENpER. The next item is advance engineering for navi- 
gation projects. This is the Intracoastal Canal with the idea of re- 
alinement in the vicinity of Aransas Pass. 

The total cost is $2,290,000. You have already spent $226,000 and 
you are requesting $31,000 for next year. What do you contemplate 
doing there? 

General Seeman. This is a straightening of the channel in that 
vicinity. 

Senator ELLeNpDER. To facilitate navigation? 

General SreeMAN. To facilitate navigation, to reduce sharp bends, 
and to improve the navigation characteristics where the Intracoastal 
Waterway shallow-draft traffic comes across the deep water entrance 
to Corpus Christi Harbor. 

Senator ELLENDER. Are the sums that I have just indicated merely 
for engineering, or do they include construction, also? 

General Seeman. This is still in the planning stage. The $31,000 
would complete the planning requirements. 

Senator ELLENDER. The rest of it would be used for construction? 
General SEEMAN. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. And that is the total estimated amount? 
General SEEMAN. Yes, sir. 
























BENEFIT-TO-COST RATIO 






Senator ELLENDER. I see your ratio there of cost to benefit is 1.3 
to 1. Is that the part of the canal for which you failed to give an 
estimate when the canal was first erected? 

General Speman. Corpus Christi was the original terminus. The 
third section now goes on from Corpus Christi on down to Brownsville. 

Senator ELLENDER. The third section is the one on which there 
was a smaller amount of freight carried in contrast to the middle 
and the upper sections? 
General SEEMAN. Yes, sir. 
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JUSTIFICATION FOR PROJECT 


Senator ELLENDER. How do you justify spending that money in 
that area? 

General SeEMAN. Well, it had 900,000 tons in the last fully recorded 
year. This Gulf Intracoastal Waterway project in the vicinity of 
‘Aransas Pass is not in the lower section. This is still in the middle 
section. This particular project is a part of the middle section. 

Senator ELLENDER. Then you have had a phenomenal increase in 
the tonnage in comparison to what you first anticipated? 

General SEEMAN. Overall, this section of the Intracoastal Water- 
way carried about 8 million tons. 

Senator ELLENDER. Why should the benefits there be so low if 
vou have had such increased tonnage in that area? 

' General Speman. This is the benefit-cost ratio of this particular 
improvement in straightening and widening. It is not representative 
of the overall channel. 

Senator ELLENDER. 1.3 to 1 is rather thin for that expenditure. 
Will it increase the tonnage, or will it merely facilitate better naviga- 
tion conditions there? 

General SEEMAN. You get the benefits in this by shortening your 
travel time and reducing the dangers of collision and the dangers of 
grounding. 

Senator ELLENDER. You think that will increase traffic? 

General SEEMAN. It will improve the movement of traffic and 
increase the traffic. 

Senator ELLENDER. All right. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


Additional 
rn | required 
Total esti- | Allotments Bo na o oe after fisca? 
mated Fed- | prior to fiscal fiscal year after fincal "| year 1957 to 
eral cost year 1957 1957 | year 1957 complete pre- 


planning 





| 
Pi ae ony a 


Texas: Gulf Intracoastal 
Waterway, realinement | 


| 
Navigation projects: | 
vicinity, Aransas Pass ----| $2, 290, 000 | 


$31,000 | $2, 033, 000 | 0 


Planning funds requested are those required to complete all planning required 
for construction of highway-railroad bridge across the main channel near city of 
Aransas Pass. The project will shorten the route of the waterway; bypass haz- 
ardous currents at Aransas Pass Inlet from the Gulf of Mexico; and will relieve 
congestion in the lower reaches of the Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway by 
diversion of Gulf Intracoastal Waterway barge traffic. The benefit-to-cost ratio 
is 1.3 to 1. Construction of the tributary channel to Aransas Pass to a depth of 
12 feet was completed in May 1950 at a cost of $206,000. 


ALBUQUERQUE, N. MEX. 


Senator Etuenper. The next is Albuquerque, N. Mex. 
The total cost is $7,500,000. The appropriations to date have been 
$60,000, and a tentative allocation of $170,000 is requested. 
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That is for advance engineering. Has that project been advanced 
sufficiently so that you might be able to spend some money for con- 
struction this year? If not, when do you expect to be able to use 
construction money? 

General Seeman. This project is the one that provides protection 
at Albuquerque from the flash floods right in its own vicinity. It is 
not primarily concerned with floods on the main Rio Grande. 

That has progressed to the stage where we can anticipate construc- 
tion in fiscal year 1958, but not in fiscal year 1957. The local interests 
are having some difficulty in acquiring their land and rights-of-way, 
but we expect that that will be carried along in due course. 


LOCAL INTERESTS 


Senator ELLENDER. What kind of cooperation are you getting from 
the local interests? 

General Seeman. There is excellent cooperation from the local 
interests. The Rio Grande Conservation District, and the flood- 
control association and the city are very much for this project. 











BENEFIT-TO-COST RATIO 
























Senator ELLENpDER. I notice your benefit-to-cost ratio is 3.04 to | 
for the north diversion and 1.58 to 1 for the south diversion. That 
is very high. Is there any chance of that deteriorating? 

General SEeMAN. Speculating on increases in prices is very difficult, 
but we see no reason for a substantial change in that, sir. That is an 
area that is developing very rapidly. It is one of the fastest growing 
cities in the country and, as you know, there are installations of the 
Atomic Energy Commission and important defense installations 
there, too. 

Senator ELLeNpER. The problem there, as you say, is not so much 
on the main stem of the river. It is tributaries to it? 

General SreMAN. This particular diversion channel project catches 
water which comes down from the mountains behind the city of 
Albuquerque and then carries it into the river. Of course, there 
could be simultaneous floods on the main stream. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELtenprerR. The justification will be placed in the record 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


New Mexico: Albuquerque..| $7, 500, 000 $60, on | $170, 000 | $7, 270, 000 


| | Additional 
: : Tentative Additional required 
Project names | rior tofscal | allocation, | to complete | Soe tant wo 
. | eral cost " ear 1957 fiscal year | after fiscal | complete pre- 
| ; . a — | year 1957 | construction 
| — 
eS ie ee oe ee Se a Se poh) ts ee 
| | } 
Flood-control projects: | 


Construction of the project would provide protection to Albuquerque from 
flooding on tributaries to the Rio Grande and consists of the north and south 
diversion channels. The lowlands protected include the principal business dis- 
trict, main line and division shops of the Atchison, Topeka and Sants Fe Railway, 
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federal and State highways, commercial, industrial, residential, and suburban 
property, and utilities such as water, sewer, gas, and electrical. T raffic on vital 
rail lines and highways is subject to disruption during floods. The benefit-to-cost 
ratio is 3.04 to 1 for the north diversion channel and 1.58 to | for the south diver- 
sion channel. 


ARTESIA, N. MEX. 


Senator ELLENDER. The next is Artesia, N. Mex. 

The total cost is $590,000. So far we have spent $25,000 and 
vou are asking for $25,000 more. Will this amount complete the 
engineering and will the $540,000 be sufficient to complete whatever 
project you have in mind there? 

General SreMAN. This will complete our preconstruction planning, 
sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Could you use some funds if you had them for 
construction this year? 

General SEEMAN. Yes, sir; we could go ahead on construction. 

Senator ELLENDER. How much? The question may come up. 

General SEEMAN. We could probably use in the neighborhood of 
$125,000 for construction in addition to the $25,000 now included in 
the budget or a total of $150,000. 


BENEFIT-TO-COST RATIO 


Senator ELLENDER. I notice the benefit-to-cost ratio there is 2.86 
io 1. Will that remain stable, in your opinion? 

General SreMaNn. Yes; I have no indication that it will change in 
any substantial way. 

Senator ELLENDER. And your estimated costs will remain what 
they are? 

General SEEMAN. Our estimated costs are very recent. 

Senator ELLENDER. What is the problem there at this place? Is 
that the same as at Albuquerque? 

General SEEMAN. The Eagle Creek runs into Artesia and the 
problem is sudden, heavy rains on the watershed that flow over a 
vast area, not at any great depth, as we know them on the larger 
river, but it does damage a great deal of the property. 

Senator ELLENDER. Is the problem there to pump the excess water 
into the bed of the river? 

General SkEMAN. No, sir; there is no pumping problem as part of 
this one. It is merely to divert the water away from the important, 
valued areas and then to guide it to the Pecos River. 

Senator ELLENpDER. Have you had the same difficulty there with 
sedimentation as you had in the Rio Grande? 

General SeEMAN. In this part of the country sedimentation is 
difficult always, but here the construction involved is a levee for 
diversion purposes which local interests will be required to maintain 
after the Government completes it. 

Senator ELLENDER. And how are they cooperating? 

General SeeMAN. They are cooperating quite well in this area. 
They are very anxious to have this. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLenpEr. The justification will be inserted in the record. 
rT’ ° “of . 
(The justification referred to follows:) 
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] | 
| 


| | Additiona] 
. . ‘ require 
Total esti- | Allotments |, Tentative | Additional quired 


C ? Zallocation, | to complete after fiscal 
Project —— i 7 1 | *ascal mene wrtee fecal” | Year 1957 to 
; ' 195 year 1957 | Complete pre. 
construction 

planning 


Flood-control projects—Con.: 
New Mexico—Continued: 
$25, 000 $25, 000 $540, 000 


The Artesia flood control project would afford complete flood protection to 
the city of Artesia and irrigated lands in the vicinity from floods originating on 
Eagle Creek. The population of Artesia has practically tripled since 1940 and 
the industrial outlook is such that future growth of the city is expected to con- 
tinue at a rapid rate. Growth of the city is largely attributable to the expansion 
of the petroleum production refining industry within the area. Commercial] 
deposits of potash are known to exist close to Artesia which are now being de- 
veloped. Two major highways, New Mexico 83 and U. 8. 285, cross the flood 
plain and intersect within the city. A branch line of the A. T. & 8. F. Railway 
runs parallel to U. S. 285 highway through the city and crosses the flood plain, 
The benefit to cost ratio is 2.86 to 1. 


LOS ESTEROS AND ALAMOGORDO RESERVOIRS 


Senator ELLENDER. We now come to the Los Esteros and Alamo- 
gordo Reservoirs. 

The total cost is estimated as $7,060,000; you have spent $50,000 
so far, and you want $50,000 more. Tell us about that project. How 
near to construction is it? 

General SrmemMan. This $50,000 would not complete the present 
construction planning. The Los Esteros Reservoir on the upper 
Pecos is a combination project with the Alamogordo Reservoir. 
Alamogordo is farther downstream. 

It was constructed and is operated now under the Bureau of Reclam- 
ation irrigation law. 

Senator ELLeNpER. I notice there will be remaining $252,000 neces- 
sary to complete the planning, so that would indicate to me that even 
though you spent the $50,000, you wouldn’t be ready for construction 
this coming year. 

General SrpMan. That is correct. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


| Additional 


Tentative Additionai required 
Project mated Fed- ae ‘to fiscal See. | Sone jg snr to 
eralcost | year 1957 1987 year 1987 complete pre- 
| construction 
planning 


Los Esteros and Alamogordo 
Reservoirs $7, 060, 000 $50, 000 $50, 000 $6, 960, 000 $252, 000 
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The Los Esteros and Alamogordo Reservoirs are units of the plan for flood 
protection on the Pecos River and tributaries, Texas and New Mexico. Several 
municipalities, including the towns of Roswell, Artesia and Carlsbad, together 
with about 25,500 acres of irrigated crop lands are located in the flood plains of 
the Pecos River and its tributaries. It is estimated that a repetition of floods 
which have occurred during and since 1904 would cause damages of about $41 mil- 
lion under present conditions of development. Los Esteros reservoir would be 
used for both irrigation and flood control, and Alamogordo for flood control only. 
The benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.53 to 1. 


TWO RIVERS RESERVOIR, N. MEX. 


Senator ELLENDER. The estimate for the Two Rivers Reservoir is 
$6,050,000. You have spent $50,000 and you are asking for $100,000. 

After this year you will have $55,000 more to spend for precon- 
struction planning. Will you tell us about that project? 

General Seeman. This Two Rivers Reservoir is in the vicinity of 
Roswell. It, too, like the one we previously mentioned, is a collection 
reservoir to keep the water from spreading over the area in the 
vicinity of Roswell, and there is the Walker Air Force Base there, too, 
which has expanded greatly in recent years. 

Senator ELLENDER. How do you keep the water from spreading? 
What is the nature of the work? 

General Szeman. In this’ particular one, it is the building of 2 
dams on Rio Hondo and Rocky Arroyo; collecting the water in the 
1 reservoir formed by these 2 dams; and then limiting its outflow to 
a natural channel and keeping it in that natural channel. 

Senator ELLENDER. Will that water be used for any other purpose— 
irrigation or industrial uses? 

General Szeman. No, sir. This is entirely a flood-control project. 

Senator Ettenper. This Walker facility is an airfield? 

General Skreman. It is the Walker Air Force Base, and it is an im- 
portant base for the Strategic Air Command. 

Senator ELLENDER. Are there any requirements there for local con- 
tributions? 

REQUIREMENTS FOR LOCAL COOPERATION 


General Seeman. Yes. The requirements for local cooperation are 
that they must furnish title to all lands necessary for construction of 
the project, provide rights-of-way, and in this case they must construct 
an access road to the project area and then give assurances that they 
will maintain the access road and the channel capacities after the 
project is completed. 

Senator ELLENDEK. Do you enter contracts with them before you 
spend the money there to obtain that end, and if so, with whom do 
you make these contracts? Is it with the municipality principally? 

General SrmMan. It is either with the county or the city, depending 
upon where the city limits are. You might not call it exactly a 
contract, but it is a binding agreement. 

Senator Smirn. Mr. Chairman, right there, under the ‘Additional 
to complete after fiscal year 1957,” you show $5,900,000. Is that an 
accurate estimate, or only for planning purposes? 

Do you have your estimate before you complete your planning? 
I am using that only as an example. 

General Sreman. Yes, Senator, we do make an estimate right up 
to the current time based upon the most recent bids for work in the 
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area. This doesn’t complete the preconstruction planning, but we 
modify them each year as we come forward. 

Senator ELLENDER. Will yoy tell us why it is that in this case you 
require local contribution, particularly for maintenance, and in other 
areas you do not? Is there anything in the law that is peculiar to 
that area? 

General SremMan. This is largely a local protection project for flood 
control. 

Senator ELLenper. Particularly for that city? It doesn’t help 
generally in that area? 

General SzremMan. No, sir. 
Senator ELtenprER. And that is the reason for it. 
All right. 












JUSTIFICATION 


The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 







| 
Additional 
Additional required 





Tentative 














‘Total esti- Allotments ae 2 after fiscal 
Project | mated Fed- | prior to fiscal _ ation, | to complete | year 1957 to 
ae am San iscal year after fiscal | ° 
eral cost year 1957 1957 vear 1957 complete pre- 
- os ““* | construction 
planning 
lwo Rivers Reservoir. ¢ $6, 050, 000 $50, 000 | $100, 000 | $5, 900, 000 $55, 000 





Construction of the project would provide flood relief at and in the vicinity of 
Roswell, prevent flood damages and disruption of operations at Walker Air Force 
Base, and reduce flood damages along the Pecos River. Major floods inundate 
all of the main business district, a major portion of the industrial area, and most 
of the residential section of the city. Walker Air Force Base, a permanent 
national-defense installation located about 4 miles south of Roswell, is also subject 
to severe flood damage and isolation. One railroad, 2 highway, and 12 street 
bridges span Rio Hondo within the city limits of Roswell. The benefit-to-cost 
ratio is 1.18 to 1. 














NAVARRO MILLS RESERVOIR, TEX. 








Senator ELLENDER. Next is Navarro Mills Reservoir, Tex. 
The cost is $5 million. You spent so far $50,000, and you are asking 
for $60,000. As I understand, this will complete the engineering. 

General SrEMAN. Yes, sir; this will complete the preconstruction 
planning. 

Senator ELLENDER. Has that project advanced sufficiently to war- 
rant the expenditure of funds for construction? 

General SreMAN. We think after we complete this study in fiscal 
vear 1957 we would certainly make that determination. 

Senator ELLENDER. In 1958? 

General SEEMAN. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. As to these projects, [ imagine that you prefer 
awaiting the completion of the study before you spend the funds? 

General SeEMAN. Yes, sir; I think it is good business to complete 
that planning first. 

Senator ELLENDER. In other words, the situation doesn’t warrant 
a quick start, as is the case in quite a few places wherein we have 
appropriated construction money before completion of the engineering 

















PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 1449 


General SEEMAN. Of course, there are some interests in the area 
that wish we would go ahead very much faster. 

Senator ELLENDER. But this would be no exception? 

General SEEMAN. This would be no exception to that general rule. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


pageant 
Additional 
required 


Tentative Additional | after fiscal 


allocation, | to somes . ea 
fiscal year after fiscal year 1957 to 

1957 vear 1957 | Complete pre- 
| : . construction 
| | planning 


| Total esti- | Allotments | 
Project | mated Fed- | prior to fiscal | 
eralcost | year 1957 


Flood-control projects (con- 
tinued) 
Texas: Navarro Mills Res- 
OVO. -2.5---3--s00<e6s~<5|' $6,000,000 $50, 000 $60, 000 $4, 890, 000 


The Navarro Mills project will provide substantial flood protection to about 
11,100 acres of agricultural land in the flood plain of Richland Creek below the 
dam site, and protection to a lesser degree to about 453,000 acres in the Trinity 
iver flood plain below the mouth of Richland Creek. The project will also 
provide a dependable surface water supply for which there is an urgent need at 
the present time for municipal and industrial purposes as a result of the critical 
drought now being experienced in the general project area. The benefit to cost 
ratio is 1.39 to 1. 


WACO RESERVOIR, TEX. 


Senator ELLeNDeER. All right. The Waco Reservoir. 

The estimated cost is $37,700,000. You have spent $100,000 and 
you are asking for $100,000 more, and you need $250,000 to complete 
the advance engineering. 

Will you tell us a little about that reservoir? Is that similar to 
others of which we have been speaking? Is that to protect that 
particular locality? 

General SkeMAN. This is a reservoir on a tributary of the Brazos 
which joins right there at Waco. It is for flood control and water 
supply. The actual site of the reservoir would take over, absorb and 
enlarge upon the existing water supply reservoir for the city of Waco, 
but it would mainly provide flood control for the central Brazos River. 

Senator ELLENDER. Is that the one with the lines there on the map? 

General SEEMAN. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLeENDER. Why couldn’t the city get its water supply 
from that reservoir? 

General SremMan. That is the Whitney Dam and to the extent that 
it regularizes the flow of the river, it would be useful that way. How- 
ever, the city has this old reservoir that was built some years ago at 
Waco on the Bosque River. 

Senator ELtenpeEr. Is that strictly flood control? 

General SEEMAN. It is part of the comprehensive plan for the 
Brazos River flood-control plan. 

Senator ELLENDER. Have you flash floods in that area? 

General SEEMAN. Yes, sir; there is another area where the flash 
floods are quite frequent. 
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Senator ELLENDER. What kind of work do you do there? 
General SrEMAN. This would be just a detention reservoir to catch 
the flood flows of that tributary. 


EXTENT OF LOCAL CONTRIBUTION 


Senator ELLENDER. To what extent has the city of Waco con- 
tributed to the erection of this dam? The reason I ask is because 
the city is going to obtain the water supply for industrial usage and 
its own uses for expansion. 

General Sreman. The local interests for their contribution will be 
required to contribute something in the neighborhood of $4 million to 
$6 million, depending upon the results of our studies as to how much 
of the cost of the project will be allocated to the water supply feature. 

Senator ELLeENDER. That has not been determined yet? 

General Seeman. No, sir. That won’t be determined until we 
complete our study. 

Senator ELLENpER. Of course, that determination will be made, | 
hope, before you come up here to ask for money for construction? 

General SzeEMAN. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLenper. And a binding contract will be entered into; is 
that right? 

General SEEMAN. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELtenpeER. This is strictly for flood control. There is no 
multiple-purpose dam there? 

General SrmMan. No, sir, this is flood control and water supply. 

Senator ELtenprEr. Flood control for the city of Waco. There is 
no irrigation? 

General Szeman. No, sir. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELtuenpeErR. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


— , : ) 
| | | Additional 
| | 


i om required 
| Totalesti- | Allotments | Tentative | Additional | gitor fiscal 


location, to complete o 
mated Fed- prior to fiscal S | year 1957 to 
eral cost year 1957 | a | on ar complete pre- 


ily aah Teter Ayid construction 
| 


planning 

Floods originating on the Bosque River, which flows into the Brazos River just 
above Waco, are a serious threat to that city and the fertile bottom lands situated 
downstream therefrom. As soon as the Waco Reservoir on the Bosque River is 
constructed, any future flood damages of the area will be substantially eliminated. 
Aside from flood control, the Waco Reservoir will provide ample water supply 
storage for which the city of Waco has an urgent need. The project will provide 
a high degree of protection to the city of Waco from destructive floods originating 
on the Bosque River watershed and protection in varying degrees to about 
1,187,000 acres of land in the flood plain of the Brazos River downstream from 
Waco. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.23 to 1. 


Waco Reservoir 37, 700, 000 100, 000 | 100,000 | 37, 500,000 250, 000 
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CONSTRUCTION 
BRAZOS ISLAND HARBOR, TEX. 


Senator ELLENDER. All right. Next is Brazos Island, Tex, for con- 
struction of a harbor. 

The estimated Federal cost is $3,760,000, with $271,000 for the non- 
Federal cost, and your requested appropriation is $400,000. 

What do you propose to do with that $400,000? Are you through 
with your advance engineering and planning? 

General SEEMAN. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. This would be strictly for construction? 

General SEEMAN. This goes into construction, sir, the deepening 
of that channel to 36 feet to handle the much heavier tonnage. 

Senator ELLENDER. | presume this will be a continuing “contract. 
Is it all deepening of the channel, or is there anything else involved 
in the construction? 

General SEEMAN. The 36-foot project for the entire channel is due 
for completion in 1960, but this is the first increment of it this year. 

Senator ELLENDER. Is it strictly for deepening of the channel? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. It is entirely a dredging job. 

Senator ELLENDER. So that as you dredge, whatever you dredge 
will be useful? 

General IrscHNER. Yes, sir. We are starting at the lower, or gulf 
end. 

Senator ELtenper. And that sum is sufficient to carry on this 
coming year? 

General SeEMAN. That is right. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGA- 
TION) 


Brazos IstaNnpD Harpor, TEx. (36-Foor ProJEectr 
(New) 


Location.—Channel extending from Gulf of Mexico via Brazos Santiago Pass 
across Laguna Madre to terminals at Brownsville, Tex., a distance of about 18.4 
miles, and a channel extending from the Brownsville Channel at Long Island to 
terminal at Port Isabel, a distance of about 1.7 miles. 

Authorization.—1950 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.3 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Amount 


Estimated Federal cost ..-------| $8,760,000 

Estimated non-Federal cost___________- weak Skate ea in 271, 000 
Cash contributions. .._._.__- : Jacana ahd daw cmane neds 0 
Other costs i 271, 000 

Total estimated project cost = 4,031, 000 | 

Appropriations to June 30, 1955. 0 

Appropriations for fiscal year 1956 

Appropriations to date 

Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957 

Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels: 
Entrance channel (Brazos Santiago Pass): 38 feet deep, 300 feet wide, 1,0 
mile long. 
Channel across Laguna Madre: 36 feet deep, 200 feet wide, 3.1 miles long. 
Channel to Point Isabel, 36 feet deep, 200 feet wide, 1.2 miles long. 
Connecting Wye, Junction Brownsville and Point Isabel channels: 36 feet 
deep, 200 feet wide, 0.5 mile long. 
Channel to Brownsville: 36 feet deep, 200 feet wide, 12.4 miles long. 
Turning basins: 
Port Isabel: 36 feet deep, 200 feet to 1,000 feet by 2,900 feet. 
Brownsville: 36 feet deep, 300 feet to 1,000 feet by 1.9 miles. 
Small boat basin: 12 feet deep, 300 feet by 1,500 feet. 
Status (January 1, 1956): 
36 foot project: Not started. 
Small boat basin: Not started. 
Completion schedule: 
36-foot project: September 1960. 
Small boat basin: January 1961. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Brazos Island Harbor is a deep-water navigation project serving the needs of 
seagoing commerce from Port Isabel and Brownsville, Tex. In 1954 a total 
of 2,073,348 tons of commerce moved over this waterway. 

The principal products of the area tributary to the waterway are citrus fruits, 
vegetables, cotton, feed crops, and petroleum. Principal industries consist of 
the processing of vegetables and fruits, manufacture of clothing, brick, and tile, 
and the producing and refining of petroleum and petroleum products. Metal 
and metal concentrates (such as manganese, lead, and zinc), and bananas, products 
of Mexico, are shipped via this waverway. 

Improvement of the waterway to 36 foot depth, plus widening, will materially 
benefit existing commerce and encourage the growth of industries. The present 
restricted improvement (32 feet) results in partial loading of cargo vessels and 
tankers to prevent groundings as well as in-transit visits to other ports to com- 
plete loadings, all of which add to the cost of the cargo movements. The lack of 
channel dimensions comparableto other Texas gulf ports has discouraged the 
location of new industries and the expansion of existing industries in this area. 
k:nlargement of the project will remove these obstacles to the growth of seagoing 
commerce in the Rio Grande Valley, and will reduce the danger of collisions 
through relief of traffic congestion. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $400,000 will be applied to com- 
plete the entrance channel at Port Isabel and that part of the channel to Port 
Isabel located across Laguna Madre. 


COMPLETED MODIFICATIONS, BRAZOS ISLAND HARBOR, TEX, 


Work completed consists of a north jetty 5,330 feet long, a south jetty 5,092 
feet long, and a 32-foot channel extending from the Gulf of Mexico to Port Isabel 
and Brownsville, Tex. The cost of this completed work is $4,710,000. 


REMAINING AUTHORIZED MODIFICATIONS, BRAZOS ISLAND HARBOR, TEX. 


None. 

Non-Federal costs—The cost to local interests of complying with the require- 
ments of local cooperation as set forth in the authorizing legislation for the 
36-foot project for Brazos Island Harbor is $271,000. This cost to local interests 
consists of payments for lands and damages, $40,000; construction of oil dock 
at Port Isabel, $210,000; and provision of mooring facilities for small craft 
$21,000. 

Local interests also incurred costs of $2,368,300, including cash contributions 
totaling $1,683,300, in complying with the requirements of local cooperation for 
previous work on the Brazos Island Harbor project. 

In addition, local interests advise that they have invested approximately 
$6 million in public harbor facilities at Port Isabel and Brownsville, Tex. 
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HOUSTON SHIP CHANNEL, TEX. 


Status of funds 


- ee 
| 
Unobligated | Unexpended 


balance | balance 


Tune 30, 1955_-- : 7 0 | _0 
Mar. 31, 1956. --- hehe sia ; $37, 379 | $473, 769 
lune 30, 1956 (estims ited) ie eats idan 9, 000 109, 000 


Senator ELLENDER. Now we have Houston Ship Channel, Tex. 
Wasn’t that channel originally built by private funds? 

General SEEMAN. The Houston Ship Channel was started by the 
local people. 

Senator ELLENDER. How did we come to get into the picture? 

General SEEMAN. The prospective tonnage, and the benefits to 
water transportation, affected the economy of the whole country and 
the Federal interests were, therefore, increased. 

Senator ELLeENDER. I notice the estimated cost of the project is 
gS 532,000, of which $42,000 is for the United States Coast Guard. 
That is to put in buoys? 

General SeeMANn. That is channel marking. 

Senator ELLENDER. Only channel marking? 

General SEEMAN. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Nor erection of any lighthouse? 

General SkeMAN. Not to my knowledge. 

General IrsconerR. There may be channel lights, as well as buoys. 


MAINTENANCE OF CHANNEL LIGHTS 


Senator ELLeENDER. In that case, does the Coast Guard take charge 
of those, and maintain them, and see that they are in good operation 
at all times? 

General IrscHNErR. Yes, sir; they have complete charge of the 
maintenance and operation of those facilities. 

Senator ELLeENpDER. And this is for construction of the buoys or 
whatever is necessary? 

General IrscHNER. Yes, sir. 

Senator E.peNpDER. And then there is estimated $820,000 for local 
contribution. What is the nature of that contribution? 

General SEEMAN. This is largely the payment for lands and certain 
relocations that they are 1 required to undertake. 

Senator ELLENDER. Including spoil areas? 

General Seeman. And some bank revetments to contain the spoils. 

Senator ELLenpER. You are asking for $730,000, and you have 
already spent $4,250,000; and that is “also prine ipally deepening the 
channel and reloe ating to facilitate navigation? 

General SkreMAN. That is right. It is providing a usable increment 
as we go along. 

General Irscuner. It might be interesting, Mr. Chairman, to 
know—you probably do know—that the Houston Ship Channel is 
one of the largest waterways, as far as traffic is concerned, in the 
country. It had 43,245,000 tons of traffic in 1954. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS 
(NAVIGATION) 


Houston Sure CHANNEL, TEx. (36-Foot Deptn PLus WIDENING) 
(Continuing) 


Location.—Channel extending from Galveston Harbor to terminals at Houston. 
Tex., a distance of about 50 miles. 

Authorization.—1948 and 1945 River and Harbor Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.1 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 

percent of esti- 

Amount mated Federal 

cost (Corps of 

| Engineers 

Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) $7, 670, 000 
Estimated Federal cost (United States Coast Guard) 42, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 820, 000 
Cash contributions , 0 
Other costs 820, 000 
Total estimated project cost 8, 532, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955 3, 500, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956 750, 000 
Appropriations to date__- 4, 250, 000 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957 730, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 2, 690, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels: 
Deep Water Galveston Bay to 5,000 feet above Baytown: 36 feet deep, 
400 feet wide, 30 miles long. 
5,000 feet above Baytown to mouth Boggy Bayou: 36 feet deep, 350 feet 
wide, 7.9 miles long. 
Mouth Boggy Bayou to turning basin at Houston: 36 feet deep, 300 feet 
wide, 11.1 miles long. 
Turning basins: Houston: 36 feet deep, 300 to 1,000 feet wide, 4,000 feet long. 
Status (Jan. 1, 1956): 36-foot project plus widening: 48 percent completed. 
Completion schedule: 36-foot project plus widening and turning basins: June 
1960. 
JUSTIFICATION 


The Houston Ship Channel is a deep-water navigation project serving the needs 
of seagoing commerce from Houston, Tex., with terminals located along the 25- 
mile bayou reach between Morgan Point and the Houston turning basin. In 
1954 a total of 43,244,841 tons of commerce were moved over this waterway. 

The area tributary to the waterway produces chiefly lumber, agricultural 
products, sulfur, and petroleum. Major industries include the production and 
refining of petroleum, shipbuilding and repair, steel smelting and fabricating, tin 
smelting and processing, manufacture of cement, building materials, chemicals, 
synthetic rubber, and processing of agricultural products. 

Commerce on the Houston ship channel increased from 34,323,800 tons in 1947 
to 43,244,841 tons in 1954, a rise of 26 percent attributable to industrial expansion 
and vigorous local sponsorship. Widening and deepening of the project will 
benefit commerce by reducing delays and damage from grounding, allowing 
greater navigating speeds, allowing increased loading drafts, and reducing danger 
of collisions by relieving the traffic congestion. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $730,000 will be used to continue 
widening and deepening of the Houston ship channel. 
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Funds requested will extend the enlarged main channel from Hunting Bayou 
to near Sims Bayou and benefit the steel, petroleum, and chemical industries 
located near Sims Bayou. 


Completed modifications 


Work completed consists of a 34-foot channel extending from Bolivar Roads at 
Galveston, Tex., to terminals at the port of Houston at a Federal cost of 
$9,932,000. 


Remaining authorized modifications 


Modification in 1945 River and Harbor Act provided for a 10-foot channel 
behind Brady Island at an estimated cost of $30,000. This modification is 
scheduled to be completed in the fiscal year 1956. 

Non-Federal costs.—The cost to local interests of complying with the require- 
ments of local cooperation as set forth in the authorizing legislation for the 36-foot 
Houston ship channel is $820,000. This cost to local interests consists of pay- 
ments for lands and damages, $350,000; structural relocations, $361,000; and 
construction of bank revetment, $109,000. 

Local interests also incurred costs of $6,915,000, including local contributions 
of $1,365,000 in complying with the requirements of local cooperation for previous 
work accomplished on the Houston ship channel. 

In addition, local interests are reported to have invested about $30 million in 
the construction of docks, wharves, transit sheds, access roads and railroads, 
and other public facilities between Morgan Point and the Houston turning basin. 

It is further reported that industry has invested approximately $2,500 million in 
plants, storage facilities, refineries, and allied construction along the 25-mile 
reach extending from Morgan Point to the Houston turning basin. Of this 
amount, $1,500 million has been invested in new plants and expansions since 1945 
(postwar expansion). At the present time there are under construction a plant 
by Texas Butadiene & Chemical Corp. (allcylate aviation gasoline and butadiene) 
at a reported cost of $26 million and a plant by United States Gypsum (paper) at 
a reported cost of $10 million. 


PORT ARANSAS-CORPUS CHRISTI WATERWAY, TEX. 


Statusof Funds 





~-- a 
Unobligated Unexpended 
balance balance 


June ; iwiehe rade b $2, $698, 678 
Mar. 31, 1956--_- ss th ley kad teak ait aie cal ta le aa gai Oe ecg Boe Tah denies ae ek a 148, 261 


Jane 9, 1068) (entinated) £12321) 





Senator ELLENDER. We come now to the Port Aransas-Corpus 
Christi Waterway. 

The total estimated cost is $5,590,000 for the Federal contribution, 
$42,000 for the United States Coast Guard, and the estimated 
non-Federal cost is $718,400. 

What is the nature of that work, General? 

General Seeman. Thatisachannel, too. It is a deep-water channel 
from the Gulf of Mexico through Aransas Pass to terminals at Corpus 
Christi and Tule Lake. 

Senator ELLENpDmER. Is it a coincidence that the United States 
Coast Guard should be spending the same amount in both places 
with the same length and same work to do, and everything else? 

General SzmMan. It is very comparable in length and the channel 
markings necessary are very comparable, but the exact amount, I 
am sure, is a coincidence. It is a very similar problem. 
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Senator ELLENDER. | thought I was in the wrong place when | 
saw those two estimates were the same. That also is for markings, 
and putting in permanent lights, and so forth? 

General SEEMAN. That is correct. 


LOCAL CONTRIBUTION 


Senator ELLENDER. What about the local contribution of $718,400? 
Is that for spoil banks, revetments, and land for realinement of the 
canal? 

General S—EeEMAN. Yes. The local interest which handles these 
things in that area is the Nueces Navigation District, and they pro- 
vide the areas for the disposal of spoil, and the easements and the 
rights-of-way. 

Senator ELLENDER. This is a channel from the Gulf; is it? 

General SEEMAN. Yes, sir. This is a deepwater port. It is also 
served by the Intracoastal Waterway. 


BENEFIT-TO-COST RATIO 


Senator ELLENDER. I understand. I notice the benefit-to-cost 
ratio for the 36-foot project is 2.2 to 1. Have you fear that this may 
deteriorate, or will it improve? 

General SEEMAN. The city of Corpus Christi makes the boast that 
their population doubles every 10 years. 

Senator ELtenper. And this is to give the port a 36-foot channel? 

General SEEMAN. It includes a start on the 36-foot channel. 

Senator ELLENDER. What is it now? 

General SreMAN. Thirty-four feet except at the upper end. 

Senator ELLENDER. How much have you done up to now? 

General S—EEMAN. With the requested appropriation we are complet- 
ing the 34-foot channel at the upper end. 

Senator ELLENDER. Do you expect to deepen it more? 

General Seeman. It is authorized to the full depth all the way, 
but we will not go to the 36 feet in the upper end until it is justified. 

Senator ELLENDER. What about local cooperation? Are you 
getting cooperation there? 

General SEEMAN. Yes; the local cooperation there is very progres- 
sive and very much up to the minute. This is a place, also, where 
there is a removing of a restrictive bridge at the entrance of the 
channel. 

Senator ELLENDeER. I notice in your report that you complain of 
the high costs of dredging there. What is that due to? It strikes 
me that in a locality of that kind, where there is so much dredging, 
you ought to have quite a few anxious to do the work. Have you 
much competition there? 

General SEEMAN. Our competition varies, depending upon the 
plant available. It requires special plant equipment, of course, but 
there are times when we have only had 1 bid and generally we have not 
been getting more than 2 or 3 bids on each advertisement. 

Senator ELLENDER. How do those bids compare with your estimate? 

General Speman. They have been somewhat higher than our esti- 
mate this last year, in my experience. The general prices have 
increased over our previous experience about 13 percent. 

Senator ELLENDER. What have you done? 
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General SEEMAN. We phase them out. In some cases we have 
rejected the bids and waited a little while and readvertised. 

Senator ELLENDER. What is the problem there in dredging? Is it 
because it is In the open sea? 

General S—EEMAN. No; I think it is just a general increase in price 
level and the cost of moving long distances. 

Senator ELLenpER. Do you think the lack of competition may 
have something to do with it? 

General SkEEMAN. Possibly that is a factor. 


HIGH COSTS OF DREDGING 


General Irscuner. Mr. Chairman, I think over the Nation as a 
whole there has been a very definite lack of competition in dredging 
industry as compared to the rest of the construction industry. 

| have a little information here that you might be interested in. 

Senator ELLENDER. I presume that it is due to the fact that the 
investment is so great. 

General IrscHNER. Yes, sir; and therefore, there are very ssi 
dredging contractors. During the first few months of this fiscal yea 
we have had 25 dredging contracts awarded. The av erage cakes 
of bids receiv ed was 2.36. The sum of the Government’s estimates 
was $9,107,000, and of the 25 low bids received 7 were below the 
Government estimate and 18 exceeded the Government estimate. 

Senator ELLENDER. Have you the extent to which they exceeded 
the cost? 

General IrscHNER. Yes, sir; the contracts for this group, bid open- 
ings, for the whole country, w hich were aw arded, averaged 4 percent 
above the Gov ernment estimate, but that may give you a slightly 
erroneous impression as to the actual situation, because included in 
that total is 1 project, Portland, Maine, where the Government esti- 
mate was $1,528,000 and the low bid was $992,000. 

Senator ELLENDER. We ought to get Maine contractors to go down 
to Texas. 

General SEEMAN. We would welcome any increase in the competi- 
tion for bidding on our projects. 

Senator SmitH. How great an area do those bids come from? 

General IrscunerR. The entire United States. The net result, if 
you exclude that one case, is that the low bids exceeded the Govern- 
ment estimate by 8.6 percent. 

It is a matter that concerns us greatly and we feel that it may 
be necessary for us to increase our Government-owned dredging 
equipment. 

Senator ELLENDER. Is the nature of the work in Maine, let’s say, 
the same as that in Corpus Christi, and that locality, and could the 
same size dredges be used in both localities? 

General IrscHNER. Of course, there are some differences, but in 
this particular job in Portland Harbor, Maine, we used a rather 
small-size dredge which I think would have done this other job. 

Senator ELLENDER. Maybe the contractors have sharper pencils, 
too. 


een SmitH. Maybe it is because we have a labor surplus in 
aine 


General Irscuner. That is undoubtedly what it is, but we have 
had trouble more recently in this part of the country, too. 
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TYPE OF DREDGES 


Senator ELLENDER. Does this work in that area we are now talking 
about entail the use of a suction dredge, or orange peel? 

General Sreman. This work in Corpus Christi would involve pipe- 
line dredges. 

Senator ELLENDER. It is not excavation by dippers? 

General SEEMAN. No, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. We call them orangepeel dippers. 

General Itscuner. The work in Portland Harbor is done by the 
same type of dredge. 

Senator ELLenper. When you pump the spoils, let’s say, at this 
Port Aransas, do you dump it in the gulf? 

General Irscuner. This particular material in a channel of this 
type would be pumped kaos to some nearby disposal area. The 
hopper dredges, which do not have a pipe connection to shore, remove 
the material from the channel and take it out to deep water, usually 
in the ocean. 

Senator ELLENDER. All right. 

Senator SmitH. General, is that used for fill, sometimes? 

General IrscHNER. Yes. We would prefer to use it for fill so that 
some use may be made of it if that is feasible, but sometimes we are 
limited by the distances involved, because we cannot pump economi- 
cally too far a distance. 

Senator ELLENDER. Do you find it feasible, in that connection, say, 
where water is 6 to 8 feet deep, to build a little barrier there and try 
to retain the spoils? 

General IrscHNER. Sometimes that is done. You perhaps recall 
the Craney Island project near Norfolk, Va. That was done that way. 

Senator ELLENpDER. The idea there was to recover land for Govern- 
ment use. 

General Irscuner. The primary purpose of the Craney Island 
project was to afford some means of disposing of the material because 
it is a congested area. 

Senator ELLENDER. You killed 3 or 4 birds with 1 stone. You got 
fair value of the land recovered for use. I guess we will hear some- 
thing about that later. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS 
(NAVIGATION) 


Pory Aransas-Corpus Curist1 WalERWAY, TEX. (32-, 34-, AND 36-FooT 
PROJECTS) 


(New and continuing) 


Location.—Main channel extending from Gulf of Mexico via Aransas Pass to 
terminals at Corpus Christi and Tule Lake, a distance of about 30.2 miles. 

Authorization.—1938, 1945, and 1948 Piver and Harbor Acis. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—34-foot Tule Lake extension, 1.5 to 1; 36-foot project, 
2.2 to 1 
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Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 

percent of esti- 
| Amount mated Federal 
| cost (Corps of 
Engineers) 
| 
| 


Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) - -. - - ee cae 5, 590, 000 
Estimated Federal cost (United States Coast Guard) __-____- : : 42, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost - - _- : ee | 718, 400 

Cash contribution_-.-.......-.---.-- Sa ccabi isackesee 216, 400 |---- 

Other costs. --. Laban ak ares ; 502, 000 |. 
Total estimated project cost___ enka cae tana aon : | 3, 350, 400 |---_. 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955 inmmnee ; sie 1, 881, 000 |--.-- 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956- - - - --- : 600, 000 
Appropriations to date. -_-_-------- 5 , 481, 000 | 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957__- : 649, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 - ---- 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels: 
Entrance channel (outer bar): 38 feet deep, 700 feet wide, 0.7 mile long. 
Jetty channel: 38 feet to 36 feet deep, 700 feet to 600 feet wide, 1.9 miles long. 
Port Aransas to Corpus Christi channel: 36 feet deep, 400 feet wide, 20.9 
miles long. 
Industrial canal: 36 feet deep, 200 feet wide, 1.1 miles long. 
Tule Lake extension: 36 feet deep, 200 feet wide, 4 miles long. 
Turning basins: 
Harbor Island: 36 feet deep, 650 by 1,000 feet. 
Corpus Christi: 36 feet deep, 1,000 by 5,500 feet. 
Avery Point: 36 feet deep, 1,000 by 1,200 feet. 
Tule Lake: 36 feet deep, 900 by 1,000 feet. 
Status (January 1, 1956): 
34 feet project, Gulf of Mexico to Avery Point: Completed. 
Tule Lake extension (34 feet): 62 percent completed. 
36 feet project, Gulf of Mexico to Tule Lake: Not started. 
Completion schedule: 
Tule Lake extension (34 feet: April 1956. 
Tule Lake turning basin (34 feet): June 1957. 
36 feet project to Avery Point: December 1958. 
Tule Lake extension (36 feet): Indefinite. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway is a deep-water project serving the 
needs of seagoing commerce from Port Aransas, Ingleside, and Corpus Christi, 
Tex. In 1954 a total of 23,076,339 tons of commerce moved over this waterway. 

The principal products produced in the area tributary to the waterway are 
cotton, corn, vegetables, livestock, natural gas, petroleum, and gypsum. Princi- 
pal industries consist of the processing of agricultural products and the producing 
and refining of bauxite ore and of petroleum and petroleum products. Oil produc- 
tion was given considerable impetus by the late war industries and by the location 
of a large naval air training station at nearby Encinal Peninsula. 

The 34-foot Tule Lake extension will be an important supplement to a major 
waterway and is justified by the additional commerce of about 2 million tons 
Which will originate on the extension. The Suntide Refining Co. (Sunray Oil 
Corp.) has constructed and has in operation a refinery at the Tule Lake turning 
basin site for the production of very high octane (135) gasoline and jet fuel for use 
in the military-defense program. Other industries now located along the proposed 
channel extension are the American Smelting & Refining Co. and the Corn 
Products Refining Co. These industries are engaged in production of zinc, 
sulfuric acid, sugar, starch, and refined petroleum products. Other industries 
having sites along the canal are American Cyanamide Co., Cargill, Inc., Heldenfels 
Bros, and Fordyce Gravel Co., the latter two being distributors of shell, gravel, 
and building materials, 

Widening and deepening of the Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway to 36 
feet will benefit commerce using this important waterway by reducing delays and 
damages from groundings, allowing greater navigating speed, allowing increased 


loading drafts, and reducing the danger of collisions through relief of traffic 
congestion. 
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Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $649,000 will be used as follows: 
$319,000—complete 34-foot project by dredging turning basin (34 feet) at head of 
the Tule Lake extension. $330,000—initiate widening and deepening (36 feet) 
of channel from Gulf of Mexico to Tule Lake. Funds requested will complete 
enlarged project from Gulf of Mexico to terminals at Harbor Island and will 
benefit commerce shipped from Harbor Island. 


Completed modifications, Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway 


Work completed consists of a north jetty 9,240 feet long and a south jetty 
7,385 feet long at Aransas Pass; a 20,991-foot- long stone dike on St. Joseph Island: 
inner basin at Harbor Island 30 feet deep, 650 feet wide by 1,000 feet long; a 12-foot 
channel from the inner basin to the town of Port Aransas; and 30-foot channel 
from Port Aransas (Gulf of Mexico) to Corpus Christi. The cost of this completed 
work is $4,895,000. 


Remaining authorized modifications 


The 1954 River and Harbor Act authorized dredging a branch channel 32 
feet deep and 150 feet wide extending northerly from the main channel near Port 
Ingleside along the north shore of Corpus Christi Bay to near La Quinta at an 
estimated Federal cost of $500,000. No work on this modification has been done 
by the United States. Local interests have completed 75 percent of the 
authorized channel at a cost of $1,200,000. 

The 1954 River and Harbor Act also authorized widening the entrance channel 
to the Corpus Christi turning basin from 100 feet to 400 feet and realines this 
entrance channel to ease the bend approach thereto at an estimated Federal cost 
of $300,000. No work has been done on this modification. 

The 1954 River and Harbor Act further authorized an anchorage basin 12 feet 
deep, from 300 to 500 feet wide, and 900 feet long in Turtle Cove adjacent to the 
existing channel and turning basin at Port Aransas at an estimated cost of $47,000. 
This modification is scheduled to be completed in fiscal year 1956. 

Non-Federal costs.—Local interests will incur no costs in complying with the 
requirements of local cooperation as set forth in the authorizing legislation for 
the 36-foot channel. The necessary lands and relocations were acquired in con- 
nection with work under previous authorizations. 

The cost to local interests of complying with the requirements of local coopera- 
tion as set forth in the authorizing legislation for the 34-foot channel Port Aransas 
to Corpus Christi is $718,400. This cost to local interests consists of a cash 
contribution of $216,000; payments for lands and damages, $117,000; and pipeline 
relocations, $385,000. 

Local interests also incurred costs of $672,000 in complying with the require- 
ments of local cooperation for previous work accomplished on the Port Aransas- 
Corpus Christi Waterway. 

In addition, local interests advise that they have incurred costs of $4,390,000 
for the construction of a grain elevator near Avery Point and $5 million for 
construction of public-harbor facilities. 


BRIDGE RELOCATION, CORPUS CHRISTI, TEX. 


Status of funds 





| Unobligated Unexpended 
| balance balance 





June 30, 1955 wake tale ie 5 ae 0 


March 31, 1956___-- So ccpucaeL ee weeae | $1,491,014 $1, 491, 706 
June 30, 1956 (estimate) -- : ; ae 1, 185, 000 1, 285, 000 


0 


Next is a bridge relocation under the Truman-Hobbs Act. I notice 
here that the original budget for that project has been rev ised down- 
ward to $500,000, a reduction of $2,361,000. Why that reduction? 

General Seeman. The local interests are rebuilding this bridge at 
a different location, and their contractor and engineer have run into 
delays in the delivery of steel and they are not able to progress as 
fast as they had originally planned. It is not a saving. 
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Senator ELLENDER. You pay it back after the work is constructed? 

General IrscHNER. Yes, sir. 

General SEEMAN. That is the project, sir, where the Federal Gov- 
ernment’s portion of the cost was determined by design of a hypo- 
thetical bridge in the same area, and then the local interests in the 
same enterprise have taken the Federal Government’s share and pro- 
pose a much larger—— 

Senator ELLENDER. Without any additional cost? 

General SEEMAN. Without any additional cost to the Federal Gov- 
ernment. 

Senator ELLENDER. How will that affect your completion date? 
The completion date was set as September 1957, or fiscal year 1958. 
Will this defer it any? 

General SremMAN. This will set it forward into the next fiscal year. 

Senator ELLENDER. One year delay? 

General SEEMAN. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. I have a picture here indicating the change you 
propose to make. Are you disturbed there very much with strong 
currents and winds? 

General SEEMAN. This is a very narrow bridge. It seems to me it is 
inadequate. There is a turn in the channel] right at the entrance to 
the harbor. The bridge has rail and city traffic over it and it is a great 
hazard. They have had collisions on the bridge and it has been out of 
commission, and it is a great hazard to navigation. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—ALTERATION OF BRIDGES 
(TRUMAN-HOBBS ACT) 


BripGE ReELocaTion, Corpus CuHristi, Tex. (Port ARANSAS-CorPus CHRISTI 
WATERWAY, TEx.) 


(Continuing) 


Location—At the entrance to the main turning basin of the Port Aransas- 
Corpus Christi Waterway, at Corpus Christi, Tex. 

Authorization.—Act of June 21, 1940 (Truman-Hobbs Act), as amended. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—Not applicable. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of esti- 


Amount : 
; mated Federal 





Estimated Federal cost F $4, 361, 000 |___- 
Estimated non-Federal cost ae ee ie 1,815, 000 |__- 
Cash contribution : aes 0 
os ucniein 1,815, 000 |_- 
Potal estimated project costs... ...................................-..- 6,176,000 |_- 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955___ ; a 0 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956 , peel 4 1, 500, 000 
Appropriations to date____- Er tater ae 1, 500, 000 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957 eS 2, 861, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 7 0 


_-_--—_———————— 
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PHYSICAL DATA 


Bridge: Steel truss lift bridge and approaches to accommodate single track 
railway and two-lane highway traffic having following clearances: 
Vertical closed: 9.0 feet mean high water. 
Vertical open: 138.0 feet mean high water. 
Horizontal (between fenders): 300 feet. 
Status (January 1, 1956): Not started. 
Completion schedule: September 1957. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The obstructive bascule bridge is located across an angular entrance into the 
main turning basin of the Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway, Tex., a deep 
water navigation project serving the needs of seagoing commerce from Port 
Aransas, Ingleside, and Corpus Christi, Tex. In 1954 a total of 23,325,180 tons 
of commerce moved over this waterway, of which approximately 12,500,000 tons 
moved through the bascule bridge at Corpus Christi, Tex. 

The principal products produced in the area tributary to the waterway are 
cotton, corn, vegetables, livestock, natural gas, petroleum, and gypsum. Prin- 
cipal industries consist of the processing of agricultural products and the producing 
and refining of bauxite ore, and of petroleum and petroleum products. Oil pro- 
duction was given considerable impetus by the late war industries and by the 
location of a large naval air training station at nearby Encinal Peninsula. The 
Sunray Oil Corp. has recently placed in operation near Viola, Tex., westerly of 
the Corpus Christi turning basin, a refinery for the production of 135-octane 
gasoline and jet fuel. 

The existing bascule bridge is a definite bottleneck to commerce entering and 
leaving the port of Corpus Christi. The limited horizontal clearance of 97.6 feet 
between fenders and the angular approach from the main channel causes traffic 
congestion, loss of shipping time, and creates a hazard to modern seagoing vessels. 
Following an analysis of evidence presented at a public hearing on December 10, 
1952, the bridge was declared unreasonably obstructive. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested appropriation of $2,861,000 will be applied 
to complete construction of the new lift bridge at a site removed from the existing 
obstructive bridge. 

Non-Federal + costs—Under the*provisions*of the Truman-Hobbs Act, as 
amended, the bridge owner is required to pay $1,815,000 of the estimated cost 
of the relocated bridge. 


ABIQUIU DAM AND RESERVOIR 
CHAMITA RESERVOIRS PROJECT, NEW MEXICO 


Status of funds 








| Unobligated | Unexpended 
balance balance 


RI Soa cnt iicdinsnniicansndiatiav dined testeuakdedcstl els 
eg Sans i cwiaduaneemacnenmne ia 
June 30, 1956 (estimated) 














Senator ELLenpeR. Next is Abiquiu Dam and Reservoir, Chamita 
Reservoirs project, in New Mexico. 

The total cost of this project is $12,100,000. We have put up so far 
$879,000 and there is a request for $1,500,000. There is a footnote on 
the estimated cost stating that the estimate does not include the sep- 
arate uncontrolled outlet for which the estimated additional cost 
would be $1,190,000. 

Why wasn’t that considered when the project was first planned? 

General Irscuner. Could Colonel Penney testify on this project? 

Senator ELLENDER. Yes, surely. 
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Colonel Penney. Sir, the language of the committee report of the 
House Appropriations Committee last year stated that since it was 
considered that this feature was unnecessary to the proper functioning 
of the project, any further estimates submitted to Congress for this 
project should be based on excluding this feature. 

We have done that in submitting this estimate. The $12,100,000 
estimated cost of the project does not include the $1,190,000. 

Senator ELLENDER. Will the project be feasible without that? 
Did you have it first planned, or just what happened there? 


CONTROLLED STORAGE 


Colonel Penney. Sir, the original project authorization, calling for 
construction of one high dam at the Chamita site, directed the 
deferment of the installation of spillway gates until New Mexico had 
consistently accrued water credits pursuant to the Rio Grande 
Compact. The purpose of this was to provide positive assurance 
that controlled storage on Rio Chama could not be manipulated so 
as to exceed 700,000 acre-feet. Further detailed planning for control 
of the Rio Chama resulted in development of a considerably cheaper 
two-reservoir system consisting of a low dam at the Chamita site and 
a high dam at Abiquiu, with an uncontrolled as well as a controlled 
outlet in Abiquiu Dam. The uncontrolled outlet would have the 
effect of insuring the limitation of the controlled storage on Rio 
Chama to 700,000 acre-feet as was intended by the project authoriza- 
tion. The uncontrolled outlet is not functionally necessary. However, 
it is required to comply with the intent of the authorization. 

Senator ELLENDER. When you substituted two dams for the high 
Chamita Dam you submitted a letter report to the Public Works 
Committees of the House and Senate. Did that letter in any way 
refer to this limitation on storage capacity? 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. It referred to the limitation of storage 
in the authorization and reported the substitution of the less costly 
two-dam plan including the uncontrolled outlet in Abiquiu which 
would be needed to meet the provisions of the authorizin ‘legislation. 

Senator ELLENDER. What do you mean by “uncontrolled”? Does 
that mean the outlet will be free to flow wherever nature lets it go? 
I mean, the levels will permit it to flow? 

Colonel Penney. There will be a controlled outlet which is a tunnel 
with gates in this project. An uncontrolled outlet is a tunnel without 
gates. 

General IrscunER. There will be both in this project when the 
uncontrolled outlet is constructed. 


EFFECT ON STORAGE CAPACITY 


Senator ELLENDER. By the elimination of that feature will your 
storage capacity of 700,000 acre-feet of water be affected? 

Colonel Penney. Sir, the project could be operated functionally 
with the controlled outlet. However, the uncontrolled outlet would 
be necessary to comply with the terms of the authorization. At 
present we are restricted from requesting it in view of the limitation. 


Senator ELLeENDER. You are still of the belief that it ought to be 
done? 


75008—56—pt. 2——8 
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Colonel PENNry. From a purely functional standpoint, it is not 
necessary for the operation of this project. From the standpoint of 
the authorization, it is required, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. What do you think ought to be done, General? 
Do you agree with the House? 

General Irscuner. We feel, sir, that there is a moral obligation for 
us to support the uncontrolled outlet because the project was author- 
ized on that basis. 

Senator ELLENDER. Who suffers if you don’t? What will happen? 
In other words, if an error was made in the authorization, why not 
say so? 

General Irscuner. It really wasn’t an error in the authorization, 
sir, because at the time of authorization, we were contemplating a 
different project than the one that we now have at Chamita, and 
that project would have been controlled by gates at the crest of the 
dam, so omitting those gates cost the Government nothing. 


CHANGE IN ABIQUIU SITE 


We changed the site to the Abiquiu site in order to save $8 million 
overall, as now estimated with the uncontrolled outlet, and in making 
the change, we went to a site where it was more economical to build 
a different type of dam, a dam that is an earth dam, which is regulated 
by tunnels instead of by a spillway at the crest, so now the uncon- 
trolled outlet costs the Government money, whereas before it did 
not. 

Senator ELLeENpDER. Do you think the result will be the same? 

General Irscuner. The results will be the same, yes, sir; the 
physical results. 

Senator ELLENDER. At a saving of a little over $1 million? 

General IrscHNER. We could control the reservoir with the con- 
trolled outlet alone, but we would not be abiding by the agreements 
that led to the authorizing legislation nor the authorizing legislation 
itself. 

Senator ELLENDER. From a purely operational standpoint, could 
you limit the storage capacity, as I asked a while ago, to 700,000 
acre-feet under all conditions? 

General IrscunER. Yes, sir, we could. We could limit it to 
700,000 acre-feet total storage for the 2 dams on the river with the 
controlled outlet. 

Senator ELLENDER. I don’t suppose that you would comply with 
the authorization unless you erected the uncontrolled outlet. 

Colonel PENNEY. We feel that unless it is erected, sir, it would not 
comply with the authorization. 

Senator ELLENDER. What is the difference in the projected cost of 
building the 2 dams instead of the 1 dam? 

Colonel Penney. Sir, the cost of the original Chamita Dam at 
present prices would be about $36 million. The reduction resulting 
from substituting the two dams, including the uncontrolled outlet, 
would be about $8 million. 

Senator ELLENDER. And the same purpose would be accomplished? 

Colonel PENNEY. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLeENpDER. Have you received any recent bids for any of 
this construction? 














p 
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General SreMAN. No, sir. We are planning to advertise the first 
phase of it this month. 

Senator ELLENDER. Have you made any change in your plans lately 
other than the ones you have just mentioned? 

General Seeman. No, sir. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be inserted in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


Apiquiu DaM AND ResErRvorrk (CHamira ResERVOIRS PROJECT), N. MEX. 
(Continuing) 


Location.—On Rio Chama at river mile 30 near Abiquiu, N. Mex. Rio Chama 
is a tributary of the Rio Grande. 

Authorization.—1948 and 1950 Flood Control Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.31 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 





| 

| 

Amount 

|. 

Estimated Federal cost -_-- er Dae eat Te | 1 $12, 100, 000 

Estimated non-Federal cost , : ean 0 
Cash contribution _--- , 0 
Other costs ; bos ’ 0 

Total estimated project cost - ee ‘ ‘ ; 2, 100, 000 

Appropriations to June 30, 1955 : 379, 000 

Appropriations for fiscal year 1956. _- eee 500, 000 

Appropriations to date__..-..._--- ee eaeta bias Z i LS 879, 000 

Appropriations request for fiscal year 1957._.----- : ianasipnaee 1, 500, 000 | 

Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 Se ee oe 9, 721, 000 }j-_- 


| 


1 Does not include separate uncontrolled outlet tunnel for which the estimated additional cost would be 
$1,190,000. 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 

Type: Rolled earth fill. 

Height: 325. feet. 

Length: 1,540 feet. 

Outlet works: 

Type: Gated tunnel. 

Capacity (maximum pool): 8,000 cubic feet per second. 
Reservoir capacity: Flood control: 562,000 acre-feet. 
Spillway: Type: Uncontrolled, 25-foot bottom width. Located in a natura 

saddle about 1 mile north of left abutment. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1956) 


| 7 ° 
| Percent Completion schedule 


1956). 
Engineering and design __. 
General design memo 
Detailed planning, outlet works _- 
Lands and damages 
Relocations 


Land acquisition, June 1958. 
Operators’ quarters, June 1960. 

Dam closure, July 1958. 

Outlet works, June 1958. 

Embankment and spillway, June 1960, 


0 | Relocations, January 1960. 


Entire project (construction to be initiated in May | 3 Entire project, June 1960. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


Abiquiu Dam and Reservoir (Chamita Reservoirs project) is one unit of the 
flood-control phase of the comprehensive plan of development of the Rio Grande 
and tributaries, New Mexico, authorized by the Flood Control Acts of 1948 and 
1950. Abiquiu Dam provides for (1) storage of floodwaters of Rio Chama, 
thereby furnishing flood protection for the Espanola and Middle Valleys of Rio 
Grande; (2) retention of sediments which are a great detriment to the Rio Grande 
Valley; and (3) release of clear water necessary for degradation of the Rio Grande 
Channel. The cities of Albuquerque, Espanola, Socorro, Belen, Bernalillo, and 
Truth or Consequences (formerly Hot Springs), and public works of the valley 
will be afforded protection against damaging floods. reatly expanded develop- 
ments have taken place in the flood plain of the Rio Grande in recent years, 
especially at Albuquerque, N. Mex., which now has a population in excess of 
160,000 as compared to about 35,000 in 1940. In addition, the flood protection 
provided by the project would also benefit military and Atomic Energy Commis- 
sion installations adjacent to Albuquerque, inasmuch as those bases are partially 
dependent upon the municipality for utilities, supplies, transportation, and 
housing facilities. This project provides a part of the vital upstream reservoir 
control for flood and sediment storage as required under the comprehensive plan 
of improvement. At the present time, only 1 unit of the comprehensive plan, 
Jemez Canyon Dam and Reservoir, is complete, and construction of the levee 
system in the Albuquerque unit of the Rio Grande floodway is about 55 percent 
complete. Channel rectification works authorized under the same plan have 
been initiated by the Bureau of Reclamation and are partially completed. The 
reservoirs are necessary in order to realize the maximum benefits from the channel 


rectification program, since they will help to prevent sedimentation of the improved 
channel. 





























Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $1,500,000 will be applied to: 
Continue acquisition of lands in the reservoir area_____...___----_-- $50, 000 
Continue construction of the outlet works (gated tunnel) _____.____- 1, 304, 000 
"EBERLE ALLA LEELA LLL LTT 50, 000 
puperviaion and ecministration.....................-.-<..-.---.-<.- 96, 000 


a A aa cas cea acne ea ecstatic ae aa ae 1, 500, 000 
The early completion of Abiquiu Dam is essential in providing vital upstream 
reservoir control for flood and sediment storage as required under the compre- 
hensive plan of improvement. Under the present schedule the project will be 
completed June 1960, by which time the major portion of Bureau of Reclamation’s 
channel rectification program will probably be completed together with additional 
reaches of the Rio Grande floodway project. 
Non-Federal cost.— None. 













BUFFALO BAYOU AND TRIBUTARIES, TEXAS 


Senator ELLenpER. Next is Buffalo Bayou and tributaries, in 
Texas. The estimated cost of this project is $69,485,000, with the 
Government putting up $39,700,000 and the non-Federal cost is the 
difference. 

Up to now we have appropriated $8,726,000 and you are asking for 
$2% million. Can you use additional funds? 

General SremMan. We could economically use that amount plus an 
additional $2 million for construction purposes. 

Senator ELLENDER. What is that local contribution for? It is 
about $10 million less than the Government puts up. What does 
that consist of? 

General SzremMAn. The estimated cost of local interests for this 
project for lands and damages is estimated at $25,900,000. They 
carry out all relocations of utilities and sewers, which is estimated at 
$825,000, and there are highway bridge relocations right in the city 
estimated to cost over $3 million. 

Senator ELLENDER. Making a total of what I just mentioned, $29 
million plus? 

General SreMan. Yes, sir. 
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Senator ELLENDER. What have you done with the funds so far 
advanced? Have you let contracts? 

General Seeman. We have not let contracts yet, but we have pro- 
ceeded on our engineering and design, and we are prepared, during 
the last quarter of the fiscal year, to advertise and award the first 
contract to start work at the lower end. 

Senator ELLENDER. What became of that $8,726,000 that you 
obtained up to now? 

General Seeman. Part of this comprehensive project was the con- 
struction of two detention dams in the upper regions. 

Senator ELLENDER. That has been done? 

General Seeman. Addicks Dam was completed in 1948, and Barker 
Dam was completed in 1945. Then there was some channel work 
done to take care of the outflow from those two reservoirs during the 
flood season. 

Senator ELLENDER. Were those dams built principally to prevent 
flash floods? 

General SEEMAN. Yes, sir. They are dry dams normally that only 
come into action when you have very heavy rainfall. 

Senator ELLENDER. To what extent do you intend to use that water 
for industrial uses? 

General Seeman. None whatsoever. There is no water supply in 
them. They are normally dry. 

Senator ELLENDER. What is the amount you can economically 
spend this coming fiscal year? 

General Seeman. For construction, the amount allocated plus an 
additional $2 million. 

JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be inserted in the record. 
d 


(The justification referred to follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS 
(FLOOD CONTROL) 


BuFFALo BAyou AND TRIBUTARIES, TEXAS 
(Continuing) 


Location.—Local protection for Houston, located in Harris County, Tex., in 

and westerly of Houston along Buffalo, White Oak, and Brays Bayous. 
Authorization.—1938 River and Harbor Act and 1954 Flood Control Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.7 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Amount 


Estimated Federal cost 
Estimated non-Federal cost 

Cash contributions 

Other costs 
Total estimated project cost 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956 
Appropriations to date- - -. 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 


1 In addition, loca] funds to be advanced to initiate construction under provisions of fisca] year 1956 Public 
Works Appropriation Act. 
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PHYSICAL DATA 


Addicks Dam and Reservoir: Earth embankment 61,166 feet long; 204,500 acre- 
feet capacity; outlet works, 3-gated and 2-ungated conduits. 
Barker Dam and Reservoir: Earth embankment 71,900 feet long; 207,000 acre- 
feet capacity; outlet works, 3-gated and 2-ungated conduits. 
Channels: 
Buffalo Bayou 
White Oak Bayou 
Brays Bayou 
South Mayde Creek 





| Pereent | Completion 





Lands and damages-------.---- enneaah capil 99 | June 1957. 


Relocations. __-- 5; piensa sich coats Sood che tnnie anes 84 | April 1959. 
SPIE 1.2 ea hese ea aee ese icbus deneeces 100 


Channels: 


Buffalo Bayou aa acetic notes cau 13 | January 1961. 
Brays Bayou- -- ites sans mae 0 | June 1959. 
White Oak Bayou___-- f Pee cee 23 ide au 0 | December 1958. 
South Mayde Creek__- ; Aer seis 100 


Entire project - _- ; Ciskastcdptonsabencuneneets aaa 29 | January 1961. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will protect the principal business, industrial and residential areas 
of Houston, Harris County, Tex. against recurring floods on Buffalo, Brays, and 
White Oak Bayous. The flood of December 1935 caused damages amounting 
to $2,500,000 and a loss of 8 lives. A recurrence of the December 1935 flood, under 
present conditions of development in the flood plain, would cause damages esti- 
mated in excess of $21,520,000. Annual flood-control benefits for the project 
are estimated at $4,510,000. Completion of the project at an early date is needed 
to prevent recurring flood losses. The city of Houston has expended approxi- 
mately $5 million for lands and required modifications and has agreed to continue 
its share of the required cooperation as work progresses. Harris County Flood 
Control District has agreed to advance $1,500,000 for initiation of construction in 
fiscal year 1956. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $2,500,000 will be applied to— 


Lands and damages-_.- Ss eens Dee _ $19, 000 
Construction of Brays Bayou Channel_-_-_- — ae _. 1, 810, 000 
Engineering and design__- sss ; : 470, 000 
Supervision and administration Se Sawai a salen - aEegee 


tao= 2000, 000 


The channel work on Brays Bayou will prevent flood damage to modern resi- 
dential and commercial property. Payment for lands will ecmplete the land 
acquisition on Buffalo Bayou and on Addicks Reservoir. 

Non-Federal costs.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $29,785,000, broken down as 
follows: 


Lands and damages-.------------- ope iia _. $25, 900, 000 
Relocations of utilities, sewers, etc 825, 000 
Bridge alterations 3, 060, 000 


29, 785, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain the rectified channels of Buffalo, Brays, 
and White Oak Bayous upon completion. The annual cost for maintenance is 
estimated at $118,000. 
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CANYON RESERVOIR, TEX. 
Status of funds 


y 

: + : | Ty 
, | Unobligated | Unexpended 

Date balance balance 





June 30, 1955........------------------- 2-2-2 o-oo 2 ooo eee 0 0 
Mar. 31, 1956 i | $342, 037 $348, 727 
June 30, 1956 (estimated) a 0 60, 000 


Senator ELLENDER. Next is the Canyon Reservoir on the Guadalupe 
River, Tex. The entire cost of that is estimated at $13,800,000, of 
which $1,400,000 is non-Federal. 

Appropriations to date are $961,000 and this request is $1,600,000. 
Is that all you can spend on that project? 

General SkeMaN. Yes, sir. This is a continuing construction proj- 
ect and that is the plan for the most economic prosecution of the work. 


LOCAL COOPERATION 


Senator ELLENDER. What is the status of the local cooperation? 
Are they putting up their share? 

General SeeMAN. The local cooperation will pay not less than 
$1,400,000 toward the cost of construction. 

Senator ELLENDER. Have they contributed their share yet? 

General SEEMAN. We have a firm commitment and we are right 
now engaging in discussions with them toward a firm contract. 

Senator ELLENDER. I notice the increased cost in this project is 
$500,000 since last reported to the committee. What is the reason 
for that? Is that labor-cost increases and the like? 

General IrscHNER. That is just a normal price level increase. 

Senator ELLENDER. You will be able to start construction, then, 
with the $1,600,000 you are asking for? 

General Seeman. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. To what extent is the local contribution affected 
by arise in the cost of a project of this character? 

General SreMAN. The exact amount of local contribution depends 
upon the final construction costs, so that the contract that we enter 
into at this time must be sufficiently flexible to comply with the 
authorizing legislation and permit the exact allocation to be deter- 
mined later. 

Senator ELtenprer. Even though they agree to certain amounts, 
still that isn’t final under that contract? 

General SrmMAN. The agreement is normally a proportion of the 
total cost, rather than a fixed sum. 

Senator ELLENDER. Percentagewise? 

General SrEMAN. Yes, sir. 
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JUSTIFICATION 





Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 


(The justification referred to follows:) ; - 
de 
CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) | & no 
Canyon Reservoir, Tex. oc 
ar 
(Continuing) da 
; ‘ : eee i flo 
Location.—In Comal County, Tex., on the Guadalupe River, 303 miles above its | ha 
mouth, and 12 airline miles northwest of New Braunfels, Tex. a oh 
Authorization.—1945 River and Harbor Act as modified by the Flood Control fu 
Act of 1954. ne 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.78 to 1. pr 
Cr 
Summarized financial data CG 
n 
Accumulated | : 
percent of l 
Amount estimated al 
Federal cost is 
sig Ww 
le ee int pei kbs ap esotds eh okhuaot $12, 400, 000 |............ ; 
Estimated non-Federal cost.................-....--..-- Sapa nieh nein at » SORA 1-+~~=0-55- 
i a en nies win sm dlowara aaeba ow cada ha AW Ai dccccsa.s-d.5- A 
en ie Be ea is aia kaney Eaensde ode «bhbt OE acc inraiaian ay I 
Tee BE, GONE... 5 ohn os obo sce cbc di. pike 13, 800, 000 |......___- 
I IN on nw horn mnterinep vena ssnmqecpobopstenmesesy RE i ncsseeosh k 
eI ST I I on amen enc ena wnocyarcsacsueneace ED nia aie tac ane I 
I a be ra iid nnn 45466 Sob ebknennccetedecducebse> 961, 000 8 I 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957._._._.............-_-.-.-_-.-.- 1, 600, 000 21 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957... ----- === 22222222222 9, 839,000 |... 
aa S 
PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Rolled earth fill. 
Height: 224 feet (maximum above stream bed). 
Length: 4,620 feet (including 210 feet of dikes). 
Spillway: 


’ 
Type: Uncontrolled ogee, broadcrested. | 
Length: 1,100 feet. 


Design capacity (maximum pool): 475,800 cubic feet per second. 


Reservoir capacity: Acre-feet , 
I aN gh 346, 400 
a ee en oe a UA ee ae hee ee 366, 400 
NEE Ll eee alee OL elo Dt 28, 100 

a ed 740, 900 


Status (Jan. 1, 1956) 


Percent Completion schedule 


in dcacntibipesonare 4 | Entire project, June 1961. 
d acquisition, June 1961. 
Relocations, June 1960. 
asaeacetaes ist stage earth embankment, March 1959. 
Dam closure, October 1959. 
Completion earth embankment and dike, Decem- 


"ee 
| 


Construction not yet initiated 


Outlet works, January 1959. 
Spillway, December 1959. 














% 
$ 
% 
? 


+ rT 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The project will protect 157,250 acres of valley lands pow subject to periodic 
inundation from floods originating on the upper Guadalupe River. Considerable 
development has taken place in the flood plain of the Guadalupe River in recent 
years, much of which is concentrated in the area subject to inundation by major 
floods in the vicinity of Seguin and New Braunfels. The most recent flood 
occurred during September 1952, causing damages along the Guadalupe River 
amounting to approximately $4,700,000. It is estimated that $2,323,000 in 
damages would have been prevented by the Canyon project. The dependable 
flow from Comal Springs at New Braunfels (largest springs in the Southwest) 
has decreased in recent years to about one-half (from about 250 second-feet to 
about 125 second-feet). Indications are that this flow will not increase in the 
future to the original rate but, rather, will continue to decrease. The increased 
net dependable flow anticipated from construction of Canyon Dam as presently 
proposed (170 second-feet) will almost replace the original dependable flow from 
Comal Springs. Existing businesses and industries dependent upon the flow from 
Comal Springs are now experiencing a critical shortage of water. These busi- 
nesses and industries are located along the Guadalupe River from New Braunfels 
to the mouth and include steam-electric generating plants, hydroelectric generat- 
ing plants, recreational facilities, and chemical processing plants. Municipalities 
along the river, also, depend upon the river flow for their water supply, and there 
is a considerable acreage in rice irrigation near the mouth of the river dependent 
upon this flow. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $1,600,000 will be applied to— 


Acquisition of lands in the reservoir area_-_- _.--...----.---------- $500, 000 
Initiate construction of 1st stage embankment___________-__- Sere 400, 000 
Foundation grouting to prepare embankment foundation _-__-___---_- 125, 000 
Initiate construction of the outlet works__....-..___..____--_----- 263, 000 
Biuvdinge, SUOUTEE: BUG AIGINIOBS 6. no eg eed it ce wcene ence 9, 700 
Permanent operating equipment__-- -- Baa aaa Bie ass ese aii as aa ee 23, 000 
0 ge Sc al ereiaies 175, 000 
Super vineee Meer GOMEMOMEPALIONS +. oe cence eceue 104, 300 

DO etl es ost Sou eo ee ee, eee ee 1, 600, 000 


Funds requested for fiscal year 1957 are required for continuation of acquisition 
of reservoir lands and initiation of construction of dam embankment and outlet 
works. These funds will permit construction of an orderly program of construc- 
tion. Early completion of Canyon Reservoir is essential in alleviating flood 
damages along the Guadalupe River and for providing dependable water supply 
to industries and municipalities downstream of the dam site. 

Non-Federal costs.—Local interests are required to contribute toward the cost 
of the Canyon Reservoir such of the costs of construction, operation, and mainte- 
nance of the project as may appropriately be allocated to water conservation, 
stream-flow regulation, and development of electric power. No allocation of 
costs with respect to any installation for development of electric power shall be 
made unless the Chief of Engineers determines that such installation will actually 
be constructed. Facilities for the development of electric power at Canyon 
Reservoir may be constructed and operated by the Corps of Engineers or by local 
interests in accordance with the provisions of the Federal Power Act, with expenses 
of construction, operation, and maintenance of such facilities to be paid by local 
interests and with such power to be made available to such local interests. 

Construction of the project is subject to the condition that local interests 
(Guadalupe-Blanco River Authority) contribute the minimum amount of 
$1,400,000 when and as required during construction, and pay the remainder of 
the costs allocable to local interests, with interests thereon at the rate of 2% percent 
per annum, over a period not to exceed 50 years, for which they will be permitted 
to utilize the water impounded for water conservation and stream-flow regulation 
for development of electric power. 

The Guadalupe-Blanco River Authority, a State agency, has indicated in testi- 
mony before the Committee on Public Works and in resolution dated May 2, 
1955, its willingness to assume the required obligations of local cooperation. 
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DALLAS FLOODWAY, TEX. 


Status of funds 





Unobligated | Unexpended 
Date balance alance 


Jane D0, 1006; ..0. 5.6 2cn. sec. po shetiee duc Uisihedwnaie einen beast aaumenaat ee 10 10 
Mar. 31, 1956_ _- as $304, 688 $1, 067, 906 
June 30, 1956 (estimated) 0} 50. 000 


1 In addition to status of project funds shown, $214,935 were obligated and $31,703 were expended from 
funds loaned to this project. 


Senator ELLENDER. Here is the Dallas Floodway. I am glad this 
one is almost completed. The total estimated cost is $11,298,000, in 
which the estimated Federal cost is $9,800,000, and up to now we have 
spent $5,752,000 and you are asking for $2,600,000, which if spent this 
coming fiscal year will complete the job to 85 percent. 

Is that about correct? 

General SreMAN. That is correct, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Is that all you can spend economically? 

General SrEMAN. That is correct; that is the optimum. 

Senator ELLENDER. Were any changes made since our last meeting? 

General Seeman. No changes have been made since the presenta- 
tion last year. 

Senator ELLENpDER. There have been no changes in cost? 


SAVINGS IN COST 


General SreMAN. Since last year there has been a decrease in cost 
in the total estimate, about $500,000. 

Senator ELLENpDER. There has been an overall saving in the cost of 
the project? 

General SrEMAN. Yes, sir; this is a saving. 

Senator ELLENDER. It doesn’t go back in the Treasury? You will 
use that in some other place? 

General SremMan. Reduced requirements for appropriations. 

Senator ELtenpEeR. What about your bids there? Are they within 
your estimates? 

General Sreman. The bidding on this project has been quite 
favorable. While there have not been a great number of bidders, 
on one very small job we had 10 bidders. 

Senator ELtenpER. How about the Turtle Creek pressure sewer? 
Has that contract been awarded? 

General SremMan. That is one we advertised last year and awarded. 
My figures were $767,000 and the actual low bid on which the award 
was made was $746,000. 

Senator ELLenpeER. That is pretty close. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 
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CONSTRUCTION, GENrRAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS 
. (FLOOD CONTROL) 


Dauuas FLoopway, TEx. 
(Continuing) 


Location.—Located on the Elm Fork and West Fork of the Trinity River at 
Dallas in Dallas County, Tex. 

Authorization.—1945 and 1950 River and Harbor Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.90 to 1 (for system comprising Lewisville Dam and Grape- 
vine Reservoir and Dallas Floodway). 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Amount 


Estimated Federal cost $9, 800, 000 


Estimated non-Federal cost 
Cash contributions 


rn Aiba gtbabeudpescheudbinateenaas 


‘otal estimated project cost 
\ppropriations to June 30, 1955 


1, 498, 000 
300, 000 


doe wiatehatto metas label 1, 198, 000 


11, 298, 000 
3, 062, 000 


Appropriations for fiscal year 1956. 2, 690, 000 
Appropriations to date 5, 752, 000 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957 . 2, 600, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 


PHYSICAL DATA 

Levees: 

Average height: 26 feet. 

Length: 22.6 miles. 
Channels: Improvement 3 miles along West Fork, 
Pumping plants: 

3 pumping plants with attendant sumps. 

8 pressure conduits, length 12,167 feet. 


Status (Jan. 1, 


Completion 


areca 
Percent schedule 





Channels f December 1957. 
Levees 7 27 | June 1958. 
Pressure conduits 58 | January 1958, 
Pumping plants 33 | December 1956. 
Entire project. _....____- 5 | June 1958. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project, in conjunction with the Grapevine and Lewisville Reserviors, will 
provide protection to the leveed areas of residential and industrial developments 
in the city of Dallas from discharges of a magnitude approaching the design storm. 
The area within the Dallas levee system totals approximately 10,500 acres includ- 
ing 7,000 residential units and approximately 600 business and industrial estab- 
lishments and a network of rail lines and highways. The Grapevine project was 
completed and impoundment initiated during fiscal year 1953; the closure section 
of the Lewisville project was started during June 1954 and deliberate impoundment 
Was initiated during November 1954, Required direct local interest contribution 
of $300,000 has been paid in full. Acquisition of rights-of-way and other local 
interest actions are keeping pace with construction schedules, 
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Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $2,600,000 will be applied to: 


Initiation of channel excavation $77, 000 
Sump C excavation 84, 000 
Continuation of east levee 410, 000 
Initiation of west levee, parts 1 and 2 460, 000 
Spot sodding east levee, a aa 28, 300 
Continuation of Turtle Creek, part 5 489, 000 
Extension of sewers and conduits 200, 000 
Completion of Coombs Creek detention basin 406, 600 
Completion of Hampton Road pumping plant . 264, 200 
Engineering and design , 000 
Supervision and administration 72, 900 


2, 600, 000 

Completion of the project as scheduled is essential in alleviating the flood 
hazard to the city of Dallas. With funds requested for fiscal year 1957, initiation 
of channel excavation, continuation of construction on east levee, initiation of 
construction on west levee, continuation of Turtle Creek, part 5, and completion 
of excavation of sump areas, Coombs Creek detention basin, and Hampton Road 
pumping plant will proceed as scheduled. 

Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $1,498,000 broken down as 
follows: 

Relocations of utilities, sewers, ete___-_- ae 5 : : $275, 000 


Lands___- een See ees esc Nae: Si Pe tan, Sir 420, 000 
Drainage structures . : 503, 000 


Cash contribution (for Turtle Creek pres ssure sewer) ______- 300, 000 


BON eit Seen . : 3 _ 1, 498, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $102,000. 

In addition, local interests advise that they have incurred costs of approximately 
$20 million for levees and floodway prior to initiation of construction of the 
authorized Federal improvement. 


SAN ANTONIO CHANNEL IMPROVEMENT, TEX. 


We now have the San Antonio channel improvement project, San 
Antonio, Tex. 

The total estimated cost of this project is $24,225,000, and the 
estimated Federal cost is $14,700,000. 

Up to now you have spent $100,000 and you are asking for $800,000. 
What will that money be used for? Will that complete the engineering 
and then allow you to do a little construction work? 

General SrEMAN. This year we will complete the preconstruction 
planning, sir. It is a new start in construction for fiscal year 1957. 

Senator ELLENDER. What is the plan of improvement there? What 
do you envision? 

eneral SrEMAN. This is a channel through the highly populated 
business and industrial district of San Antonio. It is about 31 miles 
of channel. It is a project in which local interests have already done 
a considerable amount of work. 

Senator ELLENDER. Is that in addition to the amount that you 
are asking them to contribute now of $9,525,000? 

General SreMan. Yes, sir. That is in addition to earlier costs 
which they incurred prior to authorization of the Federal project. 
The work which they accomplished consisted of constructing Olmos 
Dam and certain channel excavation at a cost of about $4,500,000. 
They are making a cash contribution of $400,000 toward this project 
and their other costs total up to an estimated amount of $9,125,000. 
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Senator ELLENDER. Will that include the purchase of property and 
the value of the property contributed that may be owned by the 
ity? 

General SEEMAN. Yes, sir, the local interests must provide those. 

Senator ELLENDER. What is the problem there? I thought San 
Antonio was so dry. 

General SreMaN. In this area again it is not an area of high annual 
rainfall. It is the sudden storms. 

Senator ELLENDER. Flash floods? 

General SEEMAN. Flash floods. 


Senator ELLENDER. You have an increase in cost of $350,000. 
General SEEMAN. Yes, sir. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS 
(FLOOD CONTROL) 


San Antonio CHANNEL IMPROVEMENT, TEX. 


(New start) 


Location.—Local protection for San Antonio, Bexar County, Tex., along the 
San Antonio River and San Pedro, Apache, Alazan, and Martinez Creeks. 

Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.— 1.28 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


| Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Amount 


| 
einai pees © 


| 

Estimated Federal cost_-- ot ee cee ee ce eee aes 0 ee 
Estimated non-Federal cost lle eee a eh ate tec ames: oe BIE 6 carcass cass 

Cash contributions. ____ sent whbe-wb wane Miebdeno ben: 400, 000 

i; ee ; 
Total estimated project cost_.__..___...____-. 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955_____-._-- 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956 
Appropriations to date ie 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957-_____- 





PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels: 
Improvement 11.6 miles along San Antonio River. 
Improvement 5.0 miles along San Pedro Creek. 
Improvement 3.4 miles along Apache Creek. 
Improvement 4.3 miles along Alazan Creek. 
Improvement 6.7 miles along Martinez Creek. 
Floodwalls: 
Average height: 15 feet. 
Length: 27,100 feet. 
Relocations: 
Construct T. E. T. Co. RR. bridge. 
Construct M. K. T. RR. bridge. 
Construct 2 8. P. RR. bridges. 
Construct I. & G. N. RR. bridge. 
Alter T. & N. O. RR. bridge. 
Alter M. K. T. RR. bridge. 
Alter S. P. RR. bridge. 
Alter I. & G. N. RR. bridge. 
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Status (Jan. 1, 1956) (new start) 


Relocations- - - _- 
Channels: 
San Antonio River (initial) 
San Antonio River (final) 
San Pedro Creek _- 
Apache Creek__-_ 
Alazan Creek _ __ : 
Martinez Creek _____ 
Floodwalls: 
San Antonio River__-_ 
San Pedro Creek 
Alazan Creek 
Martinez Creek 
Entire project 


APPROPRIATIONS, 


1957 


Completion schedule 
June 1957. 


December 1957. 
June 1959. 
December 1959. 
June 1960. 
March 1961. 
September 1961. 


June 1959. 
June 1960. 
December 1961. 
March 1962. 
March 1962. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The improvements will give a high degree of protection to the metropolitan 
area of San Antonio (third largest city in Texas with a population of 565,000), 
which has been subject to disastrous floods and heavy loss of life in the past. 
Approximately 2,685 acres of urban land are subject to flooding in the stream 
reaches in San Antonio, and the total value of all property therein is estimated at 
about $123,575,000. The population in the flooded area is estimated at 21,800, 
and there are approximately 23,400 persons employed in the area. A recurrence 
of the maximum flood of record (1921) under the present state of development 
would result in damages estimated to be about $6,930,000. The last serious flood 
occurred during September 1946 and caused damages amounting to approximately 
$3,819,000. In addition to the high degree of flood protection afforded by the 
project, it will also provide adequate outfalls for the future storm-sewer system 
now being planned by the city. The city of San Antonio is currently engaged in 
acquiring rights-of-way for the project, and has agreed to continue their share 
of required cooperation as work progresses. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $800,000 will be applied to 


Relocation and alteration of railroad bridges - - ~-==~-- $185, 600 
Initiation of excavation of San Antonio River Channel__---_-------- 287, 000 
Engineering and design___-- ; 254, 000 
Supervision and administration : ee ares 73, 400 


aotal.  . =. : 800, 000 


The channel excavation proposed in the lower reaches of the work area will 
provide a useful increment of the project. Accomplishment of proposed reloca- 
tions will permit future channel excavation without delays. 

Non-F ederal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in construc- 
tion of the authorized project is estimated at $9,525,000 broken down as follows 


Lands__- Pcie ae ee Peo $2, 925, 000 
Relocation of dams - se iat ores ieee 385, 800 
Relocation of highway bridges - - - - - - ci he 4, 282, 000 
7 location of utilities ___- alacant 532, 200 

Cash contribution (for enhancement benefits) 400, 000 


Total 9, 525, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $25,000. 

In addition, local interests advise that they have incurred costs of $4,555,000 
for channel excavation and construction of Olmos Dam prior to initiation of the 
authorized Federal project. Olmos Dam is a flood-control detention reservoir 
with no permanent storage. It was constructed during 1925-26 at a cost of 
approximately $1,575,000. The dam will continue to operate as an integral part 
of the San Antonio Channel improvement project. 
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M’GEE BEND RESERVOIR, TEX. 


Status of funds 





| Unobligated | Unexpended 
balance balance 





June %, 1955 0 


o| 
Mar OG owns $1,265,101 | $1, 294, 864 
Tune = 1956 (e stimated) 400, 000 | 630, 000 





Next is the McGee Bend Reservoir. That is one we put in last 
vear, | remember. I notice there the total estimated Federal cost is 
$47,200,000. The total cost of this project is $50,200,000, with $3 
million being the non-Federal cost. 

Up to now you have spent $2,207,000, and now being requested is 
a total of $4 million. 

What is the situation now as to this project? Have you completed 
the engineering or did you start actual construction? 

General SEEMAN. It’ was a new construction start last year, sir. 
We are entering the construction phase and expect to start our ‘first 
contracts this spring. 

Senator ELLENDER. What is the proposed power installation at 
this project? 

General SkEMAN. It is presently planned that there will be three 
15,000-kilowatt units or a total of 45,000 kilowatts. 


LOCAL CONTRIBUTION 


Senator ELLENDER. Is any local cooperation of any character re- 
quired for this project? 

General SeeMAN. The local cooperation for the McGee Bend 
Reservoir project is a cash contribution of $3 million, plus a $10 million 
payment to be made by annual payments for 50 years of $200,000 each. 

Senator ELLENDER. $200,000? 

General SEEMAN. $200,000 a year for 50 years. 

Senator ELLENDER. Is that because of the fact that the water 
impounded would be used for servicing municipalities and industrial 
facilities in that area? 

General SEEMAN. Yes, sir; it is in consideration of the flow down- 
stream, which is used by the cities and industrial development, and 
irrigation of rice lands. 

Senator ELLENDER. What is the reason for the increase in the cost 
of this project, of $1,500,000? 

General SEEMAN. The cost increase there is due to price level 
increase partially offset by a reduction in the estimate for supervision 
and administration. 

Senator ELLENDER. I wonder if you could give us a breakdown of 
the estimated annual benefits totaling, according to the record here, 

$3,293 800? 

General Seeman. The estimated annual benefit for flood control is 
$260,400; for power, $898,800; for water supply and other uses, 
$1,716 000; and for fish and wildlife, and recreation, $418,600. <A 
total of $3, 293,800. 
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Senator ELLENDER. You*saytyou*haven’t started =construction yet 
with the $1,500,000 made pra to you last year. What have you 
done with the money? Do you contemplate awarding contracts 
before the fiscal year ends? 

GeneralgSremMan. Yes, sir; we will start awarding contracts this 
fiscal year. An unbudgeted new start such as this was requires a 
great deal of preliminary review of our hydrology and our cost esti- 
mates to bring it up to date. 

It had been on the shelf for some time and as you know, there have 
been several dry years, so that our hydrology has to be worked over 
very thoroughly. 

Senator ELLenprR. Has the initial contract for the embankment 
been awarded yet? 

General Seeman. No, sir; it is about to go out for invitation to bid 
about this time. 

Senator ELLENDER. So you can’t tell whether or not those bids will 
be in line with your estimates? 

General SreeMAN. No, sir; but generally, in work of this nature, we 
have been getting fairly good competition and good bids. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENpDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION GENERAL—MULTIPLE-PURPOSE PROJECTS, 
INCLUDING POWER 


McGrer BrEenp ReEsERvorR, TEx. 
(Continuing) 


Location.—On the Angelina River, 25.2 miles above its confluence with the 
Neches River, 10 miles northwest of Jasper, Tex. 

Authorization —1945 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.39 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Amount 


Estimated Federal cost (ultimate installation) 
Estimated non-Federal cost 
Cash contributions 


Total estimated project cost 

Appropriations to June 30, 1955 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956 
Appropriations to date 

Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 


y gee 


~~ 
oO 
a 

- 


s 


Beye 
BER5 


| 


1In eee, local interests have stated that they will contribute an additional $10 million at the rate of 


$200,000 annually for a period of 50 years after completion of the project. 
PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Earth fill. 
Height: 128 feet (maximum above stream bed). 
Length: 18,820 feet (including 3 saddle dikes totalling 7,470 feet and 400-foot 
concrete spillway). 
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Spillway: 

F Type: Uncontrolled concrete gravity-type with stilling basin. 
Design capacity (maximum pool): 83,000 cubic feet per second. 

Reservoir capacity: Acre-feet 
Fllod control 1, 148, 900 
Power 500 
Sedimentation and head 400 


800 
Power installation: 
Ultimate: 3 units at 15,000 kilowatts; 45,000 kilowatts. 
Presently planned: 3 units at 15,000 kilowatts; 45,000 kilowatts. 
Nominal head: 64 feet. 
Status (January 1, 1956): Construction not initiated. 
Completion schedule: 
Entire project: June 1961. 
Land acquisition: June 1961. 
Relocations: June 1960. 
Start dam closure: June 1960. 
Complete dam closure: December 1960. 
Power on line (3 units, 15,000 kilowatts each): June 1961. 


JUSTIFICATION 


During World War II the Beaumont-Port Arthur area established itself as an 
important center for industries, and its growth and development for such industries 
has continued during the period since the war. With the increase in withdrawals 
of water at the intakes above Beaumont. salt water has advanced up the river to 
such an extent that, during periods of low flow, the water supply in the area is 
endangered and acute shortage of usable water results. ‘lhe McGee Bend Reser- 
voir project will provide an assured water supply for present and future demands 
for municipal and industrial use in the Beaumont-Port Arthur area. ‘lhe assured 
water supply will also permit full development of lands suitable for rice culture in 
the lower Neches River Valley. The minimum flow that will be provided by the 
McGee Bend project not only will meet the present needs for water but also meet 
the prospective increase in requirements resulting from the further growth of the 
communities and industries and the expansion of agriculture that is certain to 
occur when additional water becomes available. ‘Che project will provide a 
reasonable degree of control over floods in the lower Neches River Valley, thereby 
reducing damages to agricultural lands, bridges, transportation facilities, and the 
city of Beaumont. The project will be beneficial to vessel traffic in the improved 
portion of the Neches River by serving to reduce the hazards to navigation due to 
currents that attend large uncontrolled floods. The control of floods also will be 
of value in reducing silting of the channel and turning basin, thereby reducing 
maintenance costs. In addition, the project will reduce pollution of the lower 
river by salt water wastes from the oilfields in the upper reaches of the river. 
Considerable benefits will accrue from the abatement of the pollution nuisance 
caused by sewage discharges at Beaumont, and from betterment of public health 
conditions. The project will provide a substantial amount of hydroelectric power, 
which would be connected to the major distribution systems, for supplemental use 
throughout the southeast, central, or north Texas areas. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $4 million will be applied to: 


Continue acquisition of lands in the reservoir area $850, 000 
Continue relocations 1, 962, 100 
Continue construction of dam embankment 530, 000 
Install stream gage station 12, 000 
Engineering and design 430, 000 
Supervision and administration 215, 900 


4, 000, 000 
The early completion of McGee Bend Dam is essential in meeting present 
demands for an assured water supply, flood control, and forecasted power require- 


ments. With funds requested for fiscal year 1957, acquisition of reservoir lands, 


continuation of construction of dam embankment, and relocation of existing 
roads, railroads, and utilities will continue as scheduled. This progress is 
required in order to meet the scheduled dates for completion of the project. 


75008—56—pt. 2-9 
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Non-Federal costs.—Local interests are required to contribute toward the firs; 
cost of the project the sum of $3 million. In addition, local interests have stateq 
that they will contribute an additional $10 million at the rate of $200,000 annually 
or a period of 50 years after completion of the project. 






OPERATION 





AND MAINTENANCE 













Senator ELLENDER. Next we have operation and maintenance, 
For channels and harbors you are requesting $4,437,000; for locks and 
dams you are asking $60,000; for flood-control reservoirs y ou are asking 
$465,400: for other flood control the request is for $67,100: and fo, 
multiple-purpose projects including power you are asking for $203,000. 
Will that about take care of your current maintenance so that you 
will not build up a further backlog? 

General SEEMAN. It is just about the minimum to keep current 







JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows: ) 
















Rio GRANDE-GULF BaAsIN—JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 





OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL, FISCAL YEAR 1957 





Navigation 


(a) Channels and harbors.—The work to be accomplished under this activity 
consists of maintaining the navigation channels and harbors of coastal harbors 
and waterways by means of dredging, operation of navigation structures, snagging 
and repairing harbor jetties and breakwaters; and periodic inspections and surveys 
to determine the condition of the projects for programing purposes and prov iding 
navigation interests with adequate information on existing channel conditions; 
all as authorized in the laws adopting river and harbor projects. 

The budget estimate of $3,465,000 for fiscal year 1957 is required for essential 
maintenance work on 9 channel and harbor projects named in the list which follows. 
The projects listed have been subjected to an economic analysis and determined 
that continuing maintenance is justified. The amount of funds appropriated 
in recent years for this activity has not been sufficient to provide for the adequate 
and timely maintenance of all justified projects and has resulted in a substantial 
backlog of work, particularly structural repairs and the maintenance of moderate 
and shallow-draft navigation channels. This condition continues to exist. 











Tentative allo- 














cation, fiscal 
Project year 1957 
uoumanns: Calcasiou River and Pas..... =... .-..<-..-s..--cecse $115, 000 
Texas: 
aeeNIPLRIUOIINS SERIA ope Sy lk oe een ke 80, 000 
SIU INNIS te ol an ee athe tes, u iia we page ac 280, 000 
Galveston Harbor and channels___..___........-...---------- 240, 000 
Gulf Intracoastal Waterway (Galveston) _____.________--.- .-. 890, 000 
EGER ALE LAL ALE DEEN tect Tc 870, 000 
NS a ae 10, 000 
Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway -____.........-.------- 1, 240, 000 
Rn NG ek ceeweneanebalecne 700, 000 
ELEN LE LO LLDPE SARK 12, 000 
a eee 4, 437, 000 


(b) Locks, dams, reservoirs, and canals.—The budget estimate of $60,000 for 


fiscal year 1957 is required for operation, maintenance, and nondeferrable rehabili- 
tation work. 


Tentative allo- 
cation, fiscal 
year 1957 [ 


Texas: Dam B reservoir $60, 000 


RC rs AA AER SD ae NC NE 4, 497, 000 


Project 












ite 
re 
pr 


MS 
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2, Flood control 

(a) Reservoirs.—The budget estimate of $465,400 provides for the operation 
and ordinary maintenance of 9 flood-control reservoirs in the Rio Grande-gulf 
hasin during fiscal year 1957. 

The benefits that accrue from the impoundment of damaging flood waters by 
this extensive reservoir system are substantial. The amount requested in fiscal 
year 1957 is approximately $3,000 less than the amount available in fiscal year 
1956, and is necessary for minimum operation and maintenance of these projects. 

Tentative allo- 


cation, fiscal 
Project year 1957 


New Mexico: Jemez Canyon Reservoir Gh oats See _. $26, 000 

Texas: 
Belton Reservoir ert e abs _ §8, 000 
Benbrook Reservoir ee oe eens : Ed ee 47, 000 
Buffalo Bayou. ~.---_-- sas 52, 000 
Lewisville Dam (Garza-Little Elm) ; 84, 000 
Grapevine Reservoir _ ___- ee Reue 52, 000 
Hords Creek Reservoir - De oe oes 5 eek Lites 30, 000 
SS ; : oats r 63, 000 
San Angelo Reservoir _ - ee aaa . ; 51, 000 

Scheduling of reservoir operations -_ —"_ _____ : 2, 400 


Total, flood-control reservoirs _ Hs Eos Ope ee x 465, 400 


b) Other (including channel-improvement projects, miscellaneous maintenance 
items, and inspections).—The budget estimate of $67,100 provides for the minimum 
requirement of regular maintenance and operation of the Mermentau River 
project, and inspection of completed projects during fiscal year 1957. 


Tentative allo- 
cation, fiscal 
Project year 1957 


Louisiana: $63, 500 
3, 600 


Total, flood control, other Bs At Fos 67, 100 
Total, flood control : eee Sos 532, 500 


2 


3. Multiple-purpose projects, including power 


The budget estimate of $203,000 for operation and maintenance of one multiple- 
purpose reservoir project in the Rio Grande-Gulf Basin is the minimum amount 
necessary for operational requirements during fiscal year 1957. 

Tentative allo- 


cation, fiscal 
Project year [957 


Texas: Whitney Reservoir_-_---- J ; a -. $203, 000 


Grand total, Rio Grande-Gulf Basin - _-- ae 5, 232, 500 
ARKANSAS-Wuitr-Rep Basin 
EXAMINATIONS AND SURVEYS 


Senator ELLENDER. There are no navigation surveys in the budget? 

General Seeman. That is right, sir. 

Senator ELLENpeER. I notice there are a number of investigations 
for flood control in which the total estimated cost is very small. In 
fact, many of them only $100. 

General Serman. The small total estimated cost of these investiga- 
tions, including the $100 study items are for completion of individual 
reports in response to specific congressional authorizations, basic data, 
and general coverage of the streams involved resulted from preparation 
of the Arkansas-White-Red River comprehensive report. Work re- 
maining to be done consists primarily of preparation in final form of 
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brief reports which present conclusions based on data contained in the 
comprehensive report. Those costing only $100 will undoubtedly be 
unfavorable reports. 

Senator ELLtenperR. In Oklahoma we have the Comanche Cow 
Creek, total estimated cost $10,300, no previous allocations, tentative 
allocation $300, balance to complete $10,000. What can you do with 
$300? 

General Skreman. Here again we have the basic data from the com- 
prehensive report. The $300 will be sufficient to prepare a preliminary 
examination report which we expect will be favorable. The $10,000 
required after fiscal 1957 would be needed for the survey report when 
approved. 

Senator ELLENpER. Verdigris River, Kans. and Okla., total esti- 
mated cost $56,000, allocations prior to 1957, nothing; tentative allo- 
cation $1,000 with $55,000 required after 1957. Will the $1,000 be 
enough for this year? 

General Seeman. That will prepare the preliminary examination 
report, using data developed in the comprehensive report on the 
Arkansas and the $55,000 required in later years will be for the survey 
report. 

Senator ELLENDER. Chewey Reservoir, Illinois River, Okla., the 
total estimated cost of this study is $41,000 and you are requesting 
$1,000 for 1957. Is this the same situation? 

General SreMaANn. Yes, sir. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The next one, Red River bank stabilization, 


we covered when General Hardin was here. The justifications will 
be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


ARKANSAS-WHITE-RED DRAINAGE AREA—JUSTIFICATION OF FS. IMATE 
GENERAL INVESTIGATION, FISCAL YEAR 1957 


1. Examination and surveys 

(a) Navigation studies.—None. 

(h) Flood-control studies—The amount of $68,900 is requested for prosecution 
of 29 studies in the Arkansas-White-Red drainage area during fiscal year 1957 
This amount will permit completion of 24 reports and progress on 5 others. 
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The tentative allocation by studies follows: 





— ited prior to | allocation, to complete 
Study Federal fise: il year fiscal year | after fiscal 


Total | Allocation | Tentative | Additional 
cost | 1957 1957 year 1957 





rkansas: | | 
7 Crooked Creek. - $100 | $100 | 
Dutch Creek and Spring Creek 3, 000 | 3, 000 
Conway City Drainage and Levee District 
No. 10 and Levee District No. 1 3, 000 
White River between Newport and 
Augusta 100 | 100 | 
Archey Fork of Little Red River 100 100 | 
Spadra Creek 106 100 
Spring Creek. -.-- 100 100 
Cadron Creek 100 100 
Saline River | 2, 000 2, 000 
( ‘olor: ,do: Arkansas River, La Junta 2, 500 | , 500 | 
Oklahoma | 
Waurika, Beaver and Cow Creeks... _..- 13,00 | ; | 3, 000 | 
Sandy Creek Reservoir, Blue River 600 | 600 
Comanche, Cow Creek 10, 300 300 
Choctaw Creek. 300 300 | 
Lake Wichita Holliday Creek 500 500 | 
Welty Reservoir, Deep Fork eee RR a ne , 000 
Squirrel Creek diversion, North Canadian | 
River 300 | a 300 
Verdigris River, Kans. and Okla 56, 000 | | , 000 | 
Lee Creek | 100 : 100 
Kingfisher and Johns C 1, 000 | 000 | 
Chewey Reservoir, {ilinois River 41, 000 | 000 | 
Cane Creek 5, 300 5 300 | 
Bixby, Okla : 1, 000 , 000 
| 400 | 400 
Kansas | | , 500 
Missouri: Little Black River, Mo. and i. 1,000 , 000 
Louisiana: 
Red River bank stabilization | 80, 000 $27, 6 25, 000 
Red River at Coushatta__- RM oo oe 500 
Red River, La., Ark., Okla., and Tex...___- 5, 000 5, 000 


3, 000 








23 33, 900 27, 38, 900 137, 400 
38, 900 137, 400 





ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DESIGN 
STRAWN RESERVOIR, KANS. 


Senator ELLENDER. We now go to the Arkansas-White-Red-River 
Basin. We already considered a portion of it when General Hardin 
was here. We would like to ask you about a few projects that are in 
that locality, General. 

In Kansas, for the Strawn Reservoir, $31 million is the estimated 
Federal cost, with allotments to date of $290,000 and you are asking 
for tentative allocation of $50 000. That will advance your planning 
considerably? 

General Seeman. Yes, sir; that will complete our preconstruction 
planning to about 75 percent. 

Senator ELLENDER. If this amount is allottec 1, would you be in a 
position to spend construction funds next year? 

General SerMan. In the event an additional amount of $700,000 
was made available construction could be initiated in fiscal year 1957. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 














| Additional 
ai | Tentative | Additional required 
Total esti- Allotments | after fiscs 
Project | mated Fed- | prior to fiscal | oe to comme year 1987 A 
eral cost year 1957 | 1957 | year 1957 | Complete pre. 
} construction 
planning 
| ' 
— SRA eee aee eae ee OTT nie, ae 
Flood control project: 
Kansas: Strawn Reservoir | 
(Burlington site). .......-- $31, 000, 000 | $290, 000 | $50, 000 | $30, 660, 000 | $125, 000 





The Strawn Reservoir will provide 67 percent of the total flood control storage 
in the four-reservoir system consisting of Strawn, Marion, Council Grove, and 
Cedar Point Reservoirs, which will be operated primarily for flood control in the 
Cottonwood and Grand (Neosho) River Valley. The flood plain area consists 
of 340,000 acres of fertile and highly developed agricultural lands which sustained 
crop losses of $12,446,000 during the June and July 1951 flood. Located within 
the area are 21 municipalities and unincorporated villages, consisting of 3,758 
residential units and 761 commercial and industrial units. During the flood of 
June and July 1951, the urban areas sustained damages estimated at $9,325,000 
and the rural area damages estimated at $21,106,000. The benefit to cost ratio 
for the 4 reservoir systems is 1.27 to 1.0. 


ARKANSAS RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES (EMERGENCY CONSTRUCTION) 


Status of funds 


| 


| | 
Date Unobligated | Unexpended 
; balance balance 
! ! 
June 30, 1955__ _- , aN a a ae wily COUR $1, 503, 614 
Mar. 31, 1956 Ne ne ee oe ana £ } 1, 414, 414 2, 641, 144 
I en eae i balebeieae pct ame 70, 000 | 806, 500 








Senator ELLenpeEr. All right. We now have the Arkansas River 
and tributaries, Arkansas and Oklahoma, bank stabilization and 
channel rectification. 

The total estimated cost is $25,286,000, of which $20,335,000 has 
been appropriated. 

You are asking for $3 million more and to complete it after 1957 
ae would require $1,951,000. Are you satisfied with the progress 
made? 

General SepMANn. Yes, sir; the progress made on this has been 
very good and here we have been getting bids and prices that have 
been very favorable compared with the Government estimate. 

Senator ELLENDER. What do you propose to do with the money 
you are now requesting? Will that be apportioned to each reach of 
the river? 

General Sreman. It is distributed for emergency work in reaches 
up and down the river. Actually this section crosses two of the 
districts in the southwest division and one of the districts in the 
lower Mississippi Valley division, and it is broken down into 9 or 10 
reaches with the most emergent, of course, in each reach being the 
highest priority. 
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Senator ELuenpeR. Will this amount take care of all the critical 
areas in that area? 

General SEEMAN. Yes; we think it will cover the most critical 
areas. 

Senator ELLENDER. And you think that with the amount that I 
have just mentioned, you will be able to complete this project? 

General Seeman. We will complete the program for this fiscal year. 

Senator ELLENpDER. I mean for the balance after 1957. It will 
take, according to the record here, just a little under $2 million. 

General SeEEMAN. That is correct. 

Senator ELLENDER. And that will about complete what you had 
planned previously? 

General SeEMAN. That completes the work under this so-called 
emergency bank stabilization. This is broken out of the overall 
Arkansas River bank stabilization plan as needing most immediate 
attention. 

TILLABLE LAND LOST 


Senator ELLENDER. From year to year we have obtained an estimate 
of the amount of tillable land lost. Can you give that to us in this 
instance? 

General SEEMAN. I don’t have my finger on exact amounts here. 

Senator ELtenper. If you don’t have it, I wish you would supply 
it for the record, because that has been one of our trump cards in 
obtaining these funds, to indicate the vast amount of land that is 
sloughed into the river because of these delays. 

(The information referred to follows:) 

It is estimated that about 5,500 acres of land are lost annually along the Ar- 
kansas River. Over long periods of time, the river builds as much land as it 
destroys but keeps large areas in a formative state not suitable for cultivation 
until extensive improvements h&ve been made. The land that is lost is, in 
general, relatively well improved and valuable land because of extensive expendi- 
ture of funds and labor. 

General Seeman. In recent years we have had dry years and there 
lave been no great floods on the river as a whole, but normally the 
and loss, as the river varies, is thousands of acres. 


WILLOW GROWTH 


Senator ELLENDER. As a witness pointed out a couple of days ago, 
these dry periods have caused a lot of willows to grow on the side of 
the river, thereby serving as protection from further loss of land. 

Does that same situation prevail in your area? 

General SrnmMan. Willow growth does give more resistance to the 
attack of current. 

Senator ELLENDER. The question is now has that occurred in your 
area? Have you had growths of willows there that might retard 
further encroachment on the land in case of a moderate flood? 

General Speman. Yes. Willows grow up and help us in that 
respect. 


COST REDUCTIONS 


Senator ELLENDER. I notice here the estimated cost of the overall 
bank stabilization and channel rectification work has been decreased 
from $128,200,000 reported last year to $86,800,000, a reduction of 
541,400,000. What do you attribute that to? 
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General SreeMAN. I mentioned the favorable bids we have been 
getting on this work. 

Senator ELLENpDER. But not to that extent. That is just one of 
the items. 

General Seeman. There has been, first, a reduction in price levels 
of this type of work that has been very substantial. Then we have 
revised our estimates and in connection with the favorable bids we 
have been getting, that has brought down this estimate on bank 
stabilization. 

Senator ELLENDER. What do you base that on? In some areas, 
like in Corpus Christi, we have just mentioned there that the cost of 
dredging is way up to the skies, and here you just have the reverse. 

General Irscuner. That is because, sir, in the dredging industry 
there is very little competition, w hereas in this type of work there is 
a great deal of competition. 

‘Senator ELLENDER. You mean moving of dirt? 

General IrscuNnEerR. Yes, earth moving. There is very great 
competition. 

Senator ELtenper. A reduction of $41,400,000 in the project when 
the estimate heretofore was $128,200,000, of course, I am glad to see 
that decrease, but the thing that worries me a little bit is the fact that 
there has been such a, shall I say, error. You wouldn’t say it was 
an error? 

General Irscuner. I think, sir, that our planning had not pro- 
gressed far enough to be sure as to the amount of work required, and 
I think it is that as much as the lower bids. 

Senator ELLENDER. In other words, you contemplated doing more 
work than you found to be actually necessary? 

General Itscuner. I think it is partly that, and then partly the 
favorable bids. 

Senator ELtpenper. And I presume that is your reason now for 


not desiring to start any of these projects until you, ascertain more 
closely what the cost is? 


General ItscHNnrErR. Yes, sir. 
Senator ELLeNpER. That is a good procedure to follow, because it 


does make a bad impression at times when you have such a fluctuation 
of costs as in this case. 
































JUSTIFICATION 


The justification will be inserted in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, 





GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS 
(NAVIGATION) 


ARKANSAS RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, ARK. AND OKLA.—BANK STABILIZATION 
AND CHANNEL RECTIFICATION (EMERGENCY CONSTRUCTION) 


(Continuing) 


Location.—Emergency bank stabilization and channel rectification construc- 
tion at specific critical localities along 353.0 miles of the main channel between 
mile 376.5 and mile 23.5 where project levees, bridge, and utility crossings and 
other improvements of national importance are endangered by bank caving and 
migrating bends. The Arkansas River is a major tributary of the Mississippi 
River and enters the Mississippi at a point about 575 miles above the Head 
of Passes, La. 

Authorization.—1950 and prior River and Harbor and Flood Control Acts. 
Benefit-cost ratio—Not applicable to emergency construction. 
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Summarized financial data 





Accumulated 


| sreent ¢ 
| Amount | Percent nf 


estimated 
Federal cost 


| 





ted Federal cost_- bbeene ewes ppieaatts eater $25, 286, 000 

sahedl named Federal cost Se samwe SOE - 0 

‘aah contribution... cual pilea abi ke a docks 0 

ther costs --- a a onion edna its 0 

le stimated project a . anne organi et 25, 286, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955 ~------ o J dee ra . 16, 835, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956... .......---.-.--------- Bs 3, 500, 000 
Appropri ations to date... ins Sao Se 20, 335. 000 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year ee Z : 3, 000, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957- ENE BESTS eee 1, 951, 000 


data 


Revetment | Excavation for 
and dikes pilot channels 


bic yards 
Wilsons Rock, Okla., to Fort Smith, Ark__.___- eee? ef ano | 1. 990. 000 
Fert Smith to Mill Creek Mountain_. 
Mil 1 Creek Mountain to Morrisons Bluff... 
D nelle Rock to Morrilton Bridge 
Morrilton Bridge to Fourche La Fave ae 10. 
Little Rock to Jefferson County free bridge. rd ; | 96, 6 
Jefferson County free bridge to Rob Roy bridge...-.._--- ’ 19.5 
Rob Roy bridge to Arkansas Post Canal. 7 : 57, ¢ 
Arkansas Post Canal to Yancopin bridge_--_-_---- Se ae RL as 12. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1956) 





Completion 


Percent ; 
- schedule 


ns Rock, Okla. to Fort Smith, Ark._..__-- ed he 7$ September 1 
rt Smith to Mill Creek Mountain__-- cased a sig aa 22 | June 1958. 
Mill Creek Mountain to Morrisons Bluff-_-_---- : : wae April 1958. 
Dard anelle Rock to Mcrrilton bridge___.___-_-- Suse 72 | June 1957. 
Mo rrilton bridge to Fourche La Fave. .-..-........................- 
Littl» Rock to Jefferson County free bridge. eS es | 52 | May 1958. 
J ff mn County free bridge to Rob Roy bridge... : koko | : August 1957. 
R R 1y bridge to Arkansas Post Canal ie ; Seek ae j 75 June 1957. 
Ark insas Post Canal to Yancopin bridge id Sige, f April 1957. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Bank stabilization and channel rectification is an integral feature of the ap- 
proved multiple-purpose plan of development of the Arkansas River. The 
Ark: insas River is subject to unusually severe shifting of alinement, mizration of 
bends, and caving banks. Each major deviation from its course if left uncon- 
trolled produces great economic loss to vital communication facilities, trans- 
portation routes, power and fuel transmission lines, and results in the irreplaceable 
loss of fertile agricultural lands. The present program of emergency bank 
stabilization and channel rectification is limite d to spec ific critical localities where 
powers levees, bridge, and utility crossings, and other improvements of national 

importance are threatened with damage or destruction by caving banks and 
migrating bends. 

‘the Federal Government, together with local improvement districts, has 
invested more than $3/ million in the construction of le ‘vees to protect more than 
a 2‘ million acres of agricultural and urban lands within the flood pli iin of the 
river between Tulsa and the mouth. Also, there are 11/ crossings of the Arkansas 
River between Tulsa and the mouth. These crossings consist of highways, 
railways, pipelines, waterlines, and transmission lines. Many of the pipeline 
crossings carry petroleum products, including natural gas, to large industrial 











L488 PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 





centers in the Northern and Eastern States. The loss of these crossings wou|q 
have a far-reaching effect on a wide area of the Nation, and an immediate impact 
on military installations and defense industries. 


Reach and feature item, fiscal year 1957 


Reach total 
= oa $300, 000 


Picadas 220, 000 
Mill Creek Mountain to Morrisons Bluff: McLean Bottom revetment 


Wilsons Rock, Okla., to Fort Smith, Ark____.__________- 
Fort Smith to Mill Creek Mountain: Trustee Bend cutoff 


RE SARIN pct ee i I il pn ay I eR Re Ree a ; 281, 000 
Dardanelle Rock to Morrilton Bridge: Galla Creek revetment . 189. 000 
Little Rock to Jefferson County free bridge: Harris Bend Pa et 540, 000 
Jefferson County free bridge to Rob Roy Bridge: Below Fergus 

crossing ao a a ete oceans: alae . Ne ee ago 5 165, 000 
Rob Roy Bridge to Arkansas Post Canal: 

Brunson’s Crossing revetment ___-__- avus ee ' 180, 000 

Kimbrough revetment Pee esate are ht eo Bs cin gaits on 584, 000 
Arkansas Post Canal to Yancopin Bridge: 

Como revetment____----- Rehan 


set i a as Sars a Sresscstae ra ad ah +71, 000 
Hopedale cutoff additional dikes 


eatin eel aa <a - 7 70, 000 


Total fiscal year request seas 


Soha ekopwedwmesate we 3, 000, 000 

The funds requested for the Wilsons Rock, Okla., to Fort Smith, Ark., reach are 
needed to continue construction for economical progress. The emergency work 
provides protection from destruction by caving banks of a rich agricultural area. 
major transportation arteries, and the town of Moffett, Okla. In addition, it js 
important that the considerable investment now in place be protected by continua- 
tion of the work, as the partially completed facilities are extremely vulnerable to 
damage from high flows. 

In the Fort Smith to Mill Creek Mountain reach the request represents the 
minimum funds needed to continue the work at the Trustee Bend cutoff. Exeava- 
tion of the pilot channel for the cutoff was completed in March 1954 and con- 
struction of the initial control structure is contemplated in fiseal vear 1956, 
Construction of an additional upstream control structure and part of the cutoff 
revetment will promote development of the cutoff and control the alinement of 
the new river channel. Full development of the cutoff will alleviate the critical 
caving in the vicinity of mile 338 and assure protection to the downstream end 
of the Crawford County Levee District levee and a leveed agricultural 
area of 4,000 acres along the left bank of the river between miles 340 and 332. 
Food and fiber crops, with an estimated annual value of about $1.1 million, are 
produced in the Crawford County Levee District. 

In the Mill Creek Mountain to Morrisons Bluff reach the request represents 
the minimum funds needed to continue emergency construction at this locality 
where actively caving banks are threatening the safety of the McLean Bottom 
project levee. The completion of the bank-stabilization and channel-rectification 
works is required because active caving in recent years has become a very real 
and definite threat to the safety of the McLean Bottom project levee. Control 
of the McLean Bottom cutoff will also relieve the continued destruction of the 
Hartman Bottoms located along the north or left bank and at the same time re- 
lieve the attack on the McLean Bottom project levee at mile 293.9. Failure to 
impede the caving will require the construction in a few vears of a setback levee. 

In the Dardanelle Rock to Morrilton Bridge reach the request represents the 
minimum funds needed to complete construction of the Galla Creek revetment 
started during fiscal year 1956. The Galla Creek revetment will relieve the 
threat of destruction of about 2 miles of the west of Morrilton project levee 
which protects 16,000 acres of agricultural lands producing food and fiber crops 
valued at $1,200,000 annually and numerous farm buildings and _ residences 
from flooding. 

In the Little Rock to Jefferson County free bridge reach the request for Harris 
Bend represents the minimum funds needed to complete the revetment started 
with fiscal year 1956 funds. Completion of the Harris Bend revetment is neces- 
sary not only because of the protection afforded the project levee (Fourche 
Island to Pennington Bayou) and several interior drainage structures, but also 
because of the necessity for maintaining the right bank in its present location. 
Further recession of the right bank will create undesirable upstream entrance 
conditions for the Brodie Bend cutoff, located immediately downstream at mile 
137.0. The project levee protects 32,260 acres of agricultural land which produces 
food and fiber crops valued at about $1,800,000 annually. 
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In the Jefferson County free bridge to Rob Roy Bridge reach the request 
represents the minimum funds needed to complete the construction of the “Below 
Fergus Crossing revetment and dikes” in order to stop bank caving and stabilize 
this section of bank which is in an area where numerous setbacks of the south 
bank levee have been required in previous years. The proposed work can be 
carried to completion during the year. Current attack in this area at medium 
and high stages of the river presents a threat to the south bank levee and the St. 
Louis Southwestern Railroad lines immediately behind. Continued caving at 
this location will also endanger the Pine Bluff dike system which is immediately 
upstream and which system is vital to the protection of the city of Pine Bluff itself. 

In the Rob Roy Bridge to Arkansas Post Canal reach the request for the con- 
struction of the ‘‘Kimbrough revetment” represents the minimum funds needed 
at this locality in order to protect the south bank levee and to protect existing 
revetment. The proposed work can be carried to completion during the year. 
Changing channel conditions in this area are presenting a threat to the controlling 
south bank levee and the present Kimbrough revetment. Because of these 
conditions portions of the south bank, for a distance of approximately 3 miles 
above the present revetment, have been under heavy current attack. The request 
for the construction of the ‘‘Brunson’s Crossing revetment” represents the min- 
imum funds needed at this locality in order to protect the controlling north 
bank levee and to protect the existing revetment placed at Brunson’s Crossing 
in fiscal year 1952. Bank caving and channel misalinement from meandering 
have been in progress for several years, resulting in a continuing threat to the 
controlling north bank levee. There are now strong indications that the recently 
formed channel, which causes the river to impinge on the north bank approxi- 
mately half a mile upstream of the revetment placed at Brunson’s Crossing in 
fiscal year 1952, will become the main channe! of the river and the attack on the 
unprotected bank will be intensified where there is only 600 feet of foreshore 
between the top bank and the levee. The existing revetment will be threatened 
by flanking if such a development occurs. 

In the Arkansas Post Canal to Yancopin Bridge reach the request for the con- 
struction of the Como revetment represents the minimum funds needed at this 
locality for protection of the controlling south bank levee. The proposed work 
ean be carried to completion during the vear. Caving in this area presents a 
threat to the levee because of the easily erodible material in the bank. The eaving 
not only threatens the levee but is rapidly causing a sharp bend which, if per- 
mitted to develop further, will make the placing and maintenance of bank protec- 
tion very difficult and costly. Further, the resulting misalinement will have an 
adverse effect on the channel in the vicinity of the Missouri Pacific Railroad 
bridge at Yancopin, a short distance downstream. The request for the construc- 
tion of “Hopedale Cutoff additional dikes” represents the minimum funds needed 
at this locality for protection of the south abutment of the Yancopin Railroad 
bridge. In recent years recession of the south bank here has been rapid, partic- 
ularly near the lower end of the cutoff. In July 1955, construction was com- 
pleted on a system of pile dikes in Hopedale Cutoff, but because of the narrow and 
restricted channel it was not practicable to build the dikes far enough out in the 
river to obtain the necessary alinement. It is anticipated that the channel at 
the ends of these dikes will have scoured enough by fiscal year 1957 so that the 
dikes can be completed to the necessary alinement. If the dike system is not com- 
pleted, the turbulence which exists at the downstream end of the dike system 
will continue to threaten the integrity of the railroad bridge and the south bank 
levee. The Yancopin Bridge is an important artery of national defense and is 
the only railroad crossing of the Arkansas River between the mouth and the 
St. Louis Southwestern bridge at Rob Roy, which is 89 miles above the mouth 
of the river. P 


TORONTO RESERVOIR, KANS. 


Status of funds 


Unobligated | Unexpended 


balance balance 


| 
| 


| 
June 30, 1955_- SpE eS ie hs ret tee Bhan oa $30 | $74, 269 
Mar. 31, 1956 Sep eee (Pat. Se cane AACE 1, 769, 906 2, 233, 580 
June 30, 1956 (estimate)......._____ ip ae ey er ae 328, 000 989, 000 








1490 PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 


Next is the Toronto Reservoir, Kans. Has the opposition died 
out some in that area, or is it still very pronounced? 

General SkEMAN. There is some opposiiion from the people rivht 
in the reservoir area, but by and large, there has been quite a sw ing 
in public opinion in this area, probably due somewhat to the series 
of dry years which we have had. 

Senator ELLenpeR. Why should they change their views? J] 
strikes me that they ought to do just the contrary. 

General SrEEMAN. They are swinging from opposition to proponents 
for the project because they see the building of a reservoir. 

Senator ELLenpEr. It entails work? Is that it? 

General Seeman. No; I don’t think it is so much the additional] 
employment. It is just the provision of the reservoir in the area. 

General Irscuner. This particular reservoir has a conservation 
pool and they are extremely anxious to have the low flows augmented 
during the summer months in a dry period. 

Senator ELLenpErR. I think, as was shown, this building of the 
reservoir and several others in that locality will make possible more 
production on the land there. Isn’t that true? In other words, by 
the building of this reservoir, crops, generally speaking, will be more 
abundant than if you didn’t build it? 

General Irscunrr. That is correct; ves, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. As I remember, the opposition was limited more 
or less to those whose land would be inundated in that area 

General ItscHNER. That is correct, too, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Let me ask you this: As I recall, this, more or 
less, will be a dry reservoir? 


CONSERVATION STORAGE 


General Itscuner. No, sir. The Toronto Reservoir has 24,000 
acre-feet of conservation storage out of a total of 195,000 acre-feet 
overall storage, so it is not a true dry dam. 

Senator ELLENpDER. If the people who live now on farms within the 
reservoir area desire to plant, that will be at their own risk; won’t it? 

General IrscuNER. Anybody who lives within the reservoir area 
above the line representing the 5-year flood line retains ownership of 
the property because the Government merely obtains a flowage ease- 
ment on that property. 

Senator ELLENDER. We pay almost as much for that easement as 
if we obtained the land. 

General Irscuner. That is correct. 

Senator ELLENDER. How much is there below that 5-year average 
flood line? 

General Irscuner. Below that 5-year flood line the Government 
acquires the property in fee, and it is not worth while to lease that 
property for people to use for agricultural purposes. 

Senator ELtenper. If they desire it, you wouldn’t object to it? 

General Irscuner. We wouldn’t object to it, no, sir. They are not 
very anxious to lease that high frequency flood land. 

Senator ELLENDER. We have appropriated to date on this project 
$3,646,000, and this year’s appropriation request is $4% million. 

Have you let any contracts? 

General SrEMAN. We awarded in April the first large contract for 
the spillway and embankment. We had seven bids on that. It was 
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very slightly over the Government estimate, but we had very good 
compe tition. ; 

Senator ELLENDER. I notice here that you have reduced the amount 
of land to be acquired in fee by 2,000 acres. What caused that? 

General SeeMAN. This is due to the changed criteria based upon the 
current land-acquisition policy. The 2,000 acres referred to will be 
controlled by the Government under flowage easements. 

Senator ELLENDER. Has the cost of the land remained constant? 
Have you had any increases 

General Seeman. We hav en’t had any abrupt changes either one 
way or the other recently. 


ANNUAL CHARGES 


Senator ELLENDER. How about the annual charges? I notice they 
have increased from $4,963,500 to $5,292 300. Since the cost of the 
project has remained more or less the same, is this increase due to an 
increase in the estimated cost of maintenance, or what is the story 
there’ 

If you don’t have it av ailable, gentlemen, will you put that in the 
rec ‘ord? 

General IrscHNEeR. May we insert that information in the record? 

Senator ELLENDER. Yes, sir. 

(The information referred to follows:) 


Toronto Reservoir, Kans. 


The annual charges shown in the planning report for Toronto Reservoir cover 
the six-reservoir system in the Verdigris River Basin consisting of the Toronto, 
Neodesha, Elk City, Oologah, Fall River, and Hulah Reservoirs. The revised 
amount of $5,292,000 for the basin plan was not computed in accordance with 
existing policy. The proper annual charges for the 6-reservoir system should be 
$4,764,260, a reduction from the previous year due primarily to a reduction in 
the first cost of the overall plan. The revision in annual charges results in in- 
creasing the benefit-to-cost ratio from 1.22 to 1.36. 


FLOOD PROBLEM 


Senator ELtenpDER. The flood problem in = area is more or less 
spasmodic; isn’t it? You don’t have it every yes 

General SeeMAN. This is on the Verdigris Brees where they have 
a record of frequent floods, and in this area, while there have been a 
series of dry years, nevertheless on occasion there have been flash 
floods. 

Senator ELLENDER. What is your estimate of the damage that 
would have been prevented in the 1955 flood if the authorized reser- 
voirs in the Verdigris Basin had been completed? 

General Sreman. The estimated damages would have totaled about 
$9 million below the 6 authorized reservoirs and our studies show that 
the authorized Toronto and Oologah, along with the 2 completed, 
Fall River and Hulab, would have prevented $5,130,000 in damages. 

Senator ELLENDER. That is only for 1955? 

General SrEMAN. That is the flood of July 1951, June and July ot 
1951, which was a serious one. 

Senator ELLENDER. What about the 1955 flood? 

General SeeMAN. During 1955, there was a flood which went 3 feet 
above the flood stage in the area. 





1492 PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 


Senator ELLENDER. That was the one I asked you about. I realize 
the ones previously did great damage in 1951 and 1952. 

General Seeman. In 1955 the estimated damage was $514,000. 
which would all have been prevented by the completion of the plan. 

Senator ELLENDER. What is included in your estimate of buildings 
grounds, and utilities for which you ask a total of $165,400? 

Are those buildings necessary to operate the dam and to provide 
facilities for those who will take care of it? 

General Sreman. Yes, sir. That item includes the operator quar- 
ters, the administration and maintenance building, a Government 
boathouse and dock; in other words, the management facilities. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLeENpDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL = 

Wal 

ToronTO REsERVOIR, KANs. (CONTINUING) of t 

syst 

Location.—On the Verdigris River, 271.5 miles above the mouth, about 4 miles Res 

southeast of Toronto, Kans. 

Authorization.—1941 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.22 to 1 (for the six-reservoir system). 


com 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Amount | 


Estimated Federal cost s $19, 700, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 0 

Cash contributions : 0 

Other costs 0 
Estimated project cost eS 19, 700,000 |_.__- 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955 846, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956 y . 2, 800, 000 
Appropriations to date y ; 3, 646, 000 
Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1957 4, 500, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957- 11, 554,000 |......-- 


PHYSICAL DATA 

Dam: 

Type: Earth-fill. 

Height: 90 feet. 

Length (including gated spillway): 4,583 feet. 
Spillway: 

Type: Gate controlled (ogee weir with 8—40 by 25 foot tainter gates and 

stilling basin). 

Capacity (maximum pool): 263,000 cubic feet per second (including sluices). 
Reservoir capacity: Acre-feet 

Flood control 

Conservation 


Relocations: 
Missouri Pacific Railroad: 5.0 miles. 
U.S. Highway 54: 1.6 miles. 
State Highway 105: 0.7 miles. 
County roads: 17.0 miles. 
Utility and pipelines: 45.4 miles. 
Cemeteries: 500 graves. 
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Status (Jan. 1, 1956) 





Completion 
schedule 


Entire project - - o-2-e---------- ona eae 5 | June 1959. 
Acqu isition of reservoir area. ___- pele, ohs ee: é | June 1958, 


Relocations . .- 1 to 
f rea tion for spillway and construction of Ist stage embankment including | 
clearing of dam site. 
Cm reservoir area-.. = April 1958, 
npletion of embankment, construction of spillws Ly and appurtenances. _- Closure of dam, 
August 1958. 
| Completion of 


dam, June 1959. 
\dministration and maintenance building-- January 1956. 


Operators quarters and other management facilities__- June 1959. 
Recreation facilities... : E . May 1959. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Toronto Reservoir project is a unit in the system of six reservoirs in the 
Verdigris River Basin in Kansas and Oklahoma for flood control, supplemental 
water supply, pollution abatement, and other conservation uses. Construction 
of this project is the next logical step in the orderly completion of the authorized 
system. Operation of this project in conjunction with the completed Fall River 
Reservoir, located on a major upstream tributary of the Verdigris River, and the 
completed Hulah Reservoir, located on a major lower basin tributary, will provide 
urgently needed flood protection for fertile farmland and for communities in the 
Verdigris River and Arkansas River flood plains, containing 244,000 and 835,000 
acres of land, respectively. Major areas in the Verdigris River flood plain have 
been abandoned or cropping practices changed to lower value crops due to high 
frequency and severity of flooding. 

A total of 69 floods has occurred on the Verdigris River at Independence, Kans., 
during the 33-year period from January 1922 through January 1955. A total of 
8 major flood has been experienced during the past 13 years. Damages from 
these 8 major floods are estimated to total $22,609,000 on the main stem below 
Toronto Dam site. Operation of the six-reservoir system of which Toronto is an 
integral unit would have prevented about 90 percent of these damages. The 
flood of June-July 1951 exceeded the prior maximum flood of record in the upper 
Verdigris River Valley and was a major flood in the lower portion of the valley. 
It is estimated that flood damages, considering the completed Fall River and 
Hulah Reservoirs not in operation, would have totaled $9,026,000 in flood plain 
areas below the 6 authorized reservoirs. Operation studies show that the author- 
ized Toronto and Oologah Reservoirs and the completed Fall River and Hulah 
Reservoirs would have prevented $5,130,000 of these damages. The principal 
losses in the valley were sustained by agricultural improvements and crops, 
urban development in Neodesha, Independence, and Coffeyville, Kans., the 
petroleum industry, and by major railway and highway crossings in the valley. 
In addition, interruptions to normal railway and highway traffic cause large 
indirect losses to business and industry. 

During prolonged drought periods, water shortages are critical, particularly 
because sewage affluent and industrial waste discharged into the river make 
water treatment difficult. The authorized reservoirs, including Toronto, have 
specific allocations of storage to augment low stream flows to provide minimum 
flows recommended by United States Public Health Service. Operation of 
Toronto Reservoir in conjunction with Oologah, Fall River, and Hulah Reservoirs 
would provide the major portion of pollution abatement and water supply benefits 
attributable to the six-reservoir system. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $4,500,000 will be applied to: 


Continue acquisition of lands in the reservoir area - goa foes ; $800, 000 
Continue relocations - : 2, 641, 700 
Continue construction of the dam and spillway ay 810, 300 
Engineering and design eee s ahod 18, 000 
Supervision and administration 230, 000 


Total : : ; _ 4, 500, 000 
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The amount of funds requested for fiscal year 1957 is considered the very 
minimum required to continue construction at an orderly and eco omical rate 
of progress. Acquisition of lands, as scheduled, will be necessary to pern 
continuation of planned construction without costly delay. 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 


WICHITA AND VALLEY CENTER, KANS. 


Status of funds 





‘= =a 
. Unobligated | Unexpended 
Date | balance | balance 





June 30, 1955... tao aeS __--------} $108, 701 | 
Mar. 31 1956 a  pereinleii tat aacddet nish ze ss 1, 992. 649 
Mn PRR ORNIRIIANAD ooo i neue ve eueweienci 1, 103, 300 | 


Senator ELLENDER. Next is the Wichita and Valley Center, Kans., 
local protection project. I notice that the original budget estimate 
was $1,700,000, and was reduced by $537,000, the revised estimate is 
$1,163,000. 

What is the reason for that? 

General Sreman. There has been a decrease in the cost of this 
project since last year due to the progress that we have made on the 
work and reduction in our contingencies, which we reduce as we go 
along and get more work completed. The reduction in fiscal vear 
1957 requirements is due to delays in our current year progress. This 
results in having funds to carry over which in turn reduces our 1957 
request. 

Senator ELLENDER. Have you received recent bids on this project 
in line with the amount made available to you last year? We gave 
you last year $2,200,000. 

General Seeman. We have had two contracts, not recent in 1956, 
but along the last of 1955, and I think they were ‘opened i in December 
and awarded in January. 

On some levee closures, on which there were eight bidders, $13,000 
under the Government estimate was the low bid. For the Little 
Arkansas, which is a minor tributary upstream, on floodway there were 
eight bidders and they were in the neighborhood of $60,000 under the 
Government’s estimate. 

Senator ELtenpER. Does that account for your lower estimated 
cost of the project? 

General Seeman. That accounts for some of the savings, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Some of the savings. Are you experiencing 
any difficulty in this project? 

General Seeman. We have had a rather protracted period of 
negotiations with the railroads on relocations. There are many, many 
railroad crossings in this entire area and I think 4 or 5 different rail 
lines, and just this last year some of our negotiations have been pro- 
tracted, but I think we have those licked now. It has slowed us up 
somewhat. 

Senator ELLENDER. You will be able to make more progress, then, 
next year, I suppose? 

General SrEEMAN. We expect to. 
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General Irscuner. Mr. Chairman, the delay in consummating 
these relocation agreements is the primary reason why we have re- 
duced the estimate from $1,700,000 to $1,163,000. 

We feel that we will have an unobligated balance of slightly over 
$1,100,000 at the end of this fiscal year. Consequently, we felt that 
we could not profitably use more than $1,163,000 in the fiscal year 
1957 Appropriation Act. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS 
(FLOOD CONTROL) 


WICHITA AND VALLEY CENTER, KANs. 
(Continuing) 


Location.—Local protection for Wichita, Kans., including urban and rural areas, 
located in Sedgwick County, Kans., along the Arkansas River and its tributaries 
in that immediate vicinity. 

Authorization.—1936 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.35 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Amount 








$13. 000, 000 

§ oe 6, 580, 000 

Cash contributions_------__- rakinies Saco aoe bie 0 
of) a a . ae EES ee me 6, 580, 000 | 

Total estimated project cost_...........-- a ak ies At 19, 580, 000 

Appropriations to June 30, 1955 - 5 : : 7, 553, 000 
Appropriations for fiseal year 1956. ‘ “ icasitiea tate aot 2, 200, 000 | 
Appropriations to date 4 bay ’ : | 9, 753, 000 | 
\ ppropriations requested for fiscal year 1957__- ? sol , 700, 000 | 

Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957. __-- 7 : 1, 547, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Levees: 
Average height: 7.5 feet. 
Length: 91.23 miles. 
Crown width: 8 feet or more. 
Flood walls: 
Average height: 25 feet. 
Length: 400 feet. 
Relocatiors: Alteration and reconstruction of railroad bridges and approaches 
crossing the floodway: 
Midland Valley Railroad 1. 53 
C. R. I. & P. Railroad hee aes 1. 63 
Missouri Pacifie Railroad_____________ : . 62 
A. T. & S. F. Railroad 5. 63 
8S. L.-S. F. Railroad iy 
channels: 
Diversion canals and floodways. 
Length: 31.53 miles. 
Width: 600 feet to 2,600 feet. 
Control structures: Five structures. 


75008—56—pt. 2-10 
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Status (Jan. 1, 1956) 








Completion 
Percent schedule 


Railroad relocations: 
Midland Valley 
Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific. eniiceaions pak 
Missouri Pacific_-.- odie ceuaees ; June 1956. 
Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe: 
Big Slough-Cowskin Crossing. - -- - June 1956. 
Little Arkansas River and Chisholm Creek crossings - November 1956. 
St. Louis-San Francisco: 
Little Arkansas River and Chisholm Creek crossings- -- - December 1956. 
Channels and canals: 
Wichita Canal ‘ ie wtigiine ict haba ana 
Arkansas River training leves.....<:... 
Big Slough-Cowskin Floodway-_-_---..-.-....----------- October 1956. 
EN ROE, ROOWENENONE CONN no creel a cee ence cnesasenasenee February 1958. 
Little Arkansas River Floodway - --- August 1957. 
Levees and floodwalls: 
Arkansas River training levee - - 
Riverside levee 
Big Slough-Cowskin Floodway Ae" ere ree January 1957. 
Chisholm Creek Diversion Canal...............-.....-..-------------- February 1958. 
Little Arkansas River Floodway oe September 1957. 
Floodway control and diversion structures: 
ne NR BN ie Sera casvthebsbedansncnsvensooemss 
Chisholm Creek Diversion Canal__-- is Suara Sia cag December 1957. 
Little Arkansas River ray gate ana aig abies September 1957 


Entire project _- February 1958. 





JUSTIFICATION 


The project will protect about 47,000 acres of highly developed urban and 
rural land on Chisholm Creek, Little Arkansas River, Arkansas River, Big Slough 
and Cowskin Creek from floods greater than the maximum flood of record. In 
addition, a large part of the industrial, commercial, residential, and transportation 
properties in the city of Wichita will be protected by the project. Included in 
these are numerous small machine shops which do subcontract work for Boeing, 
Beach and Cessna Aircraft Companies. Average annual flood damages pre- 
vented by the project are estimated at about $886,000. This annual damage is 
the average of losses ranging from a few thousand dollars up to $5,740,000. 
Major flood losses in 1944, 1945, and 1951 amply illustrate the need for protec- 
tion, which cannot be given by the project in its present incomplete form. Local 
interests have expended approximately $5,500,000 for Jands, easements, and 
rights-of-way, and for relocations and alterations of roads, streets, highways, and 
utilities. Land acquisition is essentially complete and relocations by local 
interests are approximately 80 percent complete. Local interests have indicated 
they will continue their share of required cooperation in advance of scheduled 
construction requirements. 


Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $1,700,000 will be applied to: 


Continue alteration and relocation of railroads_.-__._____________- $295, 100 
Continue construction of channels and canals____________________- 747, 900 
Continue construction of levees and floodwalls- 342, 700 
ricoaway and diversion structures... ...-...........- 35.5 see ee 121, 000 
Engineering and design 9 300 
Supervision and administration , 000 


Total i 000 


The amounts requested will complete all required relocations and the Big 
Slough-Cowskin Floodway. With the funds requested, contruction of the Little 
Arkansas River Floodway will be advanced to 75 percent completion and construc- 
tion of Chisholm Creek diversion to 41 percent completion. 

Non-Federal costs.—The initial investment required of local interest in construc- 
tion of the authorized project is estimated at $6,580,000 broken down as follows: 


Reaneee NIE WIR a cS wisa wee aoe eA RAL oa $1, 970, 000 
Relocation of utilities and roads 4, 610, 000 
See. ss * E 6, 580, 000 


Local interests are equired to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $51,000. 
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OKLAHOMA CITY FLOODWAY, OKLA. 
Status of funds 


Unobligated | Unexpended 
| balance halance 


June 30, 1955----- aesine 4 ; ; $230, 193 $851, 116 
Mar. 31, 1956. .----- sania si 200, 900 1, 761, 075 
June 30, 1956 (estimated) ry ares ; 68, 000 698, 000 


Senator ELLENDER. Next is the Oklahoma City Floodway, an 
Oklahoma local protection project. 

The estimated Federal cost of this project is $10 million, a reduction 
of $500,000 since last reported to the committee. I notice the benefit- 
to-cost ratio is 1.21 to1. The appropriation last year was $2,260,000 
and the budget estimate for 1957 is $2 million. 

What is the status of that project now, and what about the local 
cooperation? 

General SEEMAN. It is proceeding on schedule. We have made a 
reduction in the total cost estimate of $500,000 due to the progress 
we have made and the good bids we have received, and parallel thereto, 
the benefit-cost ratio has gone up slightly due to these reductions from 
the 1.15 that we reported last year to 1.21. 

Senator ELLENDER. Have you awarded any contracts; particularly 
with reference to phase IV of the channels and canals? 

General SeeEMAN. We awarded that in March. We have been 
generally getting good competition here. That last award was made 
on the basis of $1,694,000. 

Senator ELLENDER. How do the bids compare with your estimate? 

General SeeEMAN. The bids compared very favorably on that. 

Senator ELLENDER. What is the status of the negotiations for 
extension of the bridges of the Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific, and 
for the Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railroads? 

General SEEMAN. We just entered late last year on the Rock Island. 
We tooks bids on that and there were four bidders. The low bid was 
under the Government estimate. 

As to the Santa Fe, that negotiation is substantially reached. We 
anticipate no difficulty on that. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows: ) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS 
(FLOOD CONTROL) 


OKLAHOMA City FLoopway, OKLA. 
(Continuing) 


Location—On North Canadian River, extending through Oklahoma City, 
Okla., from river mile 273.7 to about mile 257.5, and consists of an enlarged and 
straightened channel 13.8 miles in length. 

Authorization.—1946 and 1950 Flood Control Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio—1.21 to 1 for the 4 project system of the Oklahoma City 
Floodway, completed Canton and Fort Supply Reservoirs, and the authorized 
Optima Reservoir. 
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Summarized financial data 


| 
|} Accumulate 
| percent of 

estimated 
| Federal ¢ 


| 
| 
| Amount 


Estimated Federal cost _- 
Estimated non-Federal cost 
Cash contributions_- --- 
Other costs --- 
Total estimated project cost. ___- 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956 
Appropriations to date ; | 
Appropriations requested for fiscal DEN ccancncnCroacumundianaads sauce 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 


8 
ee 


Ss § 


oo 


g538 
g888888.28 


PNPON PENN 


ae 
—_ 
S 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Relocations: 
Alteration and reconstruction of railroad bridges and approaches crossing 
the floodway. 
C. R. I. & P. Railroad: 1.4 miles, 
S. L.-S. F. Railroad: 0.85 mile. 
O. C, A. & A. Railroad and M. K. & T. Railroad: 1.1 miles. 
A. T. & §. F. Railroad: 42-foot bridge extension. 
Channels: 
Length: 13.8 miles. 
Average depth: 13 feet. 
Average bottom width: 425 feet. 
Laterals: Aggregate length for 15 laterals, 6.4 miles. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1956) 





Comnletir 


7 
j 
Percent hs ae schedule 





Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific. . May 1957. 

Saint Louis-San Francisco | September 1956 

Oklahoma City-Ada-Atoka, Missouri-Kansas-TexaS_.-....__------__-. December 1956. 

Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe_______- er atcaig oemneeea October 1956. 
Channels: 

Phase 

Phase IT__. ; = : chicane 5 

Phase j eae . 5 | January 1956. 


Phase IV- i ae a June 1958. 
Entire pre ject _ ‘ 


Railroad relocations: z 





JUSTIFICATION 


The project will protect about 7,700 acres of highly developed land within and 
adjacent to Oklahoma City, Okla., against recurring floods on the North Canadian 
River. Considering present-day development of this area, recurrence of a flood 
equal in magnitude to the flood of October 1923 would cause damages estimated 
to be well over $7 million. The Oklahoma City Floodway is a part of a four- 
project system. Other projects in this system consist of the completed Canton 
and Fort Supply Reservoirs and the authorized Optima Reservoir. Annual 
benefits for the system are estimated at $3,254,000. Completion of the project 
at an early date is needed to prevent recurring flood losses. The city of Oklahoma 
City and Oklahoma County have expended approximately $4,800,000 for lands 
and required modifications to streets, highways, and utilities and are ahead of 
scheduled construction requirements. They have agreed to continue their share 
of required cooperation in advance of scheduled construction requirements. 
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Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $2 million will be applied to: 


Continue to completion all alteration and relocations of railroad 

bridges including approaches crossing the floodway $377, 800 
Continue construction of floodway channel, phase 1V , 302, 700 
Engineering and design. : ’ 000 
Supervision and administration 38. 500 


2, 000, 000 


Approximately $378,000 of the fiscal year 1957 appropriation will be applied to 
railroad relocations. This amount will provide for completion of all relocations 
in fseal year 1957. This is essential in order that construction of final portion 
of channel and canal work consisting of phase IV, may be continued without 
interruption and be completed in fiscal year 1958. 

Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $7,020,000 broken down as 
follows: 


Lands and damages $2, 190, 000 
Relocation of utilities and roads 4, 830, 000 


7, 020, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon completion, 
The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $45,000. 


OOLOGAH RESERVOIR, OKLA. 


Status of funds 


Unobligated | Unexpended 
balance | balance 


0 0 
$390, 614 | $842, 051 
20, 000 | 435, 000 

| 


Senator ELLENDER. We have the Oologah Reservoir in Oklahoma. 

The total estimated cost of that is $31,400,000. The appropriations 
to date aggregate $1,397,000, and the original budget estimate was 
$3 million and the revised estimate is $4 million for 1957. What is 
the situation there? 

General Szeman. This is a continuing construction project which 
is going along very well. As you stated the appropriation requested 
for 1957 has been increased from $3 million to $4 million. 

Senator ELLENDER. This is one of the projects, General, that we 
put in last year without a budget estimate. 

General Irscuner. Oologah was not anew start, sir. The rest of the 
rojects, except the bank stabilization, were unbudgeted new starts 
ast year. 

Senator ELLENDER. There was something in connection that was 
unbudgeted. 

General Irscuner. It was appropriated for in the amount of $1 
million last year. 

Senator ELLENDER. Was there a budget estimate? 

General IrscuNerR. It was the resumption of a project which had 
started several years before. The resumption was unbudgeted, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. I notice here that on the revised budget you 
have increased it by $1 million, from $3 million to $4 million. How 
was that accomplished? 
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General Skeman. We found in our planning and experience that 
the additional $1 million would allow us to proceed a little more 
rapidly with the relocations and bring them up in phase with our 
construction. There are railroads and some pipelines in the area, 


PROJECT BENEFITS 


Senator ELLENDER. What are some of the benefits to be obtained 
from this project? 

General SEEMAN. Oologah is a combination flood-control and 
water-conservation project which is of great interest to the city of 
Tulsa and other communities in the area for water. 

Senator ELLENDER. That is water storage for industrial uses and 
for the communities? 

General SremMan. Domestic and industrial use. 

Senator ELLENDER. What have you accomplished so far with the 
funds appropriated last year? 

General Sreman. We have entered into a contract for the con- 
struction of a project building. We have startedthe first stage em- 
bankment and outlet works. This was awarded in March. 

Senator ELLENDER. How do the bids compare with your estimate? 

General Seeman. There were 13 bidders on that, sir. The low bid 
was slightly over the Government estimate in that case, but very 
good. 

Senator ELLENDER. What is included in your estimate of $195,300 
for buildings, grounds, and utilities? Are those for the contractors? 

General SeeMAN. No. The contractor in these cases must provide 
for his own office space. This is for management facilities similar to 
those I mentioned earlier for the Toronto project consisting of oper- 
ators quarters, administration building, Government boathouse and 
dock, other miscellaneous operating facilities. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENpER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
OoLoGaH RESERVOIR 
(Continuing) 


Location.—On the Verdigris River, 90 miles above the mouth, about 10 miles 
northwest of Claremore, Rogers County, Okla. 

Authorization.—1938 Flood Control Act, modified by the 1946 River and Harbor 
Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.37 for initial development. 
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Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Amount 


a —_——— 


Estimated Federal cost (initial development) --_--_- $31, 400, 000 
Sabet eine GU alone am encsk sans sinecscaraneneeiashaessancens | (1) 
i acs cinnamon beaial (1) 
Other costs <a poi onion aa nese ees eaeananae af e 
Estimated project cost--..--- i 31, 400, 000 
Estimated Federal cost for ultimate development_...__.....-...----...----| 36, 100,000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955..-_-..----.-------.- Rages 397, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956. ; g 5 1, 000, 000 
Appropriations to date- = , Serie 1, 397, 000 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957 Se ean Sarai oe | 3, 000, 000 | 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957- . - - : ‘ eae ; .-| 27,003,000 





1 A preliminary agreement has been made with the city of Tulsa, Okla. for the storage of water supply. 
Final contract will be made when 34,000 acre-feet of storage can be made available, estimated to vield 35 
million gallons per day, initially. Such contract is presently estimated to provide $42,000 annual payment 
by the city including their proportionate share of annual operation and maintenance costs. Other towns 
nthe area have also expressed a need for supplemental water supply. 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Earth fill. 
Height: 129 feet. 
Length: 4,100 feet. 
Spillway (initial development): 
Type: Uncontrolled off-channel saddle spillway, 340 feet wide. 
Capacity (maximum pool): 343,000 cubic feet per second. 
Reservoir capacity: 
Initial development: Acr e-feet 
Flood control _ _ - ee es ee ; 950, 000 
Conservation ae ; 71, 000 


jvc: caaseet ean Dae esr é 1, 021, 000 
Ultimate development: 
PI9OG. OONTTO!. . ooo ee : 2 ‘ : 
Navigational, municipal, and industrial water supply storage 570, 000 


Pe eh ere tee tala cg Es 950, 000 


Total ae Rae ee este eet += 1,526,000 


Percent Completion schedule 


Entire project . : | June 1960. 
Acquisition of reservoir area_-- ‘ June 1960. 
Relocations_.- os - é September 1959. 
Reservoir clearing - - ee April 1960. 
Clearing dam site_.........._- eke | March 1956. 
Excavation for outlet works and Ist stage embank- May 1957. 
ment, 
Excavation for spillway ---___--- peda kos September 1956. 
Completion of embankment outlet works and spill- Closure of Dam, June 1959. 


way. Completion of Dam, December 1959. 
Roads (access) --- ; : May 1960. 

Administration and maintenance building... -___.__- August 1956. 

Operators quarters and other management facilities__ April 1960. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Oologah Reservoir is an integral unit in the six reservoir system in the Verdigris 
tiver Basin, consisting of authorized Toronto, Neodesha, Elk City (Table 
Mound) and Oologah, and completed Fall River and Hulah Reservoirs. Opera- 
tion of Oologah Reservoir in conjunction with the completed Fall River and Hulah 
projects will provide urgently needed flood protection for farmland and communi- 
ties in the Verdigris and Arkansas River flood plains. Further, during prolonged 
drought periods, water shortages are critical, particularly because sewage effluent 
and industrial wastes discharged into the river make water treatment difficult, 
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The authorized reservoirs have specific allocations of storage to augment low 
streamflows to provide minimum flows recommended by United States Public 
Health Service. Operation of Oologah Reservoir in conjunction with Toronto 
Fall River and Hulah Reservoirs would provide the major portion of pollution 
abatement and water supply benefits attributable to the six-reservoir system. 

A total of 69 floods has occurred on the Verdigris River at Independence, Kans, 
during the 33-year period from January 1922 through January 1955. In the 
past 13-year period (1943, 1944, 2 in 1945. 1947, 2 in 1948, and 1951), a total of 
8 major floods has been experienced. Damages from these eight major floods 
on the main stem below Toronto Dam site are estimated to total $22,609,000, 
which includes damages in the amount of $5,750,000 downstream from Oologah 
dam site. Operation of the six-reservoir system in the Verdigris Basin would 
have prevented about 90 percent of these damages. The flood of June-July 195| 
exceeded the prior maximum flood or record in the upper Verdigris River Valley 
and was a major flood in the lower portion of the valley. It is estimated that 
flood damages, considering the completed Fall River and Hulah Reservoirs not in 
operation, would have totaled $9,026,000 in the flood plain areas below the six 
authorized reservoirs. Operation studies show that the authorized Oologah and 
Toronto Reservoirs and the completed Fall River and Hulah Reservoirs would 
have prevented $5,130,000 of these damages. The principal losses in the valley 
were sustained by agricultural improvements and crops, urban development in 
Neodesha, Independence, and Coffeyville, Kans., the petroleum industry, and 
by major railway and highway crossings in the valley. Interruptions to the 
normal movement of traffic on railroads and highways as a result of floods, cause 
large indirect losses to businesses and industries. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $3 million will be applied to: 
Acquisition of lands in the reservoir area 000 
Initiate relocations 2, 200 
Initiate Ist stage embankment and excavation for outlet works and 

spillway - , 300 
Permanent operating equipment 5, 000 
Continue construction of access roads 000 
enn CRP RID TOTINE OR Sd cana ge enna ammeewateae 120, 800 
Supervision and administration 170, 700 


Total 3, 000, 000 
The funds requested for fiscal year 1957 are considered to be the minimum 
required to continue construction at an orderly and economical rate of progress. 
Acquisition of lands, as scheduled, will be necessary to permit corstruction 
without delay, of first stage embankment and excavation for outlet works. 
Non-Federal costs.—None. 


TasBLe Rock Reservoir, Mo. anp ARK. 


Status of funds 








Unobligated | Unexpended 
balance balance 





June 30, 1955 $802, 119 $1, 160, 268 
March 31, 1956........... 852, 221 1, 969, 454 
June 30, 1956 (estimate) 0 184, 000 





Senator ELtenperR. Next is the Table Rock Reservoir, White 
River Basin, Mo. and Ark. 

This project is to cost $68,700,000, of which $18,651,000 has been 
appropriated. The appropriation last year was $11 million and the 
request for 1957 is $14,750,000 to continue construction. 


BENEFIT-TO-COST RATIO 


The benefit-to-cost ratio for initial power installation is 1.16 to 1, 
and for the ultimate power installation, the ratio is 1.33 to 1. 
What is the power situation in this area, General? 
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General SrEMAN. It is a growing area where the power needs are 
growing. There is need for power. 

Senator ELLENDER. I presume that rural electrification has been 
increasing constantly in that area. 

General SEEMAN. This project is in part of the area where the 
Southwest Power Administration is responsible for marketing our 
power. We are working very closely with them on that. 

Senator ELLENDER. Have you awarded any contracts recently for 
a powerhouse? ’ 

General SEEMAN. No, sir. The major construction here now is the 
dam proper, which contract was awarded in the previous fiscal year. 

Senator ELLENDER. That is a continuing contract? 

General SEEMAN. That is a continuing contract. The most recent 
thing we have had 1 is the procurement of the power transformers on 
which we got nine bids and they were very low. 

Senator ELLENDER. Are there many contractors bidding on these 
projects? Yousaid 11 in one instance. Iimagine that many of them 
must be hungry for work. 

General SreMAN. Yes, sir. In this type of work, as opposed to the 
dredging that we were talking about some time ago, there have been 
8,9, and 10 bidders on most of our projects. 

Senator ELLENDER. I intended to ask you a few questions about 
other projects that we had in the budget last year, but I understand 
you have made your report on them “and I will defer them until a 
little later, General. I will get that information from you before these 
hearings end. 

Those projects are Keystone, Eufaula, and Dardanelle. I under- 
stand that you will make certain recommendations to the Budget 
Bureau, so we will just postpone those projects a little bit. Wew vill 
ask you some questions regarding those three projects before the hear- 
ings end, so you might be prepar red. 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. The Chief of Engineers has asked me 
to make a factual statement at that time deser ibing the entire project. 

Senator ELLENDER. Yes. We will get that later on. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—MULTIPLE-PURPOSE PROJECTS 
INCLUDING POWER 


TaBLeE Rock ReEsEeRvorrR, WHITE River Basin, Mo. anp ARK 
(Continuing) 


Location.—The dam is located on the White River, 529 miles above the mouth, 
in Taney and Stone Counties, 40 miles south of Springfield, Mo., 8 miles upstream 
from Branson, Mo. The reservoir will extend into Barry County, Mo.; and Boone, 
Carrol, and Benton Counties, Ark. 


Authorization.—1941 Flood Control Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.16 for initial installation; 1.33 for ultimate installation. 
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Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated non-Federal cost 

Cash contribution 

Other costs 
Total estimated project cost_- 
Estimated Federal cost for ultimate installation_ 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955_ 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956__- 
Appropriations to date. 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957__- 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 


Estimated Federal cost (initial installation) - _- . : $68, 700, 000 


0 

0 

68, 700, 000 
74, 576, 000 
7, 651, 000 
11, 000, 000 
18, 651, 000 
M4, 750, 000 

35, 299, 000 | 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 


Type: Concrete gravity and earth embankment. 
Height: 252 feet above stream bed. 


Length: 1,602 feet, concrete section; 4,821 feet, embankment section. 
Spillway: 

Type: Gate controlled, concrete ogee weir with stilling basin. 

Capacity (maximum pool): 569,000 cubic feet per second. 
Reservoir capacity: Acre-feet 
PE swe i ii as — ; . 1, 932, 000 
Flood control - 760, 000 


Dead storage... a 770, 000 


ZS. 462. 000 
Power installation: 
Initial: 2 units at 50,000 kilowatts; 100,000 kilowatts. 
Ultimate: 4 units at 50,000 kilowatts; 200,000 kilowatts. 


Presently planned: 2 units at 50,000 kilowatts; 100,000 kilowatts. 
Nominal head: 190 feet. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1956) 


‘ Completion 
| Percent | schedule 


Entire project -- 18 | Entire project 


June 1960. 
Acquisition of dam site and reservoir area. ¥ 12 | Land acquisitior 
| June 1959. 
First stage construction including construction of first cofferdam on left | 100 | Relocations, Jun 
bank, foundation excavation on right and left abutments and impervious | 1959. 
fill on a portion of the left abutment. 
Second stage construction including excavation for dam and powerhouse 25 | Dam closure, Ds 
within the second cofferdam and placement of main dam concrete, | cember 1956 
including stilling basin and left training wall. 


| 
Procurement of two 68,000-hp. turbines, two 50,000-kw. generators, main 1 | Power on line 
| 


Ist unit, 50,000 
kw., Decem 
ber 1958. 

2d unit, 50,000 
kw., March 
1959. 


transformer, and associated accessory electric and miscellaneous power- | 
Plant equipment, 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project is 1 of a system of 9 reservoirs authorized for flood control and 
hydro-electric power production in the White River Basin. The expansion of the 
aluminum industry in Arkansas during the Korean emergency diverted 150,000 
kilowatts of capacity from Bull Shoals which had previously been committed to 
fulfill in part the rapidly growing demands for rural electricity. The power needs 
in the area are expanding at a rapid rate and there will be a need for substantially 
more power by the time the project is completed than the project. will make 
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available. The power from the project can be fully integrated into the power 
supply of the area. The project will provide flood protection to the towns of 
Branson and Hollister, Mo., and will provide flood-control benefits to about 
1.064,100 acres of land and 25 towns along the White River downstream from 
Bull Shoals Dam 
Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $14,750,000 will be applied to: 

Continue acquisition of lands in the reservoir area $1, 780, 200 
Continue relocations 925, 000 
Continue construction of dam 8, 908, 000 
Initiate construction of powerhouse- Se 250, 000 
Continue procurement of turbines, generators, and governors = 1, 063, 000 
Switechvard, accessory, and miscellaneous equipment and tailrace 680, 000 
Engineering and design -___ me - 143, 800 
Supervision and administration __ 1, OOO, 000 


Total _ _- : 14, 750, 000 


The funds requested for fiscal year 1957 are required to continue construction 
of the dam, to continue procurement of turbines, generators, governors, trans- 
formers, and other machinery and operating equipment, and to continue the 
relocations and land-aequisition program. Plans and specification for the power- 
house will be completed by March 1956 and a contract will be awarded in August 
1956 for the construction of the powerhouse. 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Senator ELLENDER. Next I would like to ask a few questions on 
operation and maintenance. 

What are the conditions of the waterways in your division and what 
are the conditions of the structures? 

General SeEEMAN. As to the waterways, sir, in the southwestern 
division, the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway is the important one and 
the deep-draft channels to the ports. 

The general level of operation and maintenance work has been 
fairly low in recent years. Of course, we have sought every oppor- 
tunity we could to make economies and it is always a question of 
judgment as to how well you maintain your investment and how close 
you keep up to the requirements of navigation. 

Senator ELLENDER. You don’t have too many locks to contend 
with? It is just the bridges and the deepening of the channel, | 
presume. 

General SeeMAN. On the Intracoastal Waterway there are locks at 
certain places where it is crossed by a river, like the Colorado River 
locks. In the Arkansas White Basin, we have a number of large 
projects like Denison Dam and the other dams, Bull Shoals, and 
Norfork, which, of course, require annual maintenance and operation. 

Senator ELLENDER. Will the amounts made available to you this 
year be sufficient to properly maintain these facilities? 

General IrscunNeR. May I answer that question? 

Senator ELLENDER. I wish you would. 

General Irscuner. The amount that is being requested this year, 
which is $5,232,500 for the basins that General Seeman has responsi- 
bility for, the Arkansas-White-Red, and the Rio Grande and gulf, 
will maintain these projects on a minimum basis. 

Senator ELLenprER. What is the backlog in that area, General? 
Do you have that? How much have you allocated out of the proposed 
$10 million we expect to make available to you? 
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General Irscunrer. We have allocated $885,000 for deferred maip- 
tenance in the Rio Grande and gulf basin out of that $10 million, gir 
There are some jetties along the gulf coast, particularly; that are jn 
a very deteriorated state and should be repaired as soon as we can 
obtain funds. 

Senator ELLenpER. In that connection, to what extent are your 
facilities deteriorating because of a lack of maintenance funds, Gen- 
eral? Can you tell us that? 

General SreMAN. In the jetties that General Itschner mentioned, 
the subsidence of the rock subject to the tide and the wave action 
has made it necessary to bring them up to grade and generally repair 
them. 

Senator ELLENpDER. General Itschner has just stated that out of 
this $10 million that we propose to provide, you were allocated a little 
over $800,000. Will that be sufficient to take care of a good deal of 
this backlog and ready the facilities for better service? 

General SeeEMAN. That will take care of our projects as a minimum 
standard. There are certain things that can be deferred, painting, 
and things. 

Senator ELLENpDER. General, I presume that the allocation that 
you have made has been based on the necessity in these various 
divisions. 

General IrscHNER. That is correct, sir. 


ALLOCATION OF FUNDS 


Senator ELLENDER. I will ask, as I stated before, that you place in 
the record the entire amount which you have already given to us and 
try to allocate it as equitably as you can to the various divisions. 

General IrscuNeErR. Yes, sir. In this case, as in others, the amount 
that we have allocated is approximately one-sixth of the total amount 
required to accomplish the deferred maintenance. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENpDER. The justification for maintenance will be placed 
in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


ARKANSAS-RED-WHITE Basin 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL FISCAL YEAR 1957 
1. Navigation 

(a) Channels and harbors.—The work to be accomplished under this activity 
consists of maintaining the navigation channels, dredging, and the repair of 
channel stabilization works; and periodic inspections and surveys to determine the 
condition of the projects for programing purposes and providing navigation in- 
terests with adequate information on existing channel conditions; all as authorized 
in the laws adopting river and harbor projects. 

The budget estimate of $155,000 for fiscal year 1957 is required for essential 
maintenance work on two channel and harbor projects named in the list which 
follows. The projects listed have been subjected to an economic analysis and de- 
termined that continuing maintenance is justified. The amount of funds appro- 
priated in recent years for this activity has not been sufficient to provide for the 
adequate and timely maintenance of all justified work and has resulted in a back- 
log of work, particularly structural repairs. This condition continues to exist. 
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anal Tentative allo- 
Project cation, fiscal 
Arkansas: year 1957 
Arkansas River and tributaries, Arkansas and Oklahoma (bank 
stabilization) 


Red River below Fulton 


Total channels and harbors 155, 000 


(b) Locks, dams, reservoirs, and canals.—The work under this activity consists 
of the operation, maintenance, and repair of locks and dams on the Ouachita 
and Black Rivers transporting more than 20 million ton-miles of commerce 
annually. The budget estimate of $450,000 for fiscal year 1957 provides for the 
necessary operation and ordinary maintenance of the locks and dams, essential 
channel work and the most urgent repair of structures. The amount requested 
in the fiscal year 1957 is the minimum necessary for adequate and efficient opera- 
tion and maintenance of the projects. 


Arkansas: i x Riv $450, 000 


Total navigation 605, 000 
2. Flood control 


a) Reservoirs.—The budget estimate of $848,400 provides for the operation 
and ordinary maintenance of 15 flood-control reservoirs in the Arkansas-Red- 
White Basin during fiscal year 1957 and includes $13,000 for rehabilitation work 
at one project. All other rehabilitation work has been deferred. The benefits 
that accrue from the impoundment of damaging flood waters by this extensive 
reservoir system are substantial. The amount requested in fiscal year 1957 is 
approximately $19,000 less than the amount available in fiscal year 1956, and is 
necessary for minimum operation and maintenance of the projects. 


Tentative allo- 
cation, fiscal 
Arkansas: year 1957 
Blue Mountain Reservoir $51, 000 
Nimrod Reservoir 
Colorado: . 
Kansas: 
Louisiana: 
Bayou Bodcau Reservoir - 
Wallace Lake Reservoir 
Missouri: Clearwater Reservoir _____. 5 ae ca . 
New Mexico: Conchas Reservoir_-______. ae Cee . 66, 000 
Oklahoma: 
Canton Reservoir_________. * ; es 43 78, 000 
— Supply Reservoir z : Pe ana eee pag 50, 000 
Great Salt Plains Reservoir____ Sn SE ans ace ahs 43, 000 
Heyburn Reservoir (Polecat Creek) _____. ; Sees 34, 000 
Hulah Reservoir. SDR eth ek : Me 59, 000 
Wister Reservoir _ - aera $3 es ees 69, 000 
Texas: Texarkana Reservoir. ait ee 120, 000 
Scheduling of flood-control rese ervoir operations-___ eel? , : 4, 400 


Project 


Total flood-control reservoirs . : __.... 848, 400 


(b) Other (including channel-improvement projects, miscellaneous items, and 
pet ions).—The budget estimate of $25,100 provides for partial channel clearing 


of the lower 30 miles of the Bayou Pierre project and inspection of completed 
works 


Tentative 
allocation 


fiscal year 
a 1957 
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3. Multiple-purpose projects including power 
The budget estimate of $1,740,000 for operation and maintenance of 8 multiple- 
purpose projects in the Arkansas-Red- White Basin, having atotal generating capac. 
ity of 471,000 kilowatts is the minimum amount necessary for operational require. 
ments during fiscal year 1957. It contemplates deferment of other than indis. 
pensable ordinary maintenance and rehabilitation work. The amount requested 
for fiscal year 1957 is $93,000 more than the amount available in fiscal year 1956 
The increase represents nondeferrable rehabilitation work. 
Tentatire 
Project oo 
Arkansas: 1957 
Blakely Mountain Reservoir --- -_-- --- eee pie $200, 000 
Bull Shoals Reservoir ‘ ; : Be 282, 000 
Narrows Reservoir oe tate ats 165, 000 
Norfork Reservoir - ; = a , 208, 000 
Oklahoma: 
Denison Reservoir-_--_- Jicasws cueekatkcus ou oes 417, 000 
Fort Gibson Reservoir -_ - - -__- pee 2 = 293, 000 
Is on cids si te OTE ‘ 5, 000 
Tenkiller Ferry Reservoir Seca 2 : 17, 000 


Total multiple-purpose projects_-— .--.------_--- ee 740, 000 


Grand total Arkansas-Red-White Basin_ -— __ Pe woe Gyles 600 


Senator ELLENDER. General Seeman, it has been nice to have you 
and the rest of your staff here. 

We hope to be able to at least give you what you request so as to 
continue these projects and their maintenance. 

Is there anybody else who desires to be heard? 

(No response.) 

Senator ELLenpeEr. If not, we stand in recess until tomorrow at 
10 a. m., April 25, in this room. 

(Whereupon, at 12:20 p. m., Tuesday, April 24, 1956, the sub- 
committee recessed, to reconvene at 10 a. m., Wednesday, April 
25, 1956.) 
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WEDNESDAY, APRIL 25, 1956 


Unirep Statres SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, D. C. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a. m., in room 
F-82, The Capitol, Hon. Allen J. Ellender (chairman of the subcom- 
mittee) presiding. 
Present: Senators Ellender, Hill, and Holland. 


CIVIL FUNCTIONS—DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT 


STATEMENTS OF MAJ. GEN. E. C. ITSCHNER, ASSISTANT CHIEF 
OF ENGINEERS FOR CIVIL WORKS; BRIG. GEN. H. J. HOEFFER, 
DIVISION ENGINEER, SOUTH ATLANTIC DIVISION; COL. H. W. 
PENNEY, ASSISTANT CHIEF OF CIVIL WORKS FOR FLOOD 
CONTROL; AND B. J. TOFANI, CHIEF, PROGRAMS BRANCH, CI- 
VIL WORKS, OFFICE OF THE CHIEF ENGINEER 


EEFECT OF DEVELOPMENT ON ECONOMY 


Senator ELLENDER. The committee will be in order. 

General, I would like to ask you a question that I have asked other 
division heads about the effect of navigation improvements on the 
economies of the places where these projects have been established. 

What effect has that work had on the economies of the localities? 

General Horrrer. Generally speaking, wherever we have developed 
waterways, we have increased the general economics, particularly in 
the bulky types of commodities, which are most susceptible to han- 
dling by the waterborne commerce and that, in turn, has an effect in 
general economies and increased tonnages handled by other trans- 
portation media, such as railroads. 


TONNAGE ESTIMATES 


_ Senator ELLENDER. Have you had any project in your division or 
in your locality where the tonnage is under your estimates, or has it 
always been over the estimates that you first predicted? 

General Horrrer. I don’t recall any that have been under the 
estimates. 

Senator ELLENDER. Can you give us some examples of how much 
the commerce has exceeded your early estimates? 


1509 
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General Hoerrer. I couldn’t give you specific figures. I know in 
Mobile Harbor there has been a substantial increase in tonnage. 
There has been a big increase in tonnage in the Tampa Harbor oye; 
and above that estimated originally. I “think that has been generally 
true, but I couldn’t give you the specific figures. 

Senator ELLENDER. Suppose you get them and put them in the 
record at this point. We have had that done for every division and 
it has shown a considerable increase over and above what was 
presented to the Congress when the project was first authorized. 

General Horrrer. Very well 

(The information referred to follows:) 


TRAFFIC ON VARIOUS WATERWAYS 


Traffic on waterways in this area has increased at a very high rate during the 
past several years and continues to increase. An indication of the increase j 
shown by the following data for some of the waterways. 

(a) The Tampa Harbor modification authorized by the River and Harbor Act 
of 1950 is based upon prospective traffic estimated to amount to 5,225,000 tons, 
The volume of traffic has increased steadily and in 1954 amounted to 9,800,000 
tons. 

(b) The Mobile Harbor modification authorized by the River and Harbor Act 
of 1954 is based upon traffic amounting to approximately 7,200,000 tons. The 
traffic in 1954 amounted to approximately 14 million tons. 

(c) The Wilmington Harbor modification authorized by the River and Harbor 
Act of 1950 is based on traffic estimated to amount to 1,800,000 tons of petroleum 
products. The volume of traffic has increased steadily and amounts to 4,100,000 
tons in 1954. Approximately 2,500,000 tons are petroleum products. 


TYPES OF WATERBORNE COMMODITIES 


Senator ELLENDER. What kind of commodities in general are carried 
over the rivers and waterways that you have jurisdiction over? 

General Horrrer. Generally the bulk commodities, including petro- 
leum, petroleum products, chemicals and ores such as iron and bauxite. 

Senator ELLENDER. Principally raw products, aren’t they? 

General Horrrer. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLenpeR. Don’t you think that the railroads benefit by 
these works in that by establishing manufacturing concerns around 
or along these waterways, the manufactured product, of course, is 
carried into the interior and over the country? It is my understand- 
ing that the finished products are nearly all carried by fast trains. 

Don’t you think that the railroads have benefited? 

General Horrrerr. I believe that is true; yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. That is what we found throughout the country, 
and I just wanted to be sure that that was the situation in your area. 

Senator Hiv. Isn’t it true that all the great railroad centers of 
the country are on waterways? As I recall here some years ago, 
the largest city in the United States not on a waterway is Indianapolis, 
but all the great centers like St. Louis, Cincinnati, Pittsburgh, 0! 
Detroit, all of these great inland centers, not only those on the coast, 
but great railroad centers, Chicago and all of them, have a waterway. 
Isn’t that right? 

General Irscuner. Yes, that certainly is true. In fact, in those 
areas where there are waterways, all of the large cities are located 
on them. 

Senator Hiiu. On the waterways? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Hiri. And they also have the largest railroad centers? 

General IrscHneR. Yes; that is correct. 

Senator Hib. In other words, your largest railroad centers in the 
country are in those cities on the waterways, even though they may 
be thousands of miles inland; is that right? 

General IrscHnER. That is correct. 


EXAMINATIONS AND SURVEYS 


Status of examination and survey funds 


| Unobligated | Unexpended 
balance | balance 


June 30, 1955 ; $13, 545 | $13, 545 
Mar. 31, 1956 210, 482 | 213, 176 
June 30, 1956 (estimated) i | 90, 000 


CHIPOLA RIVER (DEAD LAKES), FLA. 


Senator ELLENDER. General, we will first get for the record your 
justification of estimates for examinations and surveys, the first item 
being navigation studies in Florida. 

I note that you have the Chipola River (Dead Lakes) and the total 
estimated Federal cost is $1,200, and with the allocation of that sum 
[ presume that will complete that project. 

General Honrrer. Yes, sir; that will complete that study. 

Senator ELLENDER. That is a necessary one? Is it one that de- 
serves immediate attention? 

General Horerrer. I think so. I think it should be closed and 
cleaned up; yes, sir. 


GULF COAST SHRIMP BOAT HARBOR 


Senator ELLENDER. For the Gulf Coast Shrimp Boat Harbor, 
$36,000 is the total estimated cost. You spent $19,700 and you are 
now asking for the balance of the estimated cost. 

Will that complete the work underway? 
General Horrrer. That is expected to complete the overall study. 
A preliminary examination is now nearing completion and the results 
of that examination will disclose what further study should be made. 

Senator ELLENDER. Where is that located? 

General Horrrer. That is on the west coast of Florida from Fort 
Myers north. 

Senator Houianp. What do you mean? You are looking for 
refuge harbor; is that it? 

General HoEFFER. Yes, sir, and which one will be most desirable 
will come out of the preliminary investigation. 


PALM BEACH HARBOR 


Senator ELLENpER. I note for the Palm Beach Harbor the total 
estimated cost is $59,000. There has been allocated $6,400 and you 
are asking for $25 000 to continue this study. 

What does that consist of? 


75008—56—pt. 2——11 
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General Hoerrer. That is a study to determine the necessity fo; 
deepening the harbor and the additional funds involved are included 


with the idea that a model study might be necessary to make a firm 
determination. 


PORT EVERGLADES HARBOR, HOLLYWOOD, FLA. 


Senator ELutenper. All right. Next is Port Everglades Harbor 
Hollywood, Fla. 

I note that you have already spent $18,200. The total estimate 
cost is $22,300, and you are now asking for $4,100. Will that com- 
plete your study? 

General Horrrer. Yes, sir. 


SANFORD-TITUSVILLE CANAL 


Senator ELLENDER. The Sanford-Titusville Cana] is next. I notice 
that you are asking for the balance, $5,600, which is needed, according 
to your estimates here, to complete the study on that project; is that 
right? 

General Hornrrer. We expect to complete the study with that 


MIAMI HARBOR 


Senator HOLLAND. Several weeks ago General Itschner and Colone! 
Allen had a conference with Congressman Fascell of Miami, a repre- 
sentative of Senator Smather’s office, and myself relative to the Miami 
Harbor situation. 

The harbor facilities there are antiquated. They are right along 
the Biscayne Bay frontage of the city. The city has finally worked 
out a program which it thinks is sound for their permanent harbor 
installations, putting them farther out on the island which was made 
by the dredging of the ship canal into the present Miami Harbor. 

Senator EL.Lenper. Is there sufficient land to take care of the 
situation? 

Senator HoLutanpb. There is quite an island there and they propose 
to complete the thing at local expense. 

Senator ELLENDER. Who owns the island? 

Senator Hotuanp. The city of Miami. The project has been 
authorized in the past and what they need now is survey funds, as | 
understand, of about $50,000 to adapt the program as originally 
authorized and projected to the changed situation which results from 
the need to move the harbor. 

It is a very expensive thing to the city and the locality, but they 
are prepared to accept that expense. In other words, they will have 
to complete the island on which the harbor installation would be 
effected and construct a railroad and highway access, and so forth, 
to it which they propose to do. 

The city manager, and others who participated in this conference, 
made it very clear that the local people are prepared to go ahead 
with those things. 


AMOUNT REQUESTED 


What is required now, as I understand it from General Itschner, 1s 
the appropriation of $50,000 to make the survey that would develop 
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the adaptation of the original authorization to the present program. 

| understood from General Itschner that the personnel of the 
Jacksonville district were not adequate in number to make that survey 
this year, but that if the $50,000 would be appropriated, there is a 
group of private engineering firms available out of which General 
Itschner felt it would be easy to find someone upon whom the engineers 
could rely. 

The situation is so congested there as to require the earliest action 
that we can possibly bring about. 

Senator ELLENDER. Is that for commercial boats? 

Senator HOLLAND. Oh, yes; commercial boats. 

Senator ELLENDER. General, is the estimate of $50,000 sufficient to 
complete the survey? 

General IrscHNER. Yes, sir, the $50,000 estimate would complete 
the survey if we accomplish it by an engineering firm, as we feel we 
should in this case, because we do not have the personnel on our staff 
to accomplish the survey. 

Senator ELLENDER. It strikes me that since it is so necessary, I 
presume that you will be able to get the cooperation of the city of 
Miami to assist you in getting a private firm to make a study? 

General IrscHNER. Yes, sir. We know that there are a number of 
firms, particularly in the Southeastern States, that are very competent 
and able to make such a survey. 

We consider that the survey is very meritorious. We feel that 
there is a great need in Miami for an improved harbor and they have 
demonstrated a willingness to cooperate with the Federal Government 
in accomplishing this project. 

Senator Hotnanp. Mr. Chairman, might I say this: This is one 
of the most useful relocations that I know about, because it will free 
the whole Biscayne Harbor frontage of the city of Miami for beautifi- 
cation and put a boulevard all the way down there, and will relieve 
the park area and the convention area from the crowding which it 
now has because of the present location of the harbor. 

[t will also permit the city of Miami and its harbor facility to make 
more accommodations for a great many more cruise boats and things 
of that kind than they are not able to receive at present. They have 
had to turn aside requests for cruise boats to come in there simply 
because they don’t now have enough space to accommodate the larger 
number. 

Senator ELLENDER. I presume the harbor will be retained? 

General Itscuner. No, sir; that would be completely demolished 
and turned into a park type of development, a public-use development. 

Senator Hotianp. The harbor is the only unsightly thing, Mr. 
Chairman, now on the Biscayne Bay frontage of the city of Miami, 
and there has been a desire for a long time to correct that situation. 
May I say that the city of Miami Beach is also cooperating in that 
part of the channel and the spur off the channel which affects them. 

It has grown now, as the chairman knows, to a city of quite sizable 
proportions, and it, too, has the need for additional boating facilities, 
a for cruise boats and for freight handling, so that this will serve 
oth cities. 


RELATIONSHIP TO PORT EVERGLADES HARBOR 


May I say, because I want this clearly understood from the very 
beginning, there is no competition between this port and Port Ever- 
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glades, which is farther north, which is the deepwater port. | 
believe it has 36 feet; does it not? 

At any rate, they have a great necessity of petroleum tanks, molasses 
tanks, sulfur storage places, and things of that kind which the city of 


Miami does not want to have within its harbor confines at all.” [py 


other words, there is room for the Everglades Harbor as a heavy -duty 
freight and petroleum, and so forth harbor, to continue on its present 
accelerating stage, and the city of Miami needs its facilities not only 
for passenger and voyage accommodations, but also for lighter freight, 


POPULATION GROWTH 


The county, in its last census, which was December of last year. 
conducted by the Federal Census Bureau, showed a population of 
703,000. Considering the millions that come off and on during the 
tourist season to that place, and the immense number of rooming 
facilities that are available there, the population that has to be 
served there is very much larger than the 703,000 which comprise 
the permanent residents, so that I think here is a must that re quires 
the earliest possible attention, and I gathered that General Itschner 
and Colonel Allen were both of that same feeling; is that correct? 

General IrscHner. Yes, sir; we concur. 

Senator ELuenper. General Hoeffer, since this is under your 
jurisdiction, do you concur in all that has been said here? 

General Horrrer. Yes, sir. 

Senator HoLuanp. I may say that we didn’t have a chance to see 
General Hoeffer, but we did confer with General Itschner. 


FLoop Controu StrupIEs 
CENTRAL AND SOUTHERN FLORIDA, DADE COUNTY 


Senator ELLENpDER. The next is flood-control studies in central and 
southern Florida, Dade County. The estimated Federal cost is 
$50,000, and the tentative allocation is $25,000. 

Is that anywhere near the big project there in Florida? 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. 

Senator Exuenpenr. Is it a part of it? 

Colonel Pennry. No, sir. It would be to determine the advisability 
of expanding the existing project. It is the area west of the Miami 
area. 

The Miami area is included in the project. 

Senator ELLENpER. Is that where the big lake would be formed at 
Miami? 

General Irscuner. It is immediately west of Miami. Dade County 
includes Miami, too. 

Colonel PENNEY. Dade County is southeast of the lake, sir, and 
these are for areas in Dade County that are not included within the 
authorized project. 

Senator ELLENDER. Don’t you think it might be better to complete 
what you have started, rather than add something else on now? 

Colonel Penney. These studies are being made in response to 4 
resolution of the Senate Public Works Committee to study and to 
determine the advisability as to whether any modifications in the 
project should be made. : 

We are going ahead with the authorized project for construction, sr. 
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KISSIMMEE RIVER BASIN 


Senator ELLENDER. For the Kissimmee River Basin, $20,000 is the 
total estimated Federal cost, and you want $10,000 allocated. 

Where is that located? 

Colonel PENNEY. Sir, this is the Kissimmee River Basin and this 
area, as Well as the next item, the upper St. Johns, is included in the 
area encompassed in the currently authorized plan for central and 
southern Florida. 

Those amounts are included in the study program for the same 
reason, in response to the Senate Public Works Committee’s resolu- 
tion, to determine whether any modifications to the plan are advisable. 

Senator ELLENDER. You mean the original plan? 

Colonel PENNEY. That is right, sir, and it would be used for deter- 
mining the advisability of modifying the plan to include anything 
that is not within the intent or scope of the authorized plan. 

Senator ELLENDER. Would not these studies lead to probably a 
higher cost in the area we are now working on? 

Colonel PenNry. If it were determined, sir, that the extension of 
the authorized project as contemplated in the authorizing document 
were advisable. 

Senator ELLENDER. It wouldn’t lessen it. It would really increase 
it; wouldn’t it? 

Colonel PENNEY. Yes, sir; if it were favorable. 

Senator ELLeNDER. Could those projects stand on their own? 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. They would have to stand on their 
own feet economically. 

Senator ELLENDER. Your study, then, would determine whether it 
could be more easily built by utilizing your central project to some 
extent? 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. Actually, Senator, the authorization 
for the central and southern Florida project, as Senator Holland has 
just mentioned, since the plan was gotten together in a great hurry 
after the flood, contemplated continued planning to firm up the 
project, particularly in these northern areas. 

It is a sketchy plan. We are doing that now and as we do this 
firmer planning, we intend to determine any areas of the project that 
would be considered beyond the scope and intent of the authorized 
project. 

For any that are so determined we would use the study money for 
submitting a survey report to seek congressional authorization. 

Senator ELLeENpDER. What I had in mind was simply this: These 
projects have been firmed up fairly well as to cost, and what you 
intend to do now is to add something that might increase those costs. 

If that should be known soon it might kick up a little dust. 

Colonel Penney. Actually, only about half of this project is planned 
and we are continuing the planning. 


UPPER ST. JOHNS RIVER BASIN 


Senator ELLENDER. The upper St. Johns River Basin you have 
discussed, and with the $5,000 you can start the study of it. 

How long would it take you to make these studies altogether? 
This year or next year? Two years? 

Colonel Penney. We think 2 years; yes, sir. 
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WEST PALM BEACH CANAL 


Senator ELLENDER. The West Palm Beach Canal. I notice herp 
that you spent $5,000 already and you are asking for $16,400, which 
would complete the study. Can you complete that this year? 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir; we expect to. 

Senator ExLenpeER. Will that in any manner be a part of or con. 
nected with this great central Florida project? 

Colonel PrENNey. It is in the area, sir. However, it has not beey 
included in the authorized project and that is why we are studying it, 

Senator ELLeENpER. Would that have the tendency of increasing 
the cost of the central Florida project? If so, to what extent? 

Colonel PenNrey. We don’t have the study to that status vet, 
but if it were economically justified and engineeringly feasible that 
would be reported by the Chief of Engineers to the Congress for 
consideration. 


PEARL RIVER, MISS. 


Senator ELLENDER. In Mississippi we have the Pearl River survey, 
The total cost there is $79,400, and you are asking for $24,800 which 
[ presume would complete that study. 

General Honrrer. Yes, sir. 


CHUNKY CREEK, CHICKASAWHAY AND PASCAGOULA RIVERS, MISS. 


Senator ELLenprER. And the same thing holds true with the 
Chunky Creek, Chickasawhay and Pascagoula Rivers? 

General Hoerrer. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. When did you get the resolution through to 
make these studies? 

General Hoerrer. The resolutions on the Pearl River study were 
March 1945 and July 1946, and on the Chunky Creek, Chickasawhay 
and Pascagoula it was in June of 1952. 

Senator ELLENDER. Why was this work delayed so long? 

General Hoerrer. It was the matter of obtaining sufficient funds 
to carry on the program. 

Senator ELLENDER. Was any effort ever made to get any of this 
money before? 

General Horrrer. In the case of the Chunky Creek, we have had 
previously allotted $8,500 through fiscal 1955. 

Senator ELtenprer. I notice for the Pearl River you have had 
$54,600 and it lay dormant there for practically 10 years. Do you 
consider those two projects important? 

General Horrrer. We certainly should finish up and find out what 
their status is. 

General Irscuner. I might say we are making a great effort now to 
complete some of these surveys that have been going on for a long 
time so that we have a finished report for the money that has been 
expended by the Government. 

Senator ELLtenpeEr. All right. 


CORE CREEK, NEUSE RIVER, N. C. 


Senator ELLenper. In North Carolina we have the Core Creek, 
Neuse River. 





PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 1517 


You are asking for the balance needed to complete that study at 
a total cost of $11,000. 
General HorrFER. That is correct, sir. 


NEUSE RIVER BETWEEN SMITHFIELD AND WAYNE CITY LINE 


Senator ELLENDER. And for the Neuse River between Smithfield 
and Wayne City line you are also asking for the balance of the funds 
necessary to complete the study. 

General Horrrer. Yes, sir. 


NORTHEAST (CAPE FEAR) RIVER, WACCAMAW RIVER, N. C. AND S. C. 


Senator ELLENDER. As well as the Northeast River and the Wac- 

camaw River, both in North Carolina. 

General Hourrer. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. When were those projects authorized? 

General Honrrer. The Cape Fear River study was authorized in 
October 1945 and the Waccamaw study in July of 1946. They have 
both been on the books a long time. 

Senator Hinit. Why the delay? 

General Hoerrer. There have been insufficient funds to complete 
all the studies on the books. 

Senator Hitt. You have had so many in relation to the amount of 
money to do the job? 

General HoEFFER. Yes, sir. 


BACKLOG OF AUTHORIZED SURVEYS 


Senator ELLeNpER. As I recall, there were quite a few surveys 
made of projects that were authorized long after these. How do you 
select them? 

General IrscHNER. We endeavor to select the studies for the survey 
program based upon what we consider to be the relative urgency of 
the various studies. 

Senator ELLENDER. Have you many authorized that are in the 
same category as these? 

General IrscHnErR. Yes, sir, but we are catching up now on some 
of these older projects on which we have spent funds and we hope 
by fiscal year 1958 to be essentially current on these old projects. 

Senator ELLENDER. You mean the next time you come here? 

General IrscHNER. Yes, sir; in fiscal year 1958 we hope to be 
essentially current. 

Senator ELLENDER. I do hope from here out you will look into 
those old authorized investigations and let’s clean them out before 
We start new ones. 

At the time they were authorized, I presume there was a lot of 
merit to them and I am sure there is still merit. 

General IrscHNER. When I say current, I mean current for those 
projects upon which we have spent some money. There will be many 
of them that have been authorized for many years on which we 
have not spent any money. Those we cannot hope to finance in the 
near future. 

_ It would take us about 7 years at our present rate of appropriations, 
if we get no new authorized studies, to catch up. 
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Senator Hiiu. This is flood control here, too? 
General IrscHner. Yes, sir. When I gave those figures I was 
referring to navigation as well as flood control. 


Beacu Erosion CooPERATIVE STUDIES 
PALM BEACH COUNTY, FLA 


Senator ELLENDER. Next is the beach-erosion cooperative studies, 
That is in Palm Beach County, Fla. 

The total estimated cost is $48,850 and you spent $26,350, and 
you are now asking for the balance of that sum, aggregating $22,500. 

That will complete those studies? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir; that will complete the study. 


Bracu Erosion Cooperative STUDIES 
OTHER STUDIES (NOT DETERMINED}) 


Senator ELLENDER. I notice you have “Other studies (not deter- 
mined).” What does that mean? 

The estimated cost is $9,250. Are those studies that you started 
and where are they located? Are they located in Florida? 

General Irscunrer. These other studies, sir, are studies where we 
bave been informed by local interests that they are ready to apply 
their 50-percent contribution toward the study. 

Senator ELLenpeER. Is that in the vicinity of Palm Beach? 

General Irscuner. It is for the entire coast of Florida and we have 
adequate need for the $9,250 requested for these studies. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELteENDER. The justification for surveys will be placed in 
the record. 


(The justification referred to follows:) 


GuLF AND SoutH ATLANTIC DRAINAGE AREA—JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 
GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS, FISCAL YEAR 1957 


1. Examinations and surveys 


(a) Navigation studies —The amount of $52,200 is requested for work on 5 
studies in the gulf and South Atlantic drainage area during fiscal year 1957. 
This amount will permit completion of 4 reports and continuation of 1 other. 

The tentative allocations by studies follow: 


Total Allocations Tentative Additional 
estimated prior to allocation, to complete 
Federal fiscal year fiscal year after fiscal 


cost 1957 1957 year 1957 


Florida: 
Chipola River (Dead Lakes), Fla $1, 
Gulf Coast Shrimp Boat Harbor 36, 000 $19, 700 
Palm Beach Harbor 59, 000 6, 400 


Port Everglades Harbor, Hollywood, Fla-_- 22, 300 18, 200 
Sanford-Titusville Canal | 27, 000 21, 400 


145, 500 65, 700 27, 600 
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(b) Flood-control studies.—The amount of $110,200 is requested for prosecution 
of 10 studies in the gulf and South Atlantic drainage area during fiscal year 1957. 
This amount will permit completion of 7 reports and continuation of 3 others. 

The tentative allocations by studies follow: 


l 
Total | Allocations Tentative Additional 

Study estimated prior to allocation to complete 

. Federal | fiscal year fiscal year after fiscal 
cost 1957 1957 year 1957 


-|———_— 





Florida: | 
Central 
County. --- $50, 000 | $25, 000 $25, 000 
Kissimmee River Basin_- oa 2) 000: 1....~.4 5 10, 000 10, 000 
Upper St. Johns River Basin _. Sans 20, 000 5, 000 15, 000 
West Palm Beach Canal-.--........------ | 21, 400 $5, 000 16, 400 |..--- ee 
Mississippi 
Pearl River. soo . 
Chunky Creek, Chickasawhay and Pas- | | 
cagoula Rivers...............-- Fg | 10, 000 | 8, 500 1, 500 
North Carolina: | 
Core Creek, Neuse River__----- a 11, 000 9, 100 1, 900 
Neuse River between Smithfield and | | 
Wayne city line------ a 9, 000 6, 900 | 2 100 
Northeast (Cape Fear) River ween cee 10, 700 8, 200 2, 500 
Waccamaw River, N. C. and S. C 50, 000 | 29, 000 21, 000 


79, 400 | 54, 600 | 24, 800 





Total ex ééemenkenqescaneneseess 281, 500 121, 300 110, 200 


c. Beach erosion cooperative studies —The amount of $31,750 is requested for 
completion of one study in the Gulf and South Atlantic drainage area, and for 
initiation of other studies. 

The tentative allocations by studies follow: 


Allocations Tentative Additional 

Study estimated | prior to | allocation, to complete 
’ Federal fiscal year | fiscal year after fiscal 
cost @ 1957... | 1957 year 1957 


| 

1 

Florida | | 
Palm Beach County - - $48, 850 $26, 350 


$22, 500 | 
Other studies (not determined) ____- | Bee al 


Oe bocscdc: 


bere eceneyeierat ia a 
Total a a 58, 100 26, 350 


| 
| 
Grand total. _- 485, 100 213, 350 | 194, 150 | $77, 600 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DeEsIGN—NAVIGATION PROJECTS 
COLUMBIA LOCK AND DAM, CHATTAHOOCHEE RIVER, ALA. AND GA. 


Senator ELLENDER. All right, the next is advance engineering and 
design in Alabama. For the Columbia lock and dam, Chattahoochee 
River, the total Federal cost is $10,800,000. 

You have spent so far $42,000 and you are now asking for $75,000. 
I notice that there will be additional funds—$225,000—required to 
complete the design; is that sufficient money? 

General Horrrer. Yes, sir; to carry on the planning contemplated 
this vear. 

_ Senator ELLENDER. Would you be able to start construction? Is 
it very important that you start construction soon and, if so, with the 
expenditure of this $75,000 could you use construction money? 

General Horrrer. We couldn’t use construction money with the 
expenditure of that $75,000. The plan on the Columbia lock and dam 
is to initiate construction at such time as to complete it concurrently 
with the Fort Gaines lock and dam, and I believe the present schedule 
calls for starting that in fiscal year 1958. 
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Senator HoLianp. Fort Gaines is already started. 

General Horrrer. I mean start Columbia in fiscal 1958. 

Senator ELLtenpER. What will be the main objective in the erectio, 
of this dam? 

General Horrrer. The Columbia lock and dam will be the lag; 
link necessary to complete the navigation channel from Apalachico] 
Bay up to Columbus, Ga. 

Senator ELLenpeER. That is with Jim Woodruff. 

General Horrrer. Yes; Jim Woodruff, Fort Gaines, plus the drede. 
ing in the channel itself. . 

Senator ELLENDER. How do your plans to complete this dovetail 
with the completion of the other projects so as to have the navigatioy 
accessible to Georgia? 

General Hoerrer. It contemplates finishing the Fort Gaines lock 
and dam in 1961, and we propose to start construction of the Columbis 
lock and dam at such time as to be completed that same year. 

Senator ELLENDER. So that navigation will be open from Columbus, 
Ga., on down to the gulf? 

General Horrrer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hiiu. In other words, there will be no delay on account 
of the construction of the Columbia lock and dam. It will be finished 
at the same time the Fort Gaines Dam is finished and that would 
mean, then, you would have your waterway from Columbus, Ga. 
right on down to Apalachicola Bay; is that right? 

General Horrrer. That is right. 


a 


RAISING HEIGHT OF COLUMBIA LOCK AND DAM 


Senator ELtenpsr. I| notice%that the planning report indicates that 
there is a possibility of raising the height of the Columbia lock and 
dam and reducing the lift at Fort Gaines. 

Will you tell us about that and what effect that change would have 
on the overall cost of the total project? 

General Horrrrer. The plan is to determine whether to raise the 
Columbia lock and dam, but that will not permit the lowering of the 
dam at Fort Gaines. 

The purpose of that is to assure good navigation conditions in the 
Columbia pool. 


Extract From PLANNING REPORT 


“cc 


E. PROJECT CHANGES AND EFFECTS ON COSTS 


“12. The present plan is the same as the latest plan submitted to Congress 
Studies are now in progress in connection with the Fort Gaines project to determine 
the economic feasibility of raising the Columbia Dam 4 feet, thereby reducing 
the lift at Fort Gaines.” 


INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT 


Senator ELLenperR. Is any powerplant contemplated at this 
project? 

General Horrrrer. Not at Columbia. 

Senator ELLENpER. In addition to affording this navigation and 
preventing floods, isn’t it your view also that this would lend itself to 
promoting industrial development in that area? 
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General Horrrsr. Yes, sir. The overall improvement and _ pro- 
yiding navigation as far as Columbus should generate substantial 
development in that part of Georgia. 

Senator ELLENDER. Not only that, but it will retain that water 
for industrial use rather than let it do gown the gulf; is that right? 

General Horrrer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hottanp. Mr. Chairman, one of the main objectives is to 
allow heavy water traffic to Fort Benning. That has become our 
largest military installation in the Nation and in the event of emer- 
vency that would overwork the railroads. This is the only way, as 
lam informed, that their needs could really be met. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


Additional 
required 
after fiscal 
year 1957 to 
complete pre- 
construction 
planning 


| 
Total esti- | Allotments | seater —— 
Project mated Fed- | prior to fiscal fiscal vear | after fecal 
eral cost | year 1957 : 1987 re aoa 1957 


| 


Navigation projects: 
Alabama: Columbia — lock 
and dam, Chattahoochee, 
Ala. and Ga... .-. neato $10, 800, 000 | $42, 000 


| 
| 
| 


$75, 000 | $10, 683, 000 | $225, 000 


| 


Construction of this lock and dam is necessary before 9-foot depth for naviga- 
tion to Columbus, Ga., can be provided under the multiple-purpose plan for 
development of the Apalachicola, Chattahoochee, and Flint Rivers. The new 
waterway will be about 250 miles long and will provide an artery of commerce 
which is needed to further development of the contiguous areas. The benefit-to- 
cost ratio is 1.05 to 1 for the river system of which this improvement is a part. 


SAVANNAH RIVER BELOW AUGUSTA, GA. 


Senator ELLENDER. In Georgia we have the Savannah River below 
Augusta. The total estimated cost of this project is $4,230,000 and 
you are asking for this fiscal year $40,000. 

Will you tell us a little about that project? Is that simply to 
deepen the channel so as to improve navigation? 

General Horrrer. Yes, sir. That $40,000 is necessary to do the 
preliminary engineering in preparation of letting contracts for the 
deepening of the river to the project depth. It requires $20,000 
additional next year. 

Senator ELLENpDER. Is that project of such importance that it 
ought to be built early? 

General Horrrer. I believe it should be initiated and built as soon 
as it can be done, sir. The development there is substantial. 

General Itscuner. I think it should be completed by the time the 
aa Dam is completed. Hartwell Dam will augment low water 

ows. 

Senator ELLENDER. That will be desirable? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. 
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Senator ELLENpER. So if you spend $40,000 this year and get the 

$20,000 next year you would probably be in line for a little money = 
start construction; am I right? 
General Horrrrr. Y es, sir. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLeNpDER. The justification will be inserted in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


| 
| 
| 


oe 


Total esti- Allotments 
Project | mated Fed- | prior to fiscal 
eral cost year 1957 


allocation, to complete 
fiscal year | after fiscal 
1957 year 1957 
| 


| 
Tentative Additional & 
| 
| 


= r19 
comp! 
construc ion 
planning 
a ee | 
Georgia: Savannah River below | 
AUSURA........... os ---| $4, 230,000 | 0 


| 
= 
“a 


$40,000 | $4, 190, 000 | 


The provision of a channel 9 feet deep will permit barges to be loaded to ful 
draft at all times and, with the easing of the bends in the river, barges may be 
moved in tandem. Additional terminal facilities are being constructed on the 
river anticipating the river improvement and additional commerce and water 
traffic is in prospect. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.20 to 1. 


WILKESBORO RESERVOIR, N. C. 


Senator ELLENDER. Next is North Carolina, Wilkesboro Reservoir 
The cost of that project is $9,130,000, and the tentative allocation is 
$25,000, with $25,000 already expended. 

What is this project? 

Colonel Penney. This is a proposed flood control dam on th 
Yadkin River, which is up above Wilkesboro, N. C. 

The project has been in a deferred-for-restudy status, sir, and the 
funds were appropriated last year to restudy it to determine its 
economic feasibility. That study is expected to be completed by 
this June and although it is not com Neted at this time the pre- 
liminary studies indicate that there w oad be a favorable benefit-cost 
ratio and on that basis the funds for initiation of planning are re- 
quested at this time. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELtenpeEr. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 





Additional 
Additional | 40a" wed 
to complete 
= — 


Tentative 
allocation, 
fiscal year 


Total esti- Allotments 
Project mated Fed- | prior to fiscal 


a 
eral cost year 1957 complete pr 


cemancusiion 
ene 
Flood-control projects: 
North Carolina: Wilkesboro 
a ee $9, 130, 000 | $25, 000 $25, 000 $9, 080, 000 | 


| 


| 
1957 ead 


eta 


$270, 000 


The construction of the project will reduce flood damages to urban property al 
Wilkesboro and North Wilkesboro, and to agricultural property along the upper 
Yadkin River. Developments at North Wilkesboro are rapidly expanding and 


floor 
estil 


The 
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food protection is urgently needed. In the 1940 flood direct damages were 
estimated at $1,631,700; indirect damages $621,000; fire losses were $1 million. 
The benefit-to-cost ratio is under restudy. 


FERNANDINA HARBOR, FLA. 


Senator ELLENDER. The next is in Florida, the Fernandina Harbor. 
The tentative allocation is $2,000. This merely for reexamination? 
How much have you spent so far on this project? 

General Honrrer. Nothing on the construction. 

Senator ELLENDER. Why do you put it in the category of “deferred 
for restudy’”’? 

General Honrrer. There was some question as to the economic 
feasibility of this harbor development because traffic fell off after it 
was originally authorized. 

However, it has subsequently begun to increase and due to the 
construction of a military project at Kings Bay a certain part of the 
project which would normally have had to be done to develop Fer- 
nandina Harbor had to be accomplished for military purposes 
anyway. 

Senator ELLENDER. What is the estimated cost of the study? 

General Horrrer. $2,000. 

Senator ELLENDER. That is the total cost? 

General Horrrer. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Are there any questions? If not, we will go 
to the construction now. 

CoNSTRUCTION 


MOBILE HARBOR, ALA. 


Status of funds 


Unobligated | Unexpended 
balance balance 





June 30, 1955 0 
Mar. 31, 1956 pale ea 1 $751, 267 
June 30, 1956 (estimated) _ _ - war eT Se 2 20 


In addition to status of project funds shown, $232,749 was obligated from funds loaned to this project. 
? In addition to status of project funds shown, it is estimated that $250,000 will be obligated and expended 
from funds loaned to this project. 


Senator ELLENDER. Next is the Mobile Harbor in Alabama. 

The total cost of this project has remained the same, although there 
has been a decrease in the cost of dredging and a corresponding increase 
in the cost of supervision. 

_ Inote that you have awarded a contract for dredging. What work 
is included in this contract? 

General Horrrer. The work included under this contract is all of 
the first-phase development of the project. 

Senator ELLENDER. How do the bids compare with your estimates? 

General Horrrer. They are approximately in line, as I recall them, 

si. The contract is a continuing contract in which a supplemental 
budget allowance was made in the House and through the Budget 
Bureau to take care of the completion of the first phase entirely. 

Senator ELtenper. I notice here that the original budget of 
$1,600,000 was revised and it was increased by $943,000 to a total of 
$2,543,000. What was the occasion for that? 
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General Horrrer. That was to take care of the completion of the 
first phase, to complete it 6 months earlier. 


LETTER FROM GREAT LAKES DREDGE & DOCK CoO. 


Senator ELLENpER. I have a letter from T. J. Mullender, vice 
president of the Great Lakes Dredge & Dock Co., New Orleans, | 
got a letter from this concern in which they suggested that the 1957 
public works appropriations bill be augmented so as to complete the 
contract for the improvement of the Mobile ship channel. 

Is that a different proposal from this, or is it the same? 

General Horrrer. No, sir; the ship channel is part of this first. 
phase project and I assume that is probably in backing up the addi- 
tional budget request for completion of this continuing contract work 
rather than having a balance the following fiscal year. 

Senator ELLenpeEr. I will put that letter in the record. 

(The letter referred to follows:) 

New Or.eEans, La., March 28, 1956. 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR ELLENDER: The improvement to the Mobile ship channel, 
contract for which has been awarded by the Corps of Engineers, Mobile district, 
is dependent upon additional funds in the 1957 civil functions bill. 

Your attention is respecfully called to the fact that the amount of funds i 
the proposed bill at this time is inadequate to complete the work under contract 
and unless an enlargement is provided for, the work will be interrupted wher 
present funds are exhausted. Adequate funds to complete the project wer 
requested by the district engineer and approved by the Chief of Engineers but 
a reduction was recommended by the Bureau of Budget and the present bill 
carries this reduced amount. 

A curtailment of the work will result in additional cost to the Government, 
ultimately, as the equipment provided for in the present contract will have to 
be mobilized again when additional funds become available. Also the siltation 
which is being dredged under the present contract will have to be redredged 
again, thereby adding further to the ultimate price of this project. 

We believe it to be desirable from a standpoint of economy to earry the project 
through to a conelusion uninterruptedly and your favorable consideration to 
make available the necessary funds will be appreciated. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Great Lakes Drepce & Dock Co., 
T. J. MULLENDER, Vice President. 

General Irscuner. | think the connection, sir, is that the Great 
Lakes Dredge & Dock Co. has a shipyard in Mobile and yards there 
for all their equipment, and they are anxious to have a channel so they 
can get into those yards. 

Senator ELLENDER. I see. I thought maybe they were doing the 
work themselves. 

General Irscuner. They are a user rather than a constructor in this 
case. 

Senator ELLENDER. Will this augmented appropriation that you are 
now asking for be sufficient to keep the dredging going during fiscal 
year 1957? 

General Horrrer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hitu. You will make the progress, then, that can be 
economically and wisely done with that additional money? 

General Horrrer. Yes, sir. In fact, it should result in additional 
benefits by making the project available earlier and probably save 
some money on supervision and administration. 
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Senator ELLENDER. If that is true, your estimated cost may be 
reduced some? 

General Honrrer. Jt could be slightly; yes, sir. 

Senator Hitt. If we make available this money now, this augmented 
estimate? ; 

General Horrrer. Yes, sir. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS 
(NAVIGATION) 


MosiLeE Harpor, Ata. (40-Foot ProJsect) 
(Continuing) 


Location.—Channel extending from the Gulf of Mexico via Mobile Bay and 
Mobile River to the highway bridge at Mobile, a distance of about 34.7 miles. 
Authorization.—1954 River and Harbor Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—3.48 to 1 (initial phase, 36-foot channel) ; 2.93 to 1 (ultimate 
phase). 
Summarized financial data 


- 

| Accumulated 

percent of esti- 

| Amount | mated Federal 
| 
| 
| 
' 


cost (Corps of 
Engineers) 


Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) 
Estimated Federal cost (U. 8. Coast Guard)._..........--.-._---- 
ne as cde nalieandcawacuns 
Cash contribution 
Other costs... _. 
Total estimated project cost. - 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955- 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956 _ _ _- 1 
Appropriations to date. ._.......____- ha ae oe aoe 3 : 1, 000, 000 
{ppropriations requested for fiscal year 1957_- : 1, 600, 000 
Ralance to complete after fiscal year 1957_____- ae Caen 3, 178, 000 | 
| 


$5, 778, 000 
50,000 |__-- 
183, 000 |_- 

0 | 
183, 000 
, 011, 000 
0 


000,000 |___- 





PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels: 
Initial phase: 
Mobile Bar channel 38 feet deep, 600 feet wide, 1.5 miles long. 
Mobile Bay channel 36 feet deep, 400 feet wide, 28.6 miles long. 
Mobile River channel 36 feet deep, 500 to 775 feet wide, 4.6 miles long. 
Ultimate phase: 
Mobile Bar channel 42 feet deep, 600 feet wide, 1.5 miles long. 
Moblie Bay channel, 40 feet deep, 400 feet wide, 28.6 miles long. 
Mobile River channel 40 feet deep, 500 to 775 feet wide, 4.6 miles long. 
Turning basins: 
Initial phase: 
“eae Alabama State Docks 36 feet deep, 800 to 1,000 feet by 2,500 
eet. 
Opposite Magazine Point 36 feet deep, 800 by 1,400 feet with additional 
tapered section at each end. 
Ultimate phase: 
2 Alabama State Docks 40 feet deep, 800 to 1,000 feet by 2,500 
eet. 
Opposite Magazine Point 40 feet deep, 800 by 1,400 feet with additional 
tapered section at each end. 
Status (Jan. 1, 1956): Construction started in December 1955. 
Completion schedule: 
Initial phase: December 1957. 
Ultimate phase: June 1959. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


Mobile Harbor is a deepwater project serving the needs of seagoing commerce 
from the port of Mobile, Ala. Waterborne commerce of the port averaged 
8,172,000 tons annually during the years 1946 through 1952, an increase of 68 per. 
cent over the average for the 4 years immediately prior to World War IT. In 1953 
13,127,000 tons of commerce moved over the waterway, and in 1954, the commerce 
increased to 13,873,000 tons. The principal items of commerce are crude petro. 
leum and petroleum products, iron and bauxite ores, and seashells. 

Mobile, with a population of about 190,000 in its metropolitan area, is a port of 
entry and shipping outlet for an extensive area which contains timber and agricy]. 
tural lands and is rich in mineral resources. The area includes the industria] 
region of Birmingham which is primarily a steel-producing center with local de- 
posits of coal, iron ore and limestone. Mobile has many industries including ty; 
large shipyards and numerous smaller ones; a plant which processes more than q 
million tons of imported bauxite annually for use in the manufacture of alumi- 
num; paper mills; and plants producing food products, cotton goods, chemicals, 
iron and steel products, and other items. Several petroleum-producing fields are 
within 100 miles of Mobile. The port of Mobile is served by 4 railroads, improved 
highways, barge lines, and over 20 steamship lines engaged in ocean commerce 
Many of the important terminals of the port are located along the west bank of 
the river between the highway bridge and the bay. A recently constructed oil 
loading dock at Magazine Point just upstream from Three Mile Creek is connected 
by pipeline with petroleum producing fields in Mississippi. Other oil terminals 
are located farther downstream and one is on the industrial canal. The Alabama 
State docks occupy an extensive frontage along the river, Three Mile Creek, and 
the industrial canal. Large quantities of bauxite and other bulk commodities 
are handled at the terminal on Three Mile Creek. A terminal to handle imports 
of Venezuelan iron ore was completed in January 1954, and handled about 1% 
million tons in its first year of operation. 

More than 60 ships were involved in accidents in the Mobile Channel betwee: 
1946 and 1951, which might reasonably be attributed to inadequate channel 
dimensions. It is not unusual for deep-draft ships to drag bottom in transiting 
Mobile Channel and some operators state that mud is drawn into the condensers 
while the vessel is traveling fully loaded. Most of the collisions and many of the 
groundings occurred while ships were attempting to pass barge tows or other ships 
It is estimated that damages and losses from ship casualties in Mobile cha 
amount to $200,000 annually. 

The initial phase improvement of Mobile Harbor would eliminate more than 
50 percent of the damages and losses attributable to inadequate channel dimen- 
sions. Tankers as large as the supertankers of 28,000 deadweight tonnage and 
aluminum ore carriers of 30,000 deadweight tonnage will be able to utilize the 
channel fully loaded if operated with due care. Utilization of the channel by such 
deeper draft vessels fully loaded will result in a savings in transportation costs of 
about $1 million annually. 

The ultimate phase development (40-foot project) will be warranted when a 
sufficient number of super ore carriers and other comparable vessels are placed i! 
operation. Three super ore carriers of 60,000 deadweight tonnage each have been 
placed in service on the Venezuela- Mobile run to date. 

Fiscal year 1957.—With the $1,600,000 requested for fiscal year 1957, the i: 
phase improvement will be brought to 75 percent completion. 


Completed modifications, Mobile Harbor 


Work completed consists of a channel 36 feet deep and 450 feet wide across 
Mobile Bar; a channel 32 feet deep and 300 feet wide extending from the bay en- 
trance northerly to the mouth of Mobile River; a channel 32 feet deep and 500 
to 775 feet wide extending up the river to the highway bridge at mile 4.6; thence 
a channel 25 feet deep and 3 miles long in the river and Chickasaw Creek, 500 
feet wide in the river and 250 feet wide in the creek; an anchorage 32 feet deep, 
200 feet wide, and 2,000 feet long at the former United States quarantine station 
on McDuffie (formerly Sand) Island; a turning basin 32 feet deep, 2,500 feet long, 
and 800 to 1,000 feet wide, opposite the Alabama State docks; and a channel 
27 feet deep and 150 feet wide from the river mouth to Garrows Bend, and thence 
along Arlington Pier to the bay channel, with 2 turning basins of 27-foot depth. 
The cost of this completed work is $1,200,000. As a separate military project, 
the United States, in 1943, dredged Theodore Channel 32 feet deep, extending 
from the bay channel, about 9 miles below the river mouth, westerly for 4 miles 
to the bay shore and provided a turning basin and dock facilities. 
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Remaining modifications, Mobile Harbor 


None. 

Non-Federal costs—The estimated cost to local interests of complying with 
requirements of local cooperation as set forth in the authorizing legislation for 
the 40-foot channel is $183,000. The estimated cost to local interests for dredging 
in the slips for the first phase improvement is $95,000 and $48,000 for the second 
phase, making a total of $143,000. The estimated cost of providing spoil disposal 
areas is $40,000. Local interests are required to maintain the slips. Annual 
maintenance costs of the first phase are estimated to be $6,000 and for the ultimate 
phase $9,000. 

The cost to local interests in complying with the requirements of local coopera- 
tion for the completed modification is not known at this time. 

Local interests have provided numerous port facilities for the many industries 
servea by Mobile Harbor. Of these facilities, the Alabama State docks alone 
are valved at $35 nillion. The cost incurred in providing the other facilities is 
estimated at between $80 million and $90 million. 


WARRIOR LOCK AND DAM, ALABAMA 


Status of funds 


Unot 


ligated | Unexpended 
b 1 


lance balance 


June 30, 1955 $157, 041 $1, 067 
Mar. 31, 1956 1, 999, 182 4, 154, 87 
June 30, 1956 (estimated) - _- 500, 000 


2, 667, 


Senator ELLENDER. Next is the Warrior lock and dam. 

I notice that the estimated cost on this project has again decreased. 
At the time of the authorization, the estimate was $19,100,000. Last 
year the estimate was reduced to $18,200,000 and this year it has gone 


down to $14,600,000. 

How could that happen? 

General Horrrer. We got some very favorable bids on the work 
that was put underway last year. 

Senator ELLENDER. With all due respect, with the prices going up, 
somebody missed the boat there with an estimated cost of $19,100,000 
and we find it is only $14,600,000. Of course, we are all h: ppy you 
did that. 

General IrsconreR. We had such unfavorable experiences on one 
project in that general area, that I think the estimators added a little 
margin of contingency in this case. 

Senator ELLENDER. How will that affect your benefit-cost ratio 
there? Will it make it more? 

General Horrrer. This is really a replacement structure and, as 
such, doesn’t rely on the benefit-cost ratio for justification. 


BENEFIT-TO-COST RATIO 


Senator ELLENDER. I notice here, though, that your benefit-to-cost 
ratio for this project has increased from 1.55 to 1 last year to 1.99 to 1 
at the present time. 

General IrscHner. That is correct. That reflects the reduced esti- 
mate of cost. 

Senator ELLENDER. Fine. 

_ What about lock No. 9 there? That is still in critical condition, 
is 1t? 

General Horrrer. Yes, sir. It requires a great deal of mainte- 
nance and it is very, very bad. 

75008—56—pt. 2——12 
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Senator ELLENDER. Do you have enough funds to provide for any 
contingencies as to it? 

General Horrrer. We have been able to keep lock and dam 9 
operating, so far, and we hope by expeditious completion of Warrior 
to be able to continue it until it is in operation. 

Senator Ettenper. A while ago I asked you about the increase in 
tonnage in that area. I notice here that the tonnage now amounts 
to 3,019,777 tons. Unless something is done soon to improve the 
conditions at lock No. 9, how will it affect this rise in tonnage? 

General Horrrer. As long as lock No. 9 can be kept in operation, 
I don’t think it will have a very adverse effect. Of course, if it goes 
out, it would have a very serious effect. 

Senator ELteNpDER. The tonnage there has been on a steady 
increase? 

General Horrrer. Yes, sir, it has. 


CONDITION OF LOCK NO. 9 


Senator Hitu. Let me ask you this question. Anyone who has 
been there and seen lock 9 is bound to realize how precarious the 
situation is there. That lock really might go out at any time, because 
it is very old and the construction, of course, wasn’t the kind of 
construction we use today; isn’t that right, General? 

General Horerrer. That is correct. 

Senator Hii. I suppose with the funds you are requesting here you 
are making as much progress as you can and still do this job eco- 
nomically and do it in a good, workmanlike manner; is that right? 

General Horrrer. That is true. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record 
(The justification referred to follows: ) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCKS, DAMS, RESERVOIRS, AND 
CANALS (NAVIGATION) 


Warrior Lock anp Dam, ALABAMA 
(Continuing) 


Location.—On the Warrior River, 49.6 miles above its confluence with the 
Tombigbee River, 6 miles southeast of Eutaw, Ala., and 15 miles northeast of 
Greensboro, Ala. 

Authorization.—1909 River and Harbor Act (sec. 6). 

Benefit-cost ratio —1.99 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


| Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Amount 





Estimated Federal cost 
Estimated non-Federal cost 

Cash contributions 

Other costs 
Total estimated project cost __- 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956 
Appropriations to date_-- 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 - - 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 

Ty pe: Rolled earth fill. 

Height: 71 feet (maximum). 

Length: 1,490 feet. 
Spillway: . 

Ty pe: Gate-controlled, concrete broad-crested weir with stilling basin. 

Capacity (normal pool): 56,000 cubic feet per second, 

Lock: 
Size: 110 by 600 feet. 
Maximum lift: 22 feet. 


Status a 1, 1956) 


iF Percent 


Completion schedule 





| 
' 
Entire project - - : | Entire project, December 1958. 
Acquisition of reservoir area Land acquisition, June 1956. 
Construction of access road and excavation for j Relocations, February 1957. 
lock 
Construction of lock ae ’ 7 | Lock construction, September 1957, 
Dam construction, December 1958. 
River closure, August 1958. 
Lock in operation, October 1958. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Warrior lock and dam is a modernization unit in the Tombigbee-Warrior 
Waterway between Demopolis lock and dam, now in operation, and the Tusca- 
loosa lock. It will replace the obsolete locks amd dams Nos. 8 and 9, lock size 52 by 
285 feet, which were built about 50 years ago, with a modern 110- by 600-foot lock 
having a maximum lift of 22 feet, the ‘reby eliminating the multiple lockages now 
required and considerably reducing the time of travel. It will then be possible to 
handle more traffic in less time with consequent reduction in transportation costs. 
‘eduction of travel time on this waterway is considered to be of great importance 
from a national-defense standpoint, since it will permit the more rapid movement 
of critical materials along the Tombigbee-Warrior Waterway to and from the 
highly industrialized steel-producing center of Birmingham, Ala. This waterway 
is vital to the needs of both the producers and consumers of steel in the South, 
with iron ore from the port of Mobile moving to the steel mills of Birmingham, 
and steel products from Birmingham moving to the shipyards and other industries 
at Mobile and along the gulf coast. A terminal to handle iron-ore imports from 
South America was placed in operation at Mobile, Ala., in January 1954. 

A total of 3,019,000 tons of commerce moved over the Black Warrior, Warrior, 
and Tombigbee Rivers in 1954. Some of the principal commodities were: lime- 
stone (664,000 tons), rolled and finished steel products (317,000 tons), iron ore 
(432,000 tons), bituminous coal and lignite (337,000 tons), crude petroleum 
(264,000 tons), clays and earths (144,000 tons), and motor fuel and gasoline 
189,000 tons). 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $4,580,000 will be applied to: 


Initiate and complete relocations eras = a ; $11, 400 
Continue construction of the dam________________- 1, 694, 000 


Continue construction of the lock___- oe om ides 2, 439, 000 
Initiate construction of lock approac h channels_- a : 10, 000 
Engine ering and design = 100, 000 


Supervision and administration aati Beene 325, 600 


4, 580. 000 


The earliest possible completion of Warrior lock and dam is essential to assure 
continued movement of traffic over the waterway since the ae of lock 9 
is considered very critical. With funds requested for fiscal year 1957, construc- 
tion of the dam will be continued, construction of the lock will be substantially 
completed, and excavation of the approach channels for the lock will be initiated. 

Non-Federal costs.— None. 


Senator Hitu. Might I ask another question? 
Senator ELLENDER. Certainly. 
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COOSA RIVER SURVEY 


Senator Hitz. As the committee may recall, the Alabama Power 
Co. is preparing to construct three dams on the Coosa River, which js 
the Coosa, Ala., system. They are going to spend some $100 million, 
The Government, of course, has put in the locks, but the dam will be 
built by the power company. 

That will mean navigation on the Coosa. You are now making a 
survey on the Alabama Coosa. Are you gentlemen prepared to say 
how that survey is coming along? 

General Horrrer. The first part of that survey is scheduled for 
completion this year. The balance is scheduled for the following 
year. 

Senator Hiiu. Are the funds in this bill enough to complete that 
survey? 

General IrscHner. We received $180,000 last fiscal year for that 
purpose, sir, and I believe that is sufficient to complete the study. 
If it is not, I think we can find enough in savings from other surveys 
to provide for completing it. 

Senator Hixu. In other words, there will be no delay in the com- 
pletion of the survey? 

General Horrrer. I don’t think so. 

Senator Hitt. Do you have any idea when the survey will be 
completed? 

General Horrrer. We expect to complete it in fiscal 1957, | 
believe. 

General IrscHner. The complete survey, sir, will be completed 
about the end of the calendar year 1957. ‘The navigation portion of 
the survey will be available about the end of this calendar year. 

Senator Hitu. That will be the navigation features? 

General IrscHNnER. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hiiu. And the other features at the end of the following 
calendar year? 

General IrscHnER. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hitt. And you either have the funds with the $180,000 
or you will be able to have sufficient funds to go ahead and there will 
be no delay about this survey. 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir; we have sufficient funds to complete 
the study. 

Senator Hitt. Thank you, General. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


SMALL-CRAFT CHANNEL ACROSS ST. GEORGE ISLAND, APALACHICOLA 
BAY, FLA. 





Unobligated | Unexpended 
balance balance 








June 30, 1955_...- 
Mar. 31, 1956 satel 5 
June 30, 1956 (estimated) - -_- 


Senator ELLENDER. We now come to ‘‘Small-craft channel across 
St. George Island.”’ This is one of the projects that this committee 
put in the budget last year without any budget estimate. 
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I notice that the estimated Federal cost has been decreased by 
about $23,000 and that the amount you are now asking for will 
complete this project; am I correct? 

General Horrrer. That is correct. 

Senator ELLENDER. It is a worthy project, is it? 

General Horerrer. Yes, sir; it is a worthy project. 

Senator ELLENDER. I am certainly glad that this committee made 
money available last year, and to have it completed in 2 years, | 
think, is fine. 

I hope we will be able to put a few more projects in that may not 
be in the budget. 

COOPERATION BY LOCAL PEOPLE 


Senator Hotuanp. Mr. Chairman, on this St. George Island 
Channel, which saves so much mileage by small craft going from 
Apalachicola Bay to the Gulf of Mexico, my understanding is that 
the problem was so pressing that the local people advanced some 
$71,000 to open this channel, so that it could be used, about 2 years 
ago or 3 years ago, without having, as I recall, a fixed arrangement 
with this committee at the time, but with the expressed hope at that 
time that the value of their contribution would be reflected in dimin- 
ished Federal costs and that they would be entitled to be reimbursed 
if that were the case. 

General, could you state what the developments have been since 
that time by way of the bid being greatly reduced, the bid for the 
Federal work of the reopening of the channel, as below estimates and 
below your completed cost reflecting thereby the value of the work 
done by the local interests? 

General Horrrer. Yes, sir, Senator Holland. The actual saving 
on this project results from two things. One is better prices than we 
expected, and the other is reduced quantities as a result of the work 
that was done by local interests. 


SAVINGS DUE TO LOCAL WORK 


Based on the latest information I have, the saving as a result of 
work done by local interests to the Government is approximately 
$17,000. I would have to get an exact figure by getting in touch 
with the Mobile district to find out exactly what it is, but it is in the 
nature of $17,000. The balance of it is because we got better prices. 

Senator HoLLaAnp. What was the balance of the saving? 

General Horrrer. As to the total saving, instead of $313,000 addi- 
tional this year, it will probably be about $205,000. 

Senator Hotzanp. In other words, a saving of $108,000. 

General Horerrer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hontuanp. The local interests feel that a much larger 
proportion of that saving reflects their work than you have indicated. 

General Hoerrer. The actual work done by the local interests, sir, 
was to a large extent lost by subsequent shoaling, so much so that 
the actual saving, as I say, we estimated roughly is $17,000 to the 
Federal Government. 

Senator ELLENDER. Seventeen thousand dollars is the total saving 
by virtue of the work done by the local people? 

General Horrrer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hottanp. Mr. Chairman, I am not prepared to take issue 
at all on it, but my information from the local people was that there 
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was a saving of $180,000 below the estimated cost of the construction 
of this canal by the Federal Government, and that they had actually 
opened it and that the place where the shoaling took place—that was 
at the gulf end of it, and perhaps at other spots, too—did not nullify 
the fact that the local people had moved the dune all the way through 


there and had opened the channel prior to the letting of the Federal 
contract. 


Senator ELLENDER. In any event, Senator Holland, we will have 
to get authority for that. It has not been authorized. 

Senator Hottanp. What I would like to do would be to request the 
engineers to check the matter carefully and furnish us information as 
to what their recommendation would be on this matter. That 
eventually has to come. 

Senator ELLENDER. As to how much in your opinion the Govern- 
ment would owe these people for the work that they previously did, 

General Horrrer. All right; we will furnish that. 

(The information referred to follows:) 


Repayment is not authorized under existing law. In the event that Congress 
directs repayment to local interests for work done on the project it is recom- 
mended that the repayment be made on the basis of reduction in yardage in the 
Federal project as a result of the work done by local interests. This will not 
exceed $35,000, but an exact determination of the amount cannot be determined 
at this time. 


Senator ELLeNpeER. Are there any further questions? 
Senator HoLtianp. That is all. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS 
(NAVIGATION) 


APALACHICOLA Bay, Fiua. (CHANNEL Across St. GrEorGE ISLAND) 
(Continuing) 


Location.—Channel extending from Gulf of Mexico across St. George Island to 
Apalachicola Bay. 


Authorization.—1954 River and Harbor Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.04 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


| Accumulated 
| percent of esti- 
Amount | mated Federal 
cost (Corps of 
Engineers 


Estimated Federal cost: 
Corps of Engineers 
U.S. Coast Guard ‘ ‘ 
Estimated non-Federal cost. ..........-.-- 
Cas oh con trib ution. 


Total estimated project cost 

Appropriations to June 30, 1955 
Appropriztions for fiscal year 195 
Appropriations to date. 

A ppropriations requested for fiscal year 1957 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 
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PHYSICAL DATA 


Channels: 10 feet deep and 100 feet wide from 10-foot depth in Apalachicola 
Bay across St. George Island to within 300 feet of the gulf shore; thence 
increasing uniformly to a 200-foot width at the shore and continuing at this 
width to 10-foot depth in the Gulf of Mexico a distance of about 4,200 feet. 

Jetties: Two, extending from the dune line on St. George Island to the 10-foot 
depth in the gulf. 

Status (January 1, 1956): Not started. 

Completion schedule: November 1956. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The 10-foot deep channel across St. George Island will shorten the round-trip 
distance from the seafood docks and processing houses at the port of Apalachicola 
to the Gulf of Mexico, where the major portion of the annual seafood and men- 
haden catch is obtained, by a minimum distance of about 20 miles, or by an 
estimated 244 hours per round trip by the average commercial fishing vessel. 
The reduced distance will enable vessel operators to realize a saving by reduction 
in fuel consumption and to devote the time saved to profitable fishing at no 
increase in operating cost or time away from port. By providing more direct 
access to the gulf, the channel will enable commercial fishermen to exploit fishing 
and shrimping areas in the gulf hitherto inaccessible to the vessels due to the 
excessive distance thereto via the existing channel route. ; 

The existing channel from Apalachicola Bay to the gulf via West Pass actually 
extends about 5 miles through the open gulf from the inlet to deep water. The 
alinement of the exposed channel is in a westerly direction, subjecting vessels 
transiting it to the prevailing southerly and southeasterly wave action. Ground- 
ing of vessels in the confined reach is an ever-present danger. Moreover, fishing 
vessels attempting to reach the existing West Pass Channel in seeking refuge from 
storms and squalls, which arise suddenly in this area, would, in many instances, 
be exposed to onshore winds and waves advancing and breaking broadside to 
their path. 

Fiscal year 1957. —Funds in the amount of $313,000 will complete the project. 
Work required to complete the project consists of completing the jetties and initia- 
tion and completion of the channel, and bank stabilization. 


Completed modifications 


Completed work includes channels from the Gulf of Mexico, 10 feet deep at 
mean, low water, through West Pass in the Gulf of Mexico and Link and Inner Bar 
Channels in Apalachicola Bay, with widths of 150 feet in West Pass and Link 
Channels and 100 feet in the Inner Bar Channel. Lengths of the various’channels 
are: West Pass, 1.6 miles; Link, 1.2 miles; and Inner Bar, 3.4 miles. Completed 
work also includes a channel through Bulkhead Shoals 9 feet deep, 100 feet wide, 
and about 1.2 miles long connecting Apalachicola Bay with St. George Sound 
The cost of this completed work is $82,000. West Pass Channel will be abandoned 
when the entrance channel through St. George Island is provided. 

Non-Federal costs.—The estimated value of the lands required for rights-of-way 
for local interests to comply with requirements of local cooperation as set forth 
in the authorizing legislation for the channel across St. George Island is $3,000. 

Local interests also incurred costs of $70,000 for dredging the channel across St. 
George Island in August of 1954, but did not have sufficient funds to construct the 
jetties to stabilize the channel. Consequently, the channel has shoaled to such 
an extent that it is not navigable and redredging will be required. 


APALACHICOLA RIVER, FLA. 


Status of funds 


| 
Unobligated | Unexpended 
balance balance 





June 30, 1955__ - 0 0 
Mar. 31, 1956 $396, 577 $396, 577 
0 275, 000 
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Senator ELLENDER. Next is Apalachicola River, Fla. 

This is another new start that this committee provided last year 
without a budget estimate. This year the budget estimate recom- 
mends funds for completion of this work Has the contract actually 
been awarded for the deepening of this channel? 

Last year we appropriated $535,000 of unbudgeted funds — This 
year you want to complete it with $445,000, which is within the budge; 
estimate. 

General Horrrer. It is now advertised but not awarded. 

General Irscuner. The contract is scheduled for award in May. 

Senator ELttenper. You don’t anticipate it will cost more than 
your estimate? 

General Hoerrer. No, sir; we do not anticipate it will be more than 
our estimate. 

Senator Hotuanp. And the amount requested for this year js 
$445,000? 

General IrscHner. That is correct, and that should complete the 
work. 

Senator Hotisnp. I am sure that the committee understands that 
this is a necessary link in allowing river navigation to go up to the 
Jim Woodruff Dam and thence through the Columbia Dam and up to 
Fort Benning. Likewise, it is a necessary link in the traffic to Bain- 
bridge, Ga., up the Flint River. 

General IrscHNrer. That is correct. 

Senator ELLENDER. That is why we did it last year, Senator 
Holland. 

Senator HoLtuanpb. That is right. 

Senator ELLENDER. I am very proud of the fact that this com- 


mittee did put in many of these new projects that will soon be paying 


dividends. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS 
(NAVIGATION) 


APALACHICOLA RiIvER CHANNEL IMPROVEMENT, FLORIDA 
(Continuing) 


Location.—Channel extending from the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway in the 
Apalachicola River to Jim Woodruff Dam near Chattahoochee, Fla., a distance 
of about 101.8 miles. 

Authorization.—1946 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.05 to 1. (The benefit-cost ratio is for the authorized 
project for the Apalachicola, Chattahoochee and Flint Rivers, of which Apalachi- 
cola River channel improvement is an integral unit.) 
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Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of esti- 
Amount mated Federal 
cost (Corps of 
Engineers) 


imated Federal cost oT of Engineers) - - - : $980, 000 
timated Federal cost (U. S. Coast Guard) 1 325, 090 
timated non-Federal a eile ‘ ao a | 40, 000 

‘ash contributions. - - - ks : OL. 
Other costs Jane ‘ 40, 000 
otal extimatec d project cost - - 1, 345, 000 | 
priations to June 30, 1955 35.000 | 
\ppropriations for fiscal year 1956- 500, 000 |--.- 
\ppr priations to date- --- 535, 000 | 
propriations requested for fiscal year 1957- a 5 445, 000 
3 la ince to complete after fiscal year 1957___- : 0 


! Estimated cost for the entire project for the Apalachicola, Chattahoochee, and Flint Rivers. 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Channels: Gulf Intracoastal Waterway to Jim Woodruff Dam, 9 feet deep, 100- 
foot minimum width, 101.8 miles long. 

Status (January 1, 1956): Dredging not started. 

Completion schedule: Entire project, October 1956. 


JUSTIFICATION 


\palachicola River Channel improvement is an integral unit of the project for 
the Apalachicola, Chattahoochee, and Flint Rivers, which, when completed, will 
provide a 9-foot channel for barge traffic which will serve the area tributary to 
the project. 

Some of the principal commodities which are expected to utilize the waterway 
are petroleum products, cottonseed oil, sugar and fertilizer. There is a definite 
trend toward movement of manufacturers to the area due to favorable labor con- 
ditions, hydroelectric power, the proximity of raw materials, and other factors. 

Ordinarily, a depth of 4% feet is available throughout the year in the Apalachi- 
cola River, which is entirely inadequate for marine equipment now being used by 
inland waterway towing companies. The Apalachicola River is an integral part 
of the project for the Apalachicola, Chattahoochee, and Flint Rivers. Buford, 
Fort Gaines, and Jim Woodruff also integral units of this project are now under 
construction. The Buford Reservoir is presently scheduled to be raised to its 

minimum power pool elevation by December 1956, and the Jim Woodruff Reser- 
voir is presently scheduled to be raised to its full pool elevation by August 1956. 
tn order to make use of the navigable pool behind Jim Woodruff Dam, improve- 

nent of the Apalachicola River must be accomplished. Of the total of 1,227,000 
tons of traffic estimated to move over the waterway upon completion of the entire 
project, 500,000 tons are estimated to utilize that part of the waterway below 
Bainbridge, ‘Ga., and Columbia, Ala. The Gulf Power Co. has a steam electric 
plant near Chattahoochee, Fla., the coal for which will be barged up the Apalachi- 
cola River when it is improv ed to accommodate such traffic. Present coal require- 
ments of the plant are about 240,000 tons annually. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The $445,000 requested for fiscal year 1957 will permit com- 
pletion of the channel improvement in October 1956. 

Non-Federal costs.—The estimated cost to local interests of complying with the 
requirement to furnish rights-of-way and spoil areas is $40,000. 


INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, JACKSONVILLE TO MIAMI, FLA. 


_ Intracoastal Canal Waterway, Jacksonville, Fla., to Miami. This 
is, In effect, a resumption of the work having been authorized in the 
ann of national security. The President certified the section, 

Johns River to Cocoa, of the waterway for national defense. 
Th at section has been improved and now you are asking for funds 
to improve the remaining section. 
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That is correct; is it not? 

General Horrrer. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER Will you tell us something about the project? 

General Horrrer. The project is to be developed to the project 
depth of 12 feet from the existing depth and increased width and it 
has to be carried forth from Eau Gallie to Miami. This $200,009 
that is in this year is primarily to start the engineering from Eay 
Gallie to Fort Pierce and to initiate the construction with a con- 
tinuing contract to get the work under way. 

Senator ELLENpER. How much of this $200,000 will go toward 
construction? 

General Horrrer. We estimate approximately one-half. 

Senator ELLENDER. The rest is for engineering? 

General HorrFrer. Yes, sir. 


LETTER FROM FLORIDA DELEGATION 


Senator ELLENDER. At this point, I wish to place in the record a 
letter addressed to me by the Florida delegation—Senator Holland, 
Senator Smathers, and the Florida House delegation. 

(The letter referred to follows:) 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
March 22, 1956. 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Works, 
Committee on Appropriations, United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Senator: The undersigned members of the Florida delegation in 
Congress respectfully urge your subcommittee to approve the item of $200,000 
requested by the Chief of Engineers and included in the President’s budget for 
continuing work on the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway from Jacksonville to 
Miami. 

This partially completed improvement is an integral part of the inland water- 
way from Trenton, N. J., to Miami, of which approximately 1,200 miles of con- 
tinuous 12-foot channel (from Trenton to Eau Gallie, Fla.) are now open to navi- 
gation by standard 1,500-ton barges. Only the improvement of 175 miles of the 
existing channel from Eau Gallie to Miami remains to complete the entire 1,367 
miles of the authorized project. 

Over a period of years the Florida delegation has joined in commending this 
facility to your committee as of great economic worth and major strategic import- 
ance, and they are duly appreciative of the recognition given to it by you, and 
for the past appropriations for the work which has advanced the project so far 
toward completion. It is our hope that the construction may now continue un- 
interruptedly in accordance with such schedule as the Chief of Engineers may 
recommend. 

When completed, the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway will be second only to the 
Mississippi River system and the Great Lakes in length of channel and popula- 
tion served. It will connect and facilitate traffic along the entire eastern seaboard 
south of New York. Thirteen of the major cities of the East are directly tributary 
to it, i. e., Trenton, Philadelphia, Wilmington (Del.), Baltimore, Washington, 
Norfolk, Richmond, Wilmington (N. C.), Charleston, Augusta, Savannah, Jack- 
sonville, and Miami. These, with their tributary areas, comprise a population 
of approximately 18 million people. 

We renew our previous observations as to the essentiality of this protected 
inland navigation route to the national defense, emphasized by the experience of 
World War II, and by the development of our defense network. Transportation 
to and from the southern portions of the Florida salient is essential, and, as 4 
transport facility, this waterway is second only to the railroads. The continuing 
concentration of our military resources in the peninsula implies not only,the para- 
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mount military importance of the salient, but also the necessity for uninterrupted 
transport throughout its length. 
Respectfully, 
Spessard L. Holland, United States Senator; George Smathers, United 
States Senator; William C. Cramer, Member of Congress, First 
District; Charles E. Bennett, Member of Congress, Second Dis- 
trict; Bob Sikes, Member of Congress, Third District; Dante B. 
Fascell, Member of Congress, Fourth District; A. S. Herlong, Jr., 
Member of Congress, Fifth District; Paul G. Rogers, Member of 
Congress, Sixth District; James A. Haley, Member of Congress, 
Seventh District; Billy Matthews, Member of Congress, Eighth 
District. 
ROUTE OF INTRACOASTAL CANAL 


Senator HoLutanp. Will you permit me to make one short obser- 
vation? 

Senator ELLENDER. Yes, sir. 

Senator HoLtLanp. The Intracoastal Canal begins at Trenton, N. J., 
and comes down to Miami. It has been completed to the project 
depth and width! from Trenton to Kau Gallie, Fla., which is about 
halfway down the peninsula of Florida from Jacksonville to Miami. 

It was completed that far as a war measure during the Korean 
episode because of the location just north of Eau Gallie of the Canav- 
eral guided-missile base. The project now is a stub end project, the 
value of which below Jacksonville is largely withheld because the areas 
which would require the greatest use of that completed project lie 
south of Eau Gallie. 

That is the West Palm Beach, Fort Lauderdale, and Miami areas. 
We hope that this may be pushed as rapidly as possible because at 
present, Mr. Chairman, I am advised that transshipment is being 
required to be made in the Jacksonville area. There are not adequate 
facilities further down to transfer cargo from heavier barges to lighter 
barges in order to use the canal, below Eau Gallie. 

The canal, as I understand it, has a depth of about 9 feet from Eau 
Gallie to Miami except that it is not beng maintained at that full 
depth and troubles in transportation frequently arise. There is 
great need for the completion of this project, and I believe that the 
engineers are of that opinion; is that correct, General? 

General Hoerrer. Yes, sir. 

Senator HoLLaNnp. So that the whole Florida delegation feels that 
the value of the present development is being largely nullified or 
isn’t being realized because of the fact that the project stops at Eau 
Gallie, which, while an important little place, does not have the 
great need for this traffic that exists below, farther down the State. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS 
(NAVIGATION) 
INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, JACKSONVILLE TO MIAMI, FLA. 
(Resumption) 
Location.—This waterway extends from St. Johns River (Jacksonville, Fla.), 


to Miami, Fla., following the canal constructed by the Florida Coast Line Canal & 
Transportation Co. 
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Authorization.—1945 River and Harbor Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—Not evaluated. Authorized in the interest of nationa) 
security. 


Summarized financial data 





! 

} 

Accumulated 

| | percent of esti- 

| Amount mated Federa] 
cost (C ry f 

| Engineer 

| 

ae 





Fstimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) - ___- $18, 800, 000 
Estimated Federal cost (U.S. Coast Guard 25,000 |__- 
Estimated non-Federal cost ; 1, 500, 000 |__. 
Cash contribution : 0 
Other cost 1, 500, 000 |____ 
Total estimated project cost. _.._.-- cube Saari 20, 325, 000 |__..- 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955 _.........-- ee , 053, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956__..........-_- ‘ 0 
Appropriations to date 3 7 , 053, 000 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957-__._- 200, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957- _- a ioe 547, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Channel: St. Johns River to Miami, 12 feet deep, 125 feet wide, 349 miles long. 
Status (January 1, 1956): 

St. Johns River to Eau Gallie: Completed. 

Remainder of improvement: Not started. 
Completion schedule: 

Eau Gallie to Fort Pierce: May 1959. 

Fort Pierce to Miami: June 1961. 


JUSTIFICATION 


This waterway is an essential segment of the Intracoastal Waterway system 
which has existing depths of 12 feet or greater as far south as Eau Gallie, Fla 
During World War II, large tonnages of petroleum products and other vital mate- 
rials moved by the waterway between the deepwater ports and the several military 
installations along the east coast of Florida. Construction of the 12-foot channel 
between the St. Johns River and Eau Gallie was initiated during the Korean 
emergency, after certification by the President, to serve military installations on 
Cape Canaveral. Continuation of construction and early completion of the en- 
larged channel between Eau Gallie and Miami is important to the economy of 
the entire eastern seaboard and will provide an essential facility when required 
for the national security. 

The completion of the waterway will permit the economical and profitable 
long-haul movement of commodities via barges and inland waterway freighters, 
as well as the transshipment from the several deepwater harbors of petroleum 
products and bulk and packaged commodities. In addition, the completed 
waterway will afford a protected inside passage for many of the larger craft now 
required to sail outside because of the restrictive dimensions of the existing 
channel. 

The commercial traffic between Eau Gallie and Fort Pierce has increased to 
about 90,000 tons in 1954, 35 percent higher than the 1953 tonnage. Completion 
of this section of the waterway will allow the commercial traffic to move with 
greater safety and speed and at less operating cost as far as the deepwater port 
at Fort Pierce. 

Fiscal year 1957.—To provide for a minimum rate of construction, $200,000 will 
be required in fiscal year 1957 to resume dredging to enlarge the channel between 
Eau Gallie and Fort Pierce. 


Completed modifications 


Work completed consists of enlarging the original channel to 8 feet deep and 
100 feet wide between St. Johns River and Miami, and provision of the turning 
basin in the vicinity of Jacksonville Beach by local interests. The Federal cost 
of this completed work is $7,251,000 for the main channel; the turning basin was 
essentially provided by local interests during construction of a highway at no cost 
to the United States. 
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Remaining authorized modifications 

A further modification in the 1945 Rivers and Harbors Act provides for dredging 
a turning basin at Vero Beach, 8 feet deep, 1,140 feet wide on the waterway side 
and 280 feet wide at the shoreline. Work has not been initiated on this modifica- 
tion which is estimated to cost $27,000. 

Von-Federal costs.—The cost to local interests of complying with the require- 
nents of local cooperation for the main 12-foot channel is estimated at $1,500,000 
for lands and damages; they have to date expended about $550,000. Local in- 
terests are required to provide a bulkhead at Vero Beach turning basin at an esti- 
mated cost of $11,000. 

Local interests have incurred costs of $2,750,000 in complying with the require- 
ments of local cooperation for previous work accomplished on the main channel, 
including $725,000 to purchase the privately constructed waterway and convey 
title to the United States on December 11, 1929, following Federal adoption of 
the waterway by the 1927 Rivers and Harbors Act. 

ST. AUGUSTINE HARBOR, FLA. 


Status of funds 


| 
| Unobligated | Unexpended 
balance | balance 


Pe 0 0 
31, 1956 $126, 735 $126, 735 
e 30, 1956 (estimated) ; ae 67, 000 67, 000 


Senator ELutenpeER. All right. The next item is another project 
that this committee added without a budget estimate, the St. Augustine 
Harbor, Fla. 

A very fine plea was made from our good friend from Florida, 
Senator Holland. 

Senator Hottanpb. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator ELLENDER. I notice this project has shown a reduction in 
the estimated cost of $62,000. The project has a benefit-to-cost 
ratio of 1.4 to 1 and the budget estimate is for $500,000. Is that all 
the money you can spend on that project economically? 

General Horrrer. Yes, sir. That will initiate the construction 
of the south jetty and I believe that that is all we would be ready to 
go on this year. 

Senator ELLENDER. What has been accomplished with the funds 
previously appropriated? 

General Horrrer. The funds have been used to dredge out the 
San Sebastian River and do engineering for the south jetty. 

Senator ELLENDER. When do you propose to let the contract for 
the south jetty? 

General Horrrer. That is, I believe, the second quarter of 1957. 
Yes; that is right. 

Senator ELLENDER. And that is all you can economically spend? 

General Horrrer. That is right. 

Senator HoLtutanp. Mr. Chairman, may I make this comment? 
The San Sebastian Channel has been the bottleneck to the operation 
at St. Augustine, which is a quite large shrimp and fishing operation. 
lam not able to give the number of boats based there, but there must 
be something between 40 and 100 based at St. Augustine. 

There are shrimp houses and fish houses, and then there are two 
small-boat yards also located there. The San Sebastian River channel 
which, as the map shows, is a rather crooked one, had gotten in such 
poor shape that boats were having difficulty and had to wait for bigh 
tides to get in and out frequently. 
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I am very glad that that part of the project is being carried forward 
out of this year’s appropriation and I appreciate again the fact tha: 
the committee initiated the matter last year. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS 
(NAVIGATION) 


Str. AucusTINnE Harpor, Fua. 
(Continuing) 


Location.—St. Augustine Harbor is on the east coast of Florida about 35 miles 
south of the mouth of the St. Johns River. 

Authorization.—1950 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.4 to 1 (San Sebastian River only. No benefit-cost ratio 
has been determined for the other work.). 


Summarized financial data 


| Accumulated 
percent of esti- 
mated Federal 
cost (Corps of 
Engineers 


Amount 


Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) - -. $2, 520, 000 
Estimated Federal cost (U. S. Coast Guard) 6, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 6, 000 
Cash contribution | 0 
Other costs 6,000 | 
Total estimated project cost 2, 522, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955 
A ppropriations for fiscal year 1956 . 163, 000 |-- 
Appropriations to date 163, 000 | 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957 500, 000 | 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 : : , 857, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels: 
From Atlantic Ocean, across inlet bar, 16 feet deep, 200 feet wide, 0.6 mile 
long. 
Thence to Intracoastal Waterway, 12 feet deep, 200 feet wide, 0.9 mile long. 
In San Sebastian River from the Intracoastal Waterway to King Street 
Bridge, 10 feet deep, 100 feet wide, 2.6 miles long. 
Jetties: 
South jetty, 2,870 feet long with future landward extension to total length of 
1,200 feet. 
Future landward extension of existing north jetty, 2,120 feet to total length 
of 3,700 feet. 
Status (January 1, 1956): Not started. 
Completion schedule: 
Channel in San Sebastian River: May 1956. 
South jetty, first stage: August 1958. 
Entrance channel: September 1958. 
South and north jetties, landward extension: June 195%. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The inlet channel to St. Augustine Harbor provides access for established 
navigation between the ocean and the protected waters of the Intracoastal Water- 
way. Since opening of a new inlet in 1940, the bar channel has shifted almost 
with the tides to the extent that it has been almost impossible to maintain navi- 
gation aids necessary for the safety of life and property. 
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Jetty protection of the entrance channel is required to prevent complete or 
partial failure of existing works and to protect life and property. ; Te 

The improved channel in San Sebastian River will be an asset to the vicinity 
and is justified by direct benefits not only to fish, shrimp, and other seafood estab- 
lishments, but also to manufacturing and commercial establishments in St. 
Augustine. Benefits will result due to savings from elimination of lost time and 
repairs to hulls, propellers, and condensers of shrimp boats. Benefits will also 
result due to savings in transportation costs for movements of petroleum products 
by barge instead of by rail. 

‘Fiscal year 1957.—To provide for an orderly and economical rate of construction 
with completion in fiscal year 1959 as scheduled, $500,000 will be required in 
fiseal vear 1957 for initiation of construction of the south jetty. 

Completed modifications, St. Augustine Harbor 

Work completed consists of the inlet cut through the barrier beach (Vilano 
Jeach-Old North Point) connecting Tolomato River and the Atlantic Ocean, and 
anorth jetty with a landward groin extension. The Federal cost of this completed 
work is $893,000. 

Non-F ederal costs.—The estimated cost to local interests of complying with the 
requirements of local cooperation as set forth in the authorizing legislation for 
protection of the inlet and provision of the channel in San Sebastian River is 
$6.000 for lands and damages. 

Local interest incurred costs of $149,500 in complying with the requirements of 
local cooperation for the completed modification. That cost to local interests 
consisted of a cash contribution of $137,500 and $12,000 for payment for lands 
and damages. 


TAMPA HARBOR, FLA. 


Status of funds 


Unobligated | Unexpended 
balance balance 


June 30, 1955 j 0 
Mar. 31, 1956 / 10 1 $371, 639 
June 30, 1956 (estimated) 20) | 20 


‘In addition to status of project funds shown, $171,160 were obligated from funds loaned to this project. 
? In addition to status of project funds shown, it is estimated that $305,000 will be obligated and expended 
from funds loaned to this project. 


Senator ELLENDER. The next is the Tampa Harbor. It was my 
privilege to visit this place last year, and I am glad progress is being 
made. The request for improvement there this vear is $2% million. 

Will you tell us what you did with the money we gave you last year? 

General Honrrer. The money appropriated last year was used for 
two types of work, one by hopper dredging on the bar, and the other 
was by contract dredging on the channel in the harbor. 


BENEFIT-COST RATIO 


Senator ELLENDER. I notice that your estimated costs have been 
reduced by $200,000 and that your benefit-cost ratio has increased 
from 2.25:1 to 2.6:1. What has been the cause of that? 

General Honrrer. Increased tonnage. 

Senator ELLENDER. And decrease in estimate? 

General Ircuner. That is correct. 

_ Senator Hotianp. Mr. Chairman, the tonnage at Tampa has 
increased very sizably in this last year and will increase more, because 
that whole area of the State is growing immensely and that is the port 
from which and to which our traffic moves. 
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I am advised by the port authority that the engineers have already 
advanced from other funds a sizable amount to speed this work. 
realizing that the whole channel has to be completed up into th, 
harbor to get any real benefits. 

I wish they would state, if that is the case, what is the amount that 
they have advanced from other funds and what amount they could 
really use properly this year to speed this channel deepening? 

General Irscuner. That is correct, sir, we have advanced a large 
amount of funds—it is $305,000 out of fiscal year 1956 funds—in order 
to augment the $977,000 appropriated in fiscal year 1956. 

Senator ELLENDER. Will you have enough with the $2% million 
we are providing to take care of that loan and then continue the work? 

General IrscHNER. We have enough to go ahead on a minimum 
basis, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. How much more money could you usé? 

General IrscHNeR. We could use an additional $1,500,000. 

Senator ELLENDER. This year? 

General Irscuner. In fiscal 1957, sir; in addition to the $2,500,000 
requested, which would bring the amount to $4 million. 

Senator HoLtutanp. May | state for the record what I hear from 
the port authority, and then we will look to them for further showing? 

They tell me that by the use of something over $300,000 that has 
been advanced, they have two very large and efficient dredges working 
in there now, one on the original contract and one on the subcontract, 
and that unless this appropriation is enlarged, they will come to the 
end of the funds included in the current asking about the middle of 
this next fiscal year, and just have to wait until the following year’s 
appropriation. 

To my mind, that is not economy at all, and if that be the fact, | 
would be quite hopeful that the engineers would recommend strongly 
this $1% million addition so that they can keep those dredges on the 
site and working, and we will get the ultimate completion of the 
channel that much quicker. 

Senator ELLENDER. How much did you originally ask for? 

Did you ask for more than $2 million? 

General Irscuner. I believe we asked for $2,500,000, sir, but of 
course we had an overall ceiling and I believe the division asked the 
Chief’s office for $4 million. 

Senator ELLENDER. Will you put in the record what your original 
request was? 

General ItscHNER. Yes, sir. 

(The information requested follows:) 


The fiscal year 1957 budget request by the Chief of Engineers was $2,500,000 


BIDS COMPARED WITH ESTIMATES 


Senator ELLenpER. How did your bids compare with your estimates? 
General Horrrer. The bids on the work were higher than the 
Government estimate. 


Senator ELLENDER. Higher? 

General Hoerrer. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Are you going to continue them? Can you 
not get them to come down a little bit, especially if they stay on the 
job and continue to do the work? It strikes me you ought to be 
able to get them to come at least within your estimate. 
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General Horrrer. I don’t believe, unless we had a new bid, we 
could not expect to change existing bids, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. You might just suggest it to them. 

General Hornrrer. We will try it. 

Senator ELLENDER. Certainly; why not. 

Senator HoLtanp. At any rate, Mr. Chairman, they have two 
very large hydraulic dredges. I went on one of them not long ago. 
They are really biting out the rock there and getting that channel 
opened up. 

Senator ELLENDER. How much higher were the bids than your 
estimate, percentagewise? 

General Horrrer. They were roughly 19 percent. The Govern- 
ment estimate, of course, did not include a profit, so it is not as bad 
as it sounds in that sense. 

Senator ELLENDER. You mean to say in all your estimates you 
don’t include profits? 

General Horrrer. Not in civil works. 

General IrscunEeR. That is correct sir. We take that into account. 
We realize there must be profits added to it, say, 10 percent or what- 
ever would be a proper amount. 

Senator ELLENDER. This is almost 19 percent profit. 

General IrscHNER. Yes, sir. 

General Horrrer. To further answer your question on that, Mr. 
Chairman, there would be one new contract probably if we got this 
$1,500,000 additional. 

Senator ELLENDER. But this would be a continuing project and 
you have more dredging to do than just this in contemplation, so I 
think I would look into that. 

General Hozrrer. We will try to do the best we can. 

Senator HoLuanb. They are really moving rapidly and I appreciate 
the fact that they advanced $300,000 to keep it moving rapidly. I 
wouldn’t want to see either of those two dredges have to cease in 
the middle of this coming year and go somewhere else and then have 
all of the delay and also the lack of economy that will come if you 
have to bid on them to come back. 

General IrscunER. The Senator is certainly correct. The cost of 
demobilization and remobilization would be quite great. 

Senator ELLENDER. Due to the fact that this is a continuing con- 
tract and you are going to keep them there, it strikes me that they 
ought to be able to reduce their bids a little bit, because when they 
lirst came there, they certainly put in some cost of moving their 
equipment. Now that they are there and you are going to give them 
a continuing contract, they ought to certainly take that into considera- 
tlon. 


EFFECT OF DEEPENING CHANNEL 


What effect has the deepening of these channels so far had on com- 
merce? Has it increased it any? 

_ General Horrrer. Yes, sir; it has increased very substantially. 
lhe estimate was around 7 million tons and it is now over 9 million 
tons. 

Senator Hotianp. It is over 10 million tons now. Mr. Chairman, 
the increase I would like to say was a result of the work done, but I 
can't approve that because the channel isn’t any deeper above where 
the work has been done than it was before. 

75008—56—pt. 2——138 
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You have just partly opened up the new channel, so that ships of th, 
same draft that were having trouble before are having trouble still and 


will until the full channel is opened up. The port is growing yo, 
rapidly. 


Senator ELLENDER. There is just a natural growth? 
Senator HoLianp. Yes, sir; and will grow more rapidly when th, 
fully loaded large tankers can come in there. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLeNpER. The justification will be placed in the record 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS 
(NAVIGATION 


Tampa Harpor, Fura. (34-Foor ProsEct) 
(Continuing) 


Location.—Channel from Gulf of Mexico to Tampa, with interior ch: 


Port Tampa and the Alafia River Terminal, total dredging length of cha 
14 miles. 


Authorization.—1950 River and Harbor Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—2.6 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accu 
percent 
Amount mated Fe 
cost (Cory 
Engineers 


Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) 
Estimated Federal cost (U. 8. Coast Guard) 
Estimated non-Federal cost 

Cash contribution 

Other costs 
Total estimated project cost (Federal) 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956 
Appropriations to date 977, 000 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957 2, 500, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 7, 323, 000 


, 800, 000 
172, 000 
(+) 

0 
{ ) 
, 972, 000 
0 
977, 000 


Not determined. 


Physical data 


: Dredging 
Channels or basins Depth ieawth 


Feet Miles 
Egmont Channel 3 


Mullet Key Cut_- A ‘ 
lampa and Hillsboro Bay Channels._-. : ; 3 25 
Upper Harbor: 
Sparkman Channel 
Ybor Turning Basin- 
Port Tampa Channel 
Port Tampa Turning Basin____- 
Alfalfa River Channel 
Alfalfa River Turning Basin_ 


3. 
2 


1 [rregular shape. 
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Status (January 1, 1956): Construction of the improvement was started in 
November 1955 and is 2 percent completed. 
Completion schedule: 
Tampa Bay channels: October 1957. 
Egmont channels: March 1958. 
Mullet Key Cut: March 1958. 
Remaining channels: April 1960. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Tampa Harbor, the most important port on the gulf coast of Florida, serves a 
large tributary area. The volume of commerce handled by the harbor has steadily 
increased from 5,436,202 tons in 1949 to 9,812,962 tons in 1954, an 80 percent 
increase. Many complaints have been received of the inadequacy of existing 
widths and depths. 

Large tonnages of petroleum products (4,578,841 tons in 1954) for civilian and 

ilitary use, phosphate (3,286,465 tons in 1954), sulfur, fertilizer, iron and steel 
articles, grain, fresh and canned vegetables and fruits, forest products, cement 
and other commodities move in volume through the harbor in modern deep-draft 
vessels. 

Tanker operators state that an average of 10 hours per vessel-trip at a cost of 
about $121 per hour, or about $1,210 net per trip, is lost awaiting high tide at 
Tampa Harbor. Likewise, operators and agents of the major steamship lines 
state that an average of 8 hours per vessel trip at a cost of about $80 per hour, or 
$640 per trip, is lost by their ships awaiting high tide in the harbor. Delays will 
inerease as the volume of commerce increases. 

A large volume of fuel now moves between Port Tampa via a pipeline to a tank 
farm at MacDill Air Force Base, whence it is distributed to other permanent 
\ir Force bases at Orlando and Cocoa Beach, Fla. Current plans include enlarging 
the existing pipeline and the construction of additional tanks to provide a con- 
siderably increased capacity. 

Mnlargement of the channels to Tampa and Port Tampa will reduce the layover 
time of modern deep-draft vessels and will permit the carrying of greater loads of 
petroleum products. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The sum of $2,500,000 will be applied to continue dredging 
in Tampa Bay Channel, Egmont Channel, and Mullet Key Cut. 

Completed modifications, Tampa Harbor 

Work completed consists of a 30-foot channel (32 foot in Egmont Channel) 
to Port Tampa (ineluding a turning basin), a 30-foot channel to Tampa, including 
Seddon, Garrison, Ybor Channels, and a 12-foot channel at the mouth of Hillsboro 
River. The cost of completed work is $10,184,000. 


Remaining authorized modifications, Tampa Harbor 

Work remaining to complete the project consists of dredging a channel 9 feet 
deep and 100 feet wide in Hillsboro River for about 2.4 miles above the upper end 
of the existing 12-foot channel, and removal of obstructions thence to the Florida 
Avenue Bridge as authorized by 1945 River and Harbor Act; and the extension 
f snagging and clearing in Hillsboro River 3 miles to the city waterworks dam 

s authorized by the 1954 River and Harbor Act. No work has been initiated 

1 these modifications which are estimated to cost $216,000. 

Non-Federal costs—The cost to local interests of complying with the require- 
ments of local cooperation as set forth in the authorizing legislation for the 34-foot 
channels (36 feet in Egmont Channel) has not yet been fully determined. The 
estimated cost for increased slips and berthing space with necessary terminal 
facilities at Port Tampa based on plans approved by the Chief of Engineers in 
September 1955 is $850,000. The cost of the requirements of additional or 
strengthened bulkhead and retaining works adjacent to channels has not yet 
been determined pending completion of dredging plans for the upper channels. 
Lands required are estimated at $3,000. 

Local interests have incurred costs of between $2 million and $3 million in 
complying with the requirements of local cooperation for completed modifications, 

In addition, local interests have incurred costs of many millions of dollars in 
dredging and providing port facilities in Tampa Harbor since consolidation of 
several projects to form a single project for Tampa Harbor in 1922. 
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SAVANNAH HARBOR, GA. 


Senator ELLENDER. Next is the Savannah River Harbor extension, 
Georgia. 

This is a new modification with an estimated cost of $415,000. |; 
has a benefit-to-cost ratio of 1.65 to 1. What is involved in this 
modification? 

General Hoerrrer. This is a deepening of the channel, and further 
extension of it up to the Georgia Port Authority dock, and the pro- 
vision of a turning basin in that area. 

Senator ELLENDER. Do you expect any local contribution? 

General Horrrer. No, sir, not to the project itself. They will 
make certain expenditures in the way of port facilities. They are 
furnishing the spoil areas. 

Senator ELLENDER. Do they furnish you the necessary lands and 
places to dump the spoils? 

General Hoerrer. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. I notice that the amount you are asking or the 
amount as suggested by the budget is the entire cost of the project. 
When do you propose to undertake the work if and when the Congress 
should provide the funds? 

General Horrrer. We hope to do that shortly after the funds 
become available. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGA- 
TION) 


SAVANNAH Harpor, Ga. (CHANNEL EXTENSION) 
(New) 


Location.—The modification of Savannah Harbor covered herein begins at the 
head of the existing 34-foot project, mile 17.2 on the Savannah River, and extends 
upstream a distance of about 1.6 miles past the Georgia Ports Authority terminal 
facilities. 

Authorization.—1954 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.65 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 


Amount 


Total estimated project cos | 415, 000 | 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955 0 | 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956 

Appropriations to date 

Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957 

Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 





1 Not determined. 
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PHYSICAL DATA 


Channel: Widening and deepening existing channel to 34 feet deep and 400 feet 
wide for a distance of 1.6 miles. 

Turning basin: 34 feet deep, 600 by 700 feet. 

Status (Jan. 1, 1956): Not started. 

Completion schedule: February 1957. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Savannah Harbor, one of the largest and most important on the South Atlantic 
coast, is a deep water project through which over 3,751,000 tons of commerce 
moved in 1954. 

There are more than 300 industries in Savannah and vicinity which produce 
such diversified products as asphalt, roofing material, fertilizer, refined sugar, 
paper, pulp, gypsum, naval stores, chemicals, and lumber. Many of these plants 
depend upon the port for receipt of raw materials and for the shipment of finished 
products. m : p ; 

The existing 200-foot-wide channel which serves the Georgia Ports Authority, 
the only publicly owned dock facility in the harbor, is inadequate to the needs of 
traffic using the facility. Privately owned facilities such as those of the Atlantic 
Coast Line Railroad Co., the Seaboard Air Line Railroad Co., and the Central of 
Georgia Railway Co., are presently served by channels and turning basins of 
adequate dimensions. At the present time traffic using the Georgia Ports 
Authority terminal suffers costly delays because of inadequate channel depths 
and the lack of a conveniently located turning basin. During the last 6 months 
an average of 33 vessels per month have used the ports authority docks. This 
average is more than double the 186 vessels per year used in estimating the 
benefits of the authorized modification. 

The provision of a channel 34 feet deep will permit vessels to approach the ports 
authority wharf and industrial docks in the upper harbor area without delay at 
all stages of the tide. A channel 400 feet wide will provide a safe channel for 
passing vessels. The nearest turning basin to the Georgia Ports Authority wharf 
is located about 6,000 feet downstream, which necessitates hazardous navigation 
throughout that distance in the narrow 200-foot-wide channel to effect a turn. 
The 600 by 700 foot turning basin will eliminate the hazardous and costly pro- 
cedure. A turning basin of this size will accommodate the T—2 tankers and the 
Mariner class dry-cargo ships which use the harbor facilities. These vessels are 
about 523 feet and 560 feet long, respectively. 

The improvement is urgently needed and is a logical step in the development of 
the harbor for deep-draft vessels. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $415,000 will initiate and complete 
the improvement. 


Completed modifications, Savannah Harbor 


The work completed consists of a channel from the Atlantic Ocean to Savannah, 
Ga., 36 feet deep and 500 feet wide across the ocean bar, 9.7 miles; thence 34 feet 
deep and generally 400 feet wide, increased to 550 feet opposite the Atlantic Coast 
Line terminals, with a turning basin 34 feet deep at the Mexican Petroleum Corp. 
refinery, 17.2 miles; thence 30 feet deep and varying from 400 to 200 feet wide at 
the foot of Kings Island, 0.6 miles; thence 30 feet deep and 200 feet wide to a point 
1,500 feet below the Atlantic Coastal Highway bridge, with two turning basins 
30 feet deep, one in the vicinity of the Atlantic Creosoting Co. terminal, and the 
other at the upper end, approximately 3.5 miles; a total length of approximately 
31 miles. The cost of this completed work is $8,695,000. 

Non-Federal costs.—The cost to local interests of complying with the require- 
ments of local cooperation as set forth in the authorizing legislation for the exten- 
sion of the 34-foot by 400-foot channel with a turning basin in the vicinity of the 
Savannah State docks is undertermined at this time. These requirements involve 
the furnishing of lands, easements, and rights-of-way for the construction and sub- 
sequent maintenance of the improvements. 

Local interests have expended about $5 million for terminal facilities at Sa- 
vannah Harbor, and at present plans are underway for additional facilities whose 
cost will be in excess of $2 million. 
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WILMINGTON HARBOR, N. C. 


Status of funds 


Unobligated 
balance 


June 30, 1955_ _- 0 
Mar. 31, 1956. ---- i / a $318, 383 
June 30, 1956 (estimated) a 10 


1 In addition to status of project funds shown, it is estimated that $100,000 will be obligated fro: 
loaned to this project. 


Senator ELLENpDER. The next is the Wilmington Harbor, N.C. | 
notice here that the original estimate was $1,130,000 but in the revised 
budget it has been raised by $413,000 to a total of $1,543,000. 

What was the occasion for that? How did that come about? 

General Horrrer. This is a similar situation to that which obtained 
in Mobile, where we have continuing contracts and this additional! 
money will continue these contracts in force without having thi 
contractor lay up his plant until next year’s money became available 

Senator ELLENDER. This is another one of those projects that th 
committee put in without a budget estimate and I am proud to se 
that if we make available the amount that you are now asking for 
the project will be completed. 

General Horerrer. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. That is a very important project, too; is it not? 

General Horrrer. It is a very important project and I believe it 
is being done even faster than originally planned. Some of the work 
not planned for fiscal 1956 is underway now. 


STATE PORT FACILITY 


Senator HoLuanp. Isn’t that a State port for the State of North 
Carolina? 

General Horerrer. There is a State port facility at Wilmington; yes, 
sir; but this is a Federal project. 

Senator Hotitanp. I understand, but isn’t this the big port at 
Wilmington and don’t they put in State funds for the harbor facilities 
just like Alabama does at Mobile? 

Senator ELLeENpDrER. Just building facilities, that is all. 

Senator Hotitanp. That is what I mean. 

General Horerrer. They have a big port facility there; yes, sir. 

Senator Hotitanp. Which is a State facility. 

General Horerrer. State built; yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. What did you do with the funds we gave you 
last year? 

General Horerrer. It was used for hopper dredging in the entrance 
channel and remaining funds will be used for pipeline dredging in the 
inner channels. 

Senator ELLENDER. And this amount will be used for the same pur- 
pose, to complete the project? 

General Horrrer. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. You have awarded the contract, of course, 
already? 

General Horrrer. We have opened bids on the work to be done by 
contract, but we have not yet awarded it. 
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Senator ELLENDER. How did the bids compare with your estimates? 
General Honrrer. The bids are very much higher. 
Senator ELLENDER. Higher? 
General Horrrer. Yes, sir; very much higher. 
Senator ELLENDER. W hy should that be? Is there much work in 
that locality? 
General Honrrer. There doesn’t appear to be enough plant to give 
competition on this dredging work. 
Senator ELLENDER. How many bidders did you have? 
General Horrrer. I can’t answer that. I could get that for the 
record. 
Senator ELteNpDER. All right. 
(The information requested follows:) 
were received for dredging Wilmington Harbor April 17, 1956. Five bids 
‘ived ranging from $1,986,206 to $2,412,218. The low bid was about 53 
t above the Government estimate amounting to $1,293,684, without profit. 
Senator ELLENDER. How much more than you estimate will this 
cost be, percentagewise? 
General Horrrer. The bids on this job ran about 53 percent in 
excess of the Government estimate. 
Senator ELLENDER. 53 percent? 
General Horrrer. Yes, sir. 
Senator ELLENDER. You haven’t accepted that yet? 
General Horrrer. No, sir; we have not. 
General IrscHNER. We are going to have to readvertise, sir. 
Senator ELLENDER. All right. That is a little bit too much. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGA- 
TION) 


Witmineton Harpor, N. C. (34-Foor Provect) 


Location.—Channel in Cape Fear River extending from 35-foot contour in 
Atlantic Ocean through Cape Fear entrance to Castle Street, Wilmington, a 
distance of about 30 miles. 

Authorization.—1950 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.43 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 

|} percent of 

Amount estimated 
Federal cost 


timated Federal cost $2, 100 
mated non-Federal cost (1) 
Cash contribution 
Other costs () 

tal estimated project cost 2, 100, 000 

Appropriations to June 30, 1955 0 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956-__- 557, 000 
ap propriations to date _- 557, 000 

et itions requested for fiscal year 1957 , 130, 000 
BA ince to complete after fiscal year 1957 ; 3, 000 


000 


0 


! Not available. 
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PHYSICAL DATA 


Channels: Ocean bar channel 35 feet deep, 400 feet wide, about 3 miles long. 
Inside channel 34 feet deep, 400 feet wide, about 27 miles long, including anchorage 
basin 2,000 feet long, 900 feet wide at upper end, and 1,100 feet wide at lower end. 
Status (January 1, 1956): Not started. 
Completion schedule: 
Ocean bar channel: December 1957. 
Inside channel: September 1957. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Wilmington Harbor, a deepwater project serving Wilmington, N. C., is one of 
the major petroleum distribution centers on the Atlantic seaboard. In 1954. 
about 4,093,000 tons of commerce moved over this waterway. The principal 
products transported were petroleum products, pulpwood, paper, and fertilizer 
materials, sugar, and unmanufactured tobacco. However, the commerce jn- 
cludes substantial quantities of a wide variety of products. 

The principal agricultural products produced in the area tributary to the water- 
way are tobacco, corn, cotton, sweet potatoes, irish potatoes, wheat, and oats, 
Principal industries consist of food and kindred products, printing, publishing, 
and allied industries, chemicals and allied products, and stone, clay, and glass 
products. Military establishments in the tributary area include Fort Bragg, 
Pope Field, and Camp Lejeune. The Sunny Point Army Terminal on the west 
shore of the Cape Fear River below Wilmington is now in operation by the Trans- 
portation Corps. The 34-foot depth improvement would eliminate the increased 
transportation costs resulting from light loading, split deliveries, and delays 
awaiting favorable tides. No benefits to military commerce are included in the 
evaluated benefits on which the benefit-cost ratio is based, except for savings o1 
petroleum products handled through Wilmington Harbor that the Armed Forces 
obtain from petroleum companies. 

Fiscal year 1957.—To provide for an orderly and economical rate of construction 
with completion in fiscal year 1958 as scheduled, $1,130,000 will be required in 
fiscal year 1957 for application to dredging of the 34-foot inside channel under a 
continuing contract to be initiated in fiscal year 1956. 


Completed modifications, Wilmington Harbor 


Work completed consists of a 32-foot deep by 400-foot wide channel from the 
ocean to Castle Street about 30 miles including the anchorage basin at the 
upper end of the channel; thence a 30-foot deep by 300-foot wide channel to 
Hilton Bridge about 2.15 miles with a turning basin near the upper end; thence 
a 25-foot deep and 200-foot wide channel in the Northeast (Cape Fear) River 
about 1.25 miles to a turning basin of the same depth, 600 feet wide. Completed 
work also includes a 12-foot deep by 100-foot wide connecting channel to th 
Atiantic Intracoastal Waterway. The cost of this completed work is $4,104,000. 


Remaining authorized modifications 


The Rivers and Harbors Act of 1945 provides for increasing the channel width 
from 300 to 400 feet, the basin width from 600 to 800 feet and the channel depth 
from 30 to 32 feet between Castle Street and Hilton Bridge. No work has been 
done on this project except some widening of the channel and basin to a 30-foot 
depth. The remaining work, scheduled to be restudied, is estimated to cost 
$506,000 (1954 base). 

Non-Federal costs.—Local interests are required to furnish lands, easements, 
rights-of-way and spoil-disposal areas. The cost of providing these items of 
local cooperation is not presently available. 

The requirements of local cooperation for completed modifications included 
the expenditure of $200,000 by local interests for terminals required by the River 
and Harbor Act of 1912 and the furnishing of lands, easements, rights-of-way, 
and spoil-disposal areas required by the 1945 act. The cost to local interests 
for providing these items of local cooperation is not available. 

In addition, local interests, including railroads, oil companies, and the North 
Carolina State Ports Authority advise that they have incurred costs of about $18 
million for the construction of wharves, docks, and materials-handling facilities 
from time to time, including $5 million expended by the State ports authority 
for terminal facilities completed in 1952. Moreover, local interests propose to 
incur additional costs of about $1 million in the construction of additional 
terminal facilities. 
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CHANNEL, PORT ROYAL SOUND TO BEAUFORT, 58. C. 


Status of funds 


Unobligated | Unexpended 
balance balance 


June 30, 1955 = - -- --- - - -- ., 0 , 0 
Mar. 31, 1956 : ‘ nites toe : $237, 484 $396, 021 
June 30, 1956 (estimated) me's “= : 0 0 





Next is the channel from Port Royal Sound to Beaufort, S. C. 
This is a new start recommended by the House last year without a 
budget estimate and concurred in by the Senate. However, we in- 
creased the amount allowed by the House. 

I notice the project there has a benefit-cost ratio of 1.12 to 1. Is 
that the same as it was last year, or has it decreased any? 

General Hoerrer. It shows a benefit-cost ratio on the revised sheet 
of 1.09 to 1. There was an error in the data furnished last year which 
resulted in the change of the benefit-cost ratio this year. 

Senator ELLENDER. Of what? 1.12 to 1? 

General Horerrer. Yes, sir. Last year it was shown as 1.15 to 1 
and it should have been 1.12. This year it is 1.09 due to increased 
costs over and above the estimate of the project last year. 

Senator ELLENDER. You say you had an error last year? 

General Horrrer. There was an error in reporting it. It was 
shown as 1.15 to 1 last year. It should have been 1.12. Now the 
cost-benefit ratio has been decreased from 1.12 to 1.09 due to the 
increase in estimated cost. 


Senator ELLENDER. I notice here the original budget had $279,000 
and it was increased to $401,000, which would permit you to complete 
this project with the money that you now estimated to be the entire 
cost? 

General Horrrer. That is correct. 

Senator ELLENDER. I hope you can do it. 


JUSTIFICATION 
The justification will be inserted in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows: ) 
CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS 
(NAVIGATION) 
CHANNEL, Port Royat Sounp To BEAvFort, 8. C. 
(Continuing) 
Location, Channel extending from the ocean, via Port Royal Sound, Beaufort 
River, and Battery Creek, to Port Royal, a distance of about 20.7 miles, 


Authorization.—1954 River and Harbor Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.12 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 


Amount 


“stimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers | $779, 000 
estimated Federal cost (U.S. Coast Guard 100, 000 
stimated non-Federal cost | 200. 000 

Cash contribution 0) 

Other costs 200, 000 
Total estimated project cost 1, 079, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955 0 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956 . 500, 000 
Appropriations to date 500, 000 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957 279, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 0 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels: on sy ™ § 
Bar channel: 27 feet deep, 500 feet wide, 4.5 miles long. 
Port Royal Sound: 27 feet deep, 500 feet wide, 8.7 miles long (no dred 
required), 
Port Royal Sound to Port Royal: 24 feet deep, 300 feet wide, 7.5 miles | 
Turning basins: 
Port Royal: 27 feet deep, 600 feet by 800 feet. 
Status (January 1, 1956 
sar channel: Not started. 
Channel, Port Royal Sound to Port Royal, including turning basin: N 
started. 
Completion schedule: 
sar channel: September 1956. 
Channel, Port Royal Sound to Port Royal, including turning basin: Febru 
1956. 
JUSTIFICATION 


Existing depths across the ocean bar and in Beaufort River do not permit t 
movement of commerce in deep-draft vessels. The use of Port Royal as a dee} 
draft port is desired by vessel operators and is being developed by the South Ca 
lina State Ports Authority. The principal items of commerce will be blackstr 
nolasses, fertilizer, and lumber. Port Royal enjoys a lower transportatio! 
to the consuming areas than other South Atlantic ports and consequently off 
considerable transportation savings. The Department of Agriculture, w! 
endorsing one port above another, does state that the use of blackstrap n 
the main item of prospective commerce, is great in the tributary area and 
continue to increase as a feed for livestock in corn deficient areas such as this ar 
of the South Atlantie seaboard. The port will allow direct and economical vess 
loading of troops and supplies from the nearby Marine Corps base in tin 
national emergeney. Early completion of the project is essential in ord 
provide a navigable channel to Port Royal. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $279,000 will be applied to c 
tion of the bar channel. 

Non-Federal costs——Local interests will install terminal facilities at a c 
about $200,000 for the initial installation. 


CENTRAL AND SOUTHERN FLORIDA 


Status of funds 


Unobligated 
balance 


June 30, 1955 i = a ae ae e $64, 659 
Mar. 31, 1956 ee mae oe " ep -" im 435, 838 
June 30, 1956 ( ima : beat : ( 


\ 


‘In addition to status of pro 


ject funds shown, it is « fed that $40,099 will be obligate 
loaned to this project. 
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Next is “Central and southern Florida.” I note that the total 
estimated cost of this project has increased by $2 million this last 
vear. Will you explain the reason for that increase? 

Colonel Penney. That is correct, sir. The total estimated cost 
was $118 million last year for the planned items. Over half of that 
‘nerease of $2 million is through the addition of planned items that 
were brought up to a planned status during the year. 

Senator ELLENDER. That is what I was trying to point out a while 

_ that with these additional studies being made you will continue 
to raise the cost of this project. 

Colonel Penney. That is correct and that is as contemplated in the 
wuthorizing act. 


BENEFIT-COST RATIO 


Senator Hottanp. What is the present benefit-to-cost ratio? It is 
about 6 to 1; is it not? 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir; for the planned items it is 6 to 1. It is 
very high benefit-to-cost ratio. 

Senator ELLENDER. I am not complaining about that. The only 
thing is, as I said, when you come to the Congress with an estimated 
cost and it keeps on climbing it makes those who vote for this a little 
suspicious, and I am wondering why it is that this estimated cost was 
not in line with what it will ultimately be. 

Colonel Penney. Sir, this project was authorized right after the 
disastrous flood in 1947. 

Senator ELLENDER. I understand. 

Colonel Penney. A large part of the project was in outline form 
- the authorization both in 1948 and 1954 recognized the necessity 

r the continued planning, so that as a matter of fact there will be 
a sieaans increase this next year as we bring the planning to essential 
completion. 

Senator ELLENDER. You mean these added projects that you are 
now studying? 

Colonel Penney. No; not the survey reports that we are studying, 
but items within the authorized plan. As we do the detailed planning 
on them, it brings them into a status of having reasonably firm cost 
estimates. 

Senator ELLENDER. What, in your opinion, will be the ultimate 
cost of this? 

Colonel Penney. Sir, we have a very rough working estimate of 
the overall authorized project. I say it is a rough working estimate 
because in two major basins to the north of the lake we have not 
completed much planning. But the rough working estimate based 
on the sketchy plan io the authorization for those areas and bringing 
the quantities in that program up-to-date on the rising price level 
index, is about $220 million with respect to the Federal cost. 

Senator ELLENDER. That is almost double what the original cost 
was, 

Colonel Penney. The original cost, sir, in the project document 
was about $208 million for the whole plan, for the wholly authorized 
plan, of which the Federal cost was $171 million. We have only done 
detailed planning on about half of the authorized plan and therefore 
we only have planne d items of about $120 million. 

Senator ELteNpER. Then, the overall cost will be greater than what 
you first stated the whole thing would cost? 
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Colonel Penney. It will be greater. 

General Irscuner. However, it will not even reflect the full increase 
in cost indexes since the project was authorized. 

Senator ELutenpeR. Do you figure that this overall additional cost 
will keep the benefit-cost ratio about the same? I mean it will not 
lower it? 

Colonel Penney. The benefit-cost ratio for the whale plan we 
cannot determine at this time because that is part of our detailed 
planning to determine in each area what the benefits are with respect 
to the cost, but we certainly expect that this whole project will 
continue to be a well-justified project. 

Senator ELLENDER. How many more projects do you contemplate 
bringing in, in addition to those that you now have actually in and 
that are being worked on? 

Colonel Penney. The planned portion, sir, is about 50° percent. 
We have it a little over 50 percent planned. 

Senator ELLENDER. 50 percent planned? 

Colonel Penney. A little over that, yes, sir. 

Senator HoLLanp. And the cost estimate of the planned portion 
is how much? 

Colonel Penney. $120 million, sir, as shown on the justification 
sheet. 

Senator ELLENDER. As you said, the original estimated Federal 
cost was $171 million, but it may go up to $220 million? 

Colonel Penney. In the vicinity of $220 million. That is our 
rough evaluation at this time. 


CONTRIBUTIONS BY LOCAL INTERESTS 


Senator ELtenpER. What about the contributions by the local 
interests in that area? How will those be affected and how much 
will they be in round figures? 

Colonel Penney. Mr. Chairman, we cannot give a firm overall 
estimate yet at this time. However, for the planned items to date it 
is very heavy. It totals some $30,520,000, including $18.9 million 
for the 15 percent that they must contribute to the cost of construc- 
tion, and some $11,620,000 for the cost that they are required to bear 
for lands, relocations, and so forth. 

In addition, they must maintain and operate the major portion of 
this project, which is estimated for the planned items at about 
$1,135,000 per year. 

Senator ELLENDER. That is because this project is peculiar in itself 
and it means the opening up of vast land acreages. It is just ope - 
ordinary drainage district that is financed by money furnished | 
that district? We are providing funds to do the largest part of it 
Of course, it has multiple purposes, but, yet, the main purpose of it. 
when you boil it down, insofar as the local people are concerned, 1 
addition to flood protection, is that it opens up quite a vast area there 
of fine cultivable lands. 

Senator Hotutanp. Mr. Chairman, may I say this for the record? 

Senator ELLENDER. Certainly. 

Senator Hotutanp. We have recognized from the beginning in 
Florida that this is a joint or partnership proposal of great value to us, 
and we think of even greater value to the Nation. We have gladly 
accepted not only the 15-plus percent of contributions to construction 
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costs, but also the very large costs of acquisition of lands and reloca- 
tions and things of that kind, and we have completed our contribution 
of the lands for the three storage basins, which are the principal costs 
as far as the State is concerned. 

We have gladly accepted the cost of maintenance of everything 
except the navigation portion, which will continue to be maintained 
by the Federal Government, as we think is appropriate. 

“We have also gladly accepted in the last dated authorization this 

condition, namely, that as to phases II and III of the program, we 
are Willing to accept any apportionment of that cost between the 
State and the Federal Government which is reached as a sound 
policy in such matters as a result of the studies which are now under 
way, not so as to phase I, because, of course, that is rapidly being 
brought to completion, but if there should be established a Federal 
policy requiring a larger contribution generally in the Nation on 
phases II and III, than that which is included in the present authori- 
zation, we gladly accept that increase. 

We do not believe there will be such an increase because we do not 
believe the rest of the Nation is going to respond as fully as we have 
to the necessity for putting up local contributions. However, if 
they do and if that policy is arrived at, we are committed in advance 
to accept it and apply it to our phases II and III of this program. 


AMOUNT OF LOCAL CONTRIBUTION 


Senator ELLENDER. In that connection, how much money do you 
anticipate will be the contribution made by local interests to develop 
the other phases of this project? 

Colonel PENNey. Mr. Chairman, that rough estimate of $220 
million Federal cost that I mentioned is based on an assumption that 
the local contribution would be on the same basis as for the original 
authorization. That is purely an assumption. 

Senator ELLENDER. Is that about 15 percent? 

Colonel PeNNeEy. Fifteen percent to the cost of construction. We 
must, as Senator Holland said, restudy this for the portion after the 
first phase and submit to the Congress a report and recommendation 
on which it can decide whether there should be any modification after 
the first phase. 

Senator HoLLanp. Mr. Chairman, I do not believe on central and 
southern Florida you ever asked the engineers what their recommenda- 
tion is for this years appropriation. 


APPROPRIATION REQUEST 


Senator ELLENDER. The amount you are asking for this year is 
$5,850,000. How much could you use? 

Colonel Pennry. We feel that we could economically spend an 
additional $4 million for construction. I would like to point out that 
-~ amount of $5,850,000 does not include the repayment of the 
advance. 

Senator HoLuanp. There is a supplemental budget request. 

Colonel Penney. That is in the amendment that I presume will be 
considered later. 

Senator ELLENDER. Will you put in the record for us a true picture? 
Will you supply for the record how much you can use for this project 
and take into account the $2.9 million repayment? 
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Colonel PENNEY. Yes, sir. 

(The information referred to follows:) 

A total of $12,750,000 can be economically utilized on the central and southe; 
Florida project in fiscal year 1957 as follows: 
Original budget request - - - - - = a ee ee ee ; 0 
Repayment of advance to local interests ___- ; eee 2, 900, 000 


Total request as amended by H. Doc. 379_- __-_- vacca.” 4 VOO;000 


Items on which an additional $4 million could be economically 
expended: 

B-46 on C-17 a ; A ates Se ease . O00 

C—9, sec. 


7, OOM 
S 20, 000 


», VOU 
, OOO 
, OO 
O00 


- 23 and L 

B-94 on ee ‘ 

B-45 ae , : : ’ 65, 
C-—9, sec. 5__ gh 273, 000 
ND as ail . gui Bao. : y . O00 


Total aS 3, 138, O00 
Supervision and administration ae : Rates 262, 000 


Subtotal___ Le sees 4, 000, 000 


Grand total aa 18 750, 000 
REIMBURSEMENT FUNDS 


Senator ELLENDER. How much of this money that you have been 
given would be used for reimbursement purposes? 

Colonel PenNrey. For the amount that is in the original budget, 
none; the $2,900,000 in the amendment would be for repayment of the 
advance, sir. We could, in addition to those amounts, use $4 million 
for construction of units. 

Senator ELLENDER. What about the repayment that Senato! 
Holland is speaking of? Do you need money in addition to that in 
order to be able to accomplish that? 

Colonel Penney. The repayment is in the budget request. 

Senator ELLENDER. That is what I am asking. It is in the budget 
request. 

Colonel PeEnNrey. That is correct. 

General Irscuner. The reason is, sir, that all of the repayments 
necessary are in the amendment to the budget. 

Senator Hottanp. Am I correct, General, that the supplemental 
budget request covers all repayments for all local units and does not 
constitute installment payments, but suggests that full repayment 
be made? 
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General IrscHNEeR. Yes, sir; full repayment for all obligations to 
date. i 

Senator Houuann. Mr. Chairman, that, of course, involves a 
question of policy, which I am sure the chairman will have his own 
views on. From my view pants it seems to me that it is not desirable 
to curtail necessary building by repaying the full advancements all 
at one time, especially when the local units are not asking or expecting 
that, and I would much prefer to see only an installment payment on 
the repayment and to see the construction accentuated and the 
necessary structure completed earlier thereby. 

I am able to say that the local unit in Florida feels that that is the 
sound and wise approach. 

Senator ELLENDER. Can that be done under existing law? 

Senator HoLLaANpD. Oh, yes. 

Senator ELLENDER. Is that your view? Is it your view that 
it could be deferred, paid in installments? 

Colonel Penney. In authorizing the acceptance of this repayment 
both appropriation committees authorized the $2.9 million and it has 
heen committed to advance the work. 

Senator ELLENDER. That was the basis of vour request last vear, 
was it not? 

Colonel PeENNry. No, sir. This was done in fiscal 1955 when the 
State offered to advance this $2.9 million to advance work which was 
urgently needed. 

Senator HoLtLtaNnpb. And which was done. 

Colonel Pennny. And which was done. In authorizing this 
acceptance the committees did not indicate the time of repayment 
and we feel that funds would have to be appropriated to accomplish 
repayment. 

Senator ELLENDER. That was the basis of your request this year, 
though, was it not, that this $2.9 million be repaid? 

Colonel Penney. That is correct. 

Senator HoLLanp. May I ask this for the record? 

Senator ELLENDER. Certainly, Senator. 

Senator HoLLAND. I appeared before the committees of the Florida 
legislature on this item and they were quite willing to make tiris 
advance as stated and approved in the appropriation bill here and to 
make it under this condition, which I understood was the condition 
that the Bureau of the Budget and the engineers had approved: that 
the State of Florida would give a year’s notice of repayment requests, 
and certainly I never hadi in mind that the full reimbursement would 
be made in any 1 yea 

The State of Florida bas given its year’s notice and requests 

750,000 reimbursement; is that correct? 

"ae neral IrscHNER. That is correct. 

Senator HoLttanp. While, of course, we will abide by the decision 
of the Federal Government as to how it intends to make repayment, 
it seems to us the wiser course is to make the repayments on an 
installment basis and to put additional funds, if they are available, 
into speeding the construction. 

Our own preference would be to”have the repayment confined to 
$750,000 this year and to put any additional money that the com- 
mittees feel is available into speeding construction. I am authorized 


to say that for the State of Florida and for the local unit which is 
handling the matter. 
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Senator ELLENDeER. Senator, all that can be settled, I believe. i 
we can find enough money to increase it to the figure suggested by 
the colonel. 

Senator Hotuanp. I think so, too. 

Senator ELLENDER. It would take care of not only this additiong| 
work, but also repaying the debts. 

Senator HoLtianp. But the $4 million is in addition to repayment. 

Senator ELLenpDER. Out of the amount you ask that has been allo- 
cated to you by the Bureau of the Budget you expect to repay the 

$2,900,000; do you not? 

Colonel Penney. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Hottanp. However, not out of the $5,850,000. 

Senator ELLeENDER. No, no;I understand. However, you are mak- 
ing provision for that sum. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS 
(FLOOD CONTROL) 
CENTRAL AND SOUTHERN FLORIDA 
(Continuing) 


Location.—Central and southern Florida in upper St. Johns River and Kissim- 
mee River Basin and Lake Okeechobee-Everglades-East coast areas. 

Authorization.—1948 and 1954 Flood Control Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—Planned items, 6 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Amount 





Estimated Federal cost_- reen wane i ee Soe ___| t $120,000,000 | 
Estimated non-Federal cost -__ _- pete ise ee ee, eee | 230,520,000 |_- 
Cash contributions ap ces d eee ; | 18, 900, 000 | 
Other costs-__-- i eed alta ea . 11, 620, 000 | -- 

Total estimated project Sin adeuccs<< ; ‘ 3 Sek ..---| 1 150, 520, 000 | 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955__.......-..------- a, 23, 024, 000 |___- 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956_ - - _- 3 eiisancaee te bok Grea Seco 6, 300, 000 |_- 
Appropriations to date _-_ -- dkiceteaepebues i | 29,324, 000 | 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year Oe aa ee ; 5, 850, 000 | 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957__...._....._._..----- | 84,826,000 | _- 


1 The total cost includes wine those units of the comprehensive plan for which features and estimates of 
cost have been firmly established. Costs are not included for the other units of the comprehensive plan. 
2 Computed on interim basis of 15 percent, subject to restudy in accordance with 1954 act. 
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Physical data (planned items) 


Lake 
Okeechobee- | Kissimmee 
| Everglades | River Basin 
area 


| East coast- 
Everglades 
area 





Levees: 

x “1 otal length miles... 362 
Minimum to maximum height q 2 to 16 2 to 25 

Relocations: (railroad bridges) number... 10 6 

Canals miles 106 26 

Pumping plants: 
Number of structures 5 2 - 
Total capacity -.....----.------------gallons per minute-- 1, 535, 000 10, 230, 000 | 

Floodway control and diversion structures. -.-...--- number.. 21 


Status (Jan. 1, 1956) (planned items) 


n aes maces ene eS . a 


| 
| East coast-Everglades | Lake Okeechobee- Kissimmee River 
| area Everglades area Basin 


| 
| Percent |Completion| Percent |Completion| Percent |Completion 
| complete | schedule | complete | schedule | complete schedule 
! | 

| 


| } 
ES |... C nucdaenescdunds< 1 (1) 34 Rate ails nduith ele Pete dik ahicrantnceibier es 
Levees 31 | (‘) 15 | (‘) | 2: April 1958. 
Channels and canals_.......-.. 21 | (4) | 0 (4) (4) 
Pumping plants. --.....-.---.] 78 | Septem- 38 (‘) 

| ber 1956. 
Floodway control and diver- 20 | (‘) 0} () 

sion structures. 


1 Not scheduled. 


Norte.—Planned items 23 percent completed. 
JUSTIFICATION 


The project, embracing some 15,570 square miles in central and southern 
Florida, would afford a high degree of flood protection; it would provide for removal 
of excess waters in wet seasons, and for their control, storage, and use in main- 
taining water levels during dry periods. The project would, incidentally, provide 
for preservation of fish and wildlife resources and would reduce the salinity intru- 
sion into land and water supplies of coastal areas. Flooding is recurrent and 
frequent. The most notable flooding of recent years occurred in 1947 when rains 
accompanying two hurricanes following an unusually wet season caused flood 
damages estimated at $59,692,700 in the project area. The planned works would 
have prevented a large portion of those damages. Estimated annual benefits 
currently total $37,700,000 for the planned project. 

The Central and Southern Florida Flood Control District has contributed 
$4,543,200 toward its share of the project cost and has agreed to continue to 
cooperate as the work progresses. In addition, the district has advanced 
$2,900,000 to accelerate the construction program during fiscal year 1955. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $5,850,000 will be applied as follows: 


75008—56—pt. 2——14 
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East coast-Everglades area: 
Continue and complete: S—9, structure ‘ : S66 
Initiate and partially complete: 
C a ape o S . : 325 O00 
( . 


Bes ws : ; 200, 000 


7 
44__ 


YO) 


100. 00¢ 


Initiate and complete: 
12 on C-7 . 110 
32 on C-2 Es 15. 
33 on C-2____ sain 10, 
J 


O00 
O00 


000 
48 on C-17__- rag 227, 000 
2, section 2__ ee : 20. 000 


-13A- . ; : : 11, 000 


27 y 4 ee! 3%, O00 


Subtotal _ 
Lake Okeechobee-Everglades area: 
Continue and complete: 
L-12 
,-20 3: 
~25 : 330. 000 
—2, structure____ , 51. 500 
-3, machinery_ , 5, 000 
6, structure ot a 259. 200 
L—4 and L-28 = 3, 000 
Initiate and complete: , 000 
Continue and partially complete: 
S-3, structure ; ; 25, 000 
L-6, Int__- eae 000 


U(}) 


OOD 


Subtotal : 3 131. 400 
Both areas: 
Engineering and Design, total____-_- : 000 
Supervision and administration on: 
Engineering__-_ : ie aa i 93 000 
Contracts _- ‘ Ba a . 350, 700 


Subtotal_____ 3 Se : 3. 700 


Total, both areas Ser Oe oe 2. 5, 850, 000 


Initiation of C-7, S-27, and B-12 is necessary in order to minimize flood dam- 
ages in a highly developed area of Miami; benefits will be realized immediatel; 
The construction of C-17, S-44, and B-48 will provide flood relief in a rapidh 
expanding agricultural and urban area to the northwest of West Palm Beac! 
Structure 13A is necessary to prevent overdrainage of the developed part of thé 
Davie area during dry seasons. The control is scheduled for completion concur- 
rently with pumping station 9, which will complete the water-control works 
required in the Davie area and permit development of the full potential of that 
rich agricultural area. 

Continuation and completion of: L—20 and L-25 to permit earlier realization of 
benefits from pumping stations 2 and 3, which should be completed at an early 
date to provide protection to the western portion of the agricultural area; and 
L—4 and L-28 to extend the borrow channel of L—-2 and L-3 for discharge of flood- 
waters into conservation area 3, thus more fully guaranteeing full conservation of 
water and the protection of the Seminole Indian Reservation from overland floods. 
Continuation and early completing of L—6 will provide closure of the agricultural 
area on the eastern side concurrently with completion of S-6. 

Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in construc- 
tion of the planned project, some of which is on an interim basis pending com- 
pliance with the 1954 R. and H. Act, is currently estimated at $30,520,000, broken 
down as follows: 


Lands and damages- _---_- : os : $9, 260, 000 
Relocations_ _- a eee as ; ; 2 360, 000 


18, 900, 000 


30, 520, 000 
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Local interests are required to maintain and operate a large part of the project 
upon completion which includes all works in the east coast-Everglades area except 
the gated spillways, and all works in the Lake Okeechobee-Everglades area except 
the features directly controlling and/or protecting Lake Okeechobee. The annual 
eost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $1,135,000. 

In addition, local interests advise that they are now engaged in preliminary 
planning of the secondary system of channels, and estimate the cost for the 
i: verglades-Agricultural area as follows: 

Secondary channel system - - roaca == 6000; 000 
Land development water control system ei _. 35, 700, 000 

Local interests also have an estimated $2 million program of emergency con- 

struction for prevention of damages on which over $500,000 has been spent 


FORT GAINES LOCK AND DAM, GEORGIA 


Status of funds 


Unobligated Unexpended 
balance balance 


0 
1 $1, 039, 526 


\*) 


1956 (estimated) 


tion to status of project funds shown, $22,078 were obligated from funds loaned to this project. 
idition to status of project funds shown, it is estimated that $250,000 will be obligated and $132,000 
pended from funds loaned to this project. 


Senator ELLENDER. The next is the Fort Gaines lock and dam in 
Georgia. This is a project wherein last year the House recom- 
mended money without a budget estimate, and I am glad, of course, 
that our committee approved it. 

Will you tell us what has been accomplished with the funds that 
were made available to you last year? 

General Horrrer. The work done so far has been to let a contract 
for earth embankment on the right bank, that is on the Alabama side. 
We have also awarded a contract for a coffer dam to be used for the 
construction of the concrete dam structure. 

Senator ELLENDER. How did the bids compare with your estimates? 

General Horrrer. They were in line with the estimates. I was 
just told that the contract for the coffer dam is approximately 
$350,000. 

Senator ELLENDER. And your estimate was what? 

General Horrrer. That is about in line with the estimate. In 
addition to that, the balance of the funds have been used on engi- 
neering for the remainder of the project. 


HEIGHT OF FORT GAINES LOCK 


Senator ExLeNpDeR. Has the lift for the Fort Gaines lock been 
definitely established? 

General Horrrer. I think it has been finalized. It has been 
studied and I have an informal report that should be final. 

Senator ELLENDER. What do you base it on? On what will that 
final determination depend? 

General Horrrer. The final basis was the foundation conditions 
existing at the site. 
_ Senator ELLenpEr. Will that have any effect on the projected costs, 
iQ upping them or lowering them? 
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General Horrrer. We do not anticipate any substantial change jy 
costs. 

Senator Ettenper. The entire cost, including non-Federal, is $g¢ - 
925,000, and the amount requested for this year is $3 million. Is that 
sufficient? 

General Horrrer. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENpER. Is that all you can economically spend? 

General Horrrer. We believe that is about the right amount this 
year. 

Senator ELLENDER. What did you ask for? 

General IrscHNER. We asked the Bureau of the Budget for 33 
million. 

Senator Ettenper. Allright. That is within that overall estimate? 

General ItscHNER. Yes, sir. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLenpEr. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—MULTIPLE-PURPOSE PROJECTS 
INCLUDING POWER 


Fort Gaines Lock AND Dam, ALABAMA AND GEORGIA 
(Continuing) 


Location.—On the Chattahoochee River, 75.2 miles above the mouth, about 1.1 
miles north of the town of Fort Gains, and about 60 miles south of Columbus, Ga 

Authorization. —1946 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.05 to 1 for the authorized project for the Apalachicola, 
Chattahoochee, and Flint Rivers, of which Fort Gaines lock and dam is an integral 
unit. 


Summarized financial data 


| Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost (ultimate installation) _------------ 
Estimated non-Federal cost 

et NR gsi wcancwiinnnpashenwna 

Other costs_- . : aks eine 
Total estimated project cost - Scie teh Reh tasie main kod heretdnc opehbenn oe 
ND I oo oc en cacans nano eannckiucdencusweninic 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956_- 
Appropriations to date- . ---- pean Mideawasmnda tate roid 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year Res Then Si sho ke 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 - 








PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Concrete gravity with earth embankments on each bank. 
Height: 114 feet (maximum). 
Length: 
1,175 feet, concrete section. 
11,940 feet, earth embankment. 
(Concrete section is exclusive of intake structure and lock.) 
Spillway: 
Type: Gate controlled, concrete ogee weir with stilling basin. 
Capacity (maximum pool): 662,000 cubic feet per second. 
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Reservoir capacity: gel 
Power 210, 
Minimum pool 715, 000 


Total 925, 000 
Power installation: 
Presently planned and ultimate: 4 units at 32,500 kw.—130,000 kw. 
Nominal head: 75 feet. 
Lock: 
Size: 82 by 450 feet. 
Maximum lift: 92 feet. 
Status (January 1 1956): Construction initiated in October 1955. 
Completion schedule: 
Entire project: December 1962. 
Land acquisition: April 1960. 
Relocations: November 1961. 
Power on line: 
Ist unit: 32,500 kilowatts, May 1962. 
2d unit: 32,500 kilowatts, July 1962. 
3d unit: 32,500 kilowatts, September 1962. 
4th unit: 32,500 kilowatts, November 1962. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Fort Gaines Dam is an integral unit of the Apalachicola, Chattahoochee, 
and Flint Rivers comprehensive plan. Three units of this improvement, Jim 
Woodruff, Buford, and Fort Gaines are now under construction. Remaining 
units to complete the improvement are Columbia and Apalachicola River Chan- 
nelimprovement. Fort Gaines will add 130,000 kilowatts of capacity and about 
136 million kilowatt-hours of energy annually. The power from this project is 
urgently needed and would be readily absorbed. Completion of the entire im- 
provement for the Apalachicola, Chattahoochee, and Flint Rivers also will exert 
a beneficial influence on the economic structure of the entire region by providing 
more economical transportation. The raising of the pool of the Jim Woodruff 
Dam to final level is now scheduled for August 1956. The channel improvement 
downstream for Jim Woodruff Dam is scheduled to be completed in October 
1956 to provide a 9-foot deep channel permitting navigation from the mouth of 
the Apalachicola River, where it connects with the Intracoastal Canal, to Brin- 
bridge on the Flint River and to the town of Columbia on the Chattahoochee 
tiver. The principal navigation benefits from the overall improvement, however, 
will only accrue after the entire river stretch to the metropolitan area of Colum- 
bus, the head of navigation, has been developed by completion of the Fort Gaines 
and Columbia projects. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $3 million will be applied to: 


Land acquisition Nese tea eg _._. $407, 500 
Continue construction of earth embankment__-—-__-_-_-_ cescccs. LL ABQ 
Continue procurement of turbines and generators__ siete 200, 000 
Construct access road eaeeear eanerace . 102, 700 
Engineering and design______________-- waa se. en oee 700, 000 
Supervision and administration ___-_ : ree 150, 000 


Total... 3, 000, 000 
Non-Federal costs.—The initial cost to local interests for terminal facilities is 


$525,000. Local interests will also be required to operate three movable bridge 
spans in the waterway traversing the Fort Gaines reservoir. This cost is esti- 
mated to be $18,000 annually. 


JIM WOODRUFF DAM, FLA. 


Status of funds 





l 
1U nobligated | Unexpended 
| balance | balance 


$2, 911, 613 $4, 691, 383 
1, 938, 443 3, 017, 7 
1, 762, 000 


Le 
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Senator ELLENDER. Next is the Jim Woodruff Dam. I notice herp 
that last year you said that this estimate was $46,379,000 and this 
year it is going up just a thousand dollars. Did you just round oy 
the figure there? 

General Horerrer. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLenper. I notice also that this would make the Project 
almost complete and the balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 
would be $500,000. Why do you not ask for the whole amount and 
complete it this year? 

General Horrrer. That $500,000 is not needed, as we anticipat, 
for actual construction. We have certain claims outstanding there. 

Senator ELLENDER. However, you will actually complete construc- 
tion out of the amount you ask? 

General Horrrer. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. I notice that your contingency figures increas 
from $926,000 to $1,495,100. 

General Horrrer. The same answer to that, sir. We do not knoy 
what the claims, are going to be. 

Senator ELLENDER. When you speak of claims, you mean what? 

General Horrrer. Contract claims. The contractor on the job 
has substantial claims on his contract which have to be decided befor 
we know exactly what the cost will be. We must make provision for 
that in the following fiscal year 

Senator ELLeENDER. What do you mean claims by the contractor? 

General Horrrer. Claims by the contractor against the Govern- 
ment. 

Senator ELLENDER. Must he not follow the contract that he entered 
into and the bid that he made? How could there be any claims? 

General Horrrer. Claims for additional cost for difficult unwater- 
ing Which delayed him and also resulted in a great deal more pumping. 

Senator ELLENDER. That is something that is not due to his fault, 
but to the Government’s fault? 

General Horrrer. He says it is our fault. We are willing to 
accept a part of it, but not all of it. 

Senator ELLenper. It might have been the Almighty, in which 
case you would not be responsible. 

General Horrrsr. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. How firm is your estimate for this $1,197,000 
you are asking? Do you think you will be able to save on that? 

General Horrrer. We hope to save on that, but cannot tell until 
the claims are settled 

Senator ELLeENpDER. What about your scheduled completion? 

General Horrrer. The scheduled completion is firm and we expect 
to complete May 31, 1957 and have power on the line by January 1957. 

Senator ELLENDER. Is that in accord with your previous estimate’ 

General Horrrer. No, sir; that fell behind because the contract 
was delayed. 


COST OF ACCESSORIES AND MISCELLANEOUS EQUIPMENT 


Senator ELLENDER. I notice here the cost of accessories and miscel- 
laneous equipment is increased from $1,302,900 to $2,088,000. W ill 
you explain that increase? 

General Horrrer. | do not have the information available. 
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Senator ELLENDER. Will you put it in the record at this point? 
General Horrrer. Yes, sir. 
The information referred to follows:) 

The estimate of cost for switchyard, accessory, and miscellaneous equipment 
was shown as three items in the planning report for fiscal year 1956 and totaled 
9 120,700. These items are consolidated in the present planning report with a 
total cost of $2,088,000. The estimate was decreased from last year rather than 
increased due to reduction in the amount provided for contingencies. 


COST OF ROADS 


Senator ELLENDER. In the same way the costs of project roads 
have increased from $244,500 to $420,800. Will you explain that? 

General Horrrer. That is a result of more detailed planning than 
we had available when the previous estimate was made on roads for 
operational use. 

Senator ELLENDER. How did that come about? Why the change? 

General Horrrer. It is a result of developing a detailed plan for 
the work. 

Senator ELLENDER. Is that done in cooperation with the State 
highway commission? 

General Horrrer. Not on roads required for the operation of the 
project. Where relocations of roads are involved, however, we take 
into consideration their needs and desires. 

Senator ELLENDER. Who does the work? 

General Horrrer. We do the work on the project roads. 

Senator ELLENDER. In conformity with plans agreed upon previ- 
ously by you and the Commission? 

General Horrrer. In the case of relocations either we may or they 
may do the work, but we have to reimburse them if they do it. 


RELOCATION OF JACKSON COUNTY HIGHWAY 


Senator HoLLaNp. Does this include the cost of the relocation of the 
highway in Jackson County, Fla., along the west side of the lake 
going up from the location of the dam to the Alabama-Florida line? 

General IrscHNER. Yes, sir; it does include the reimbursement to 
the county for that road. 

Senator HoLtanp. Mr. Chairman, the fact of that matter is that 
the old road is going to the lake and the relocation during most of the 
distance is something that is absolutely required. 

My understanding is, it was not a very expensive road and that the 
road to replace it does not have to be a very expensive construction. 
ls that correct? 

General Irscuner. It is not expensive as roads go; no, sir. 

Senator HoLLanp. However, it is quite a bit of mileage extending 
all along the east side of the north portion of Jackson County. 

Gene ral ITSCHNER. Y es, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. General, I notice here the cost of buildings, 
grounds, and utilities has increased from $71,300 to $114,000. Why 
should that cost rise in view of the fact that you are about to complete 
the project? 

General Horrrer. That is because detailed plans are now being 
completed for some of the features which are scheduled to be built 
toward the end of the project. 
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Senator ELLENDER. Are those permanent installations for the oper. 
ation of the project? 
General Hoerrer. Yes, sir. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—MULTIPLE PURPOSE PROJECTs 
INCLUDING POWER 


Jim Wooprurr Dam, Fta. 
(Continuing) 


Location.—On Apalachicola River, 107.6 miles above the mouth, 0.2 mile 
below the confluence of the Chattahoochee and Flint Rivers in Jackson and 
Gadsden Counties, Fla., and Decatur County, Ga. 

Authorization.—1946 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.05 to 1 for Apalachicola, Chattahoochee, and Flint Rivers 
project, of which Jim Woodruff Dam is an integral part. 


Summarized financial data 





| Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 





Estimated Federal cost (ultimate installation) 
Estimated non-Federal cost 
Cash contribution | 
coo. Gna emma e ane masa maak abbeeenah aaa | 
Total estimated project cost 
NT OED ON ni cic cinscckondcaneeanscacsesewsccsense | 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956 
Appropriations to date. -_.......-.....-.-- Fes eoks te taste aleenpchorananiek wnacibcosiaieeetal 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Concrete gravity with earth embankment on left bank. 
Height: 67 feet (maximum), 
Length: 2,344 feet, concrete section; 2,820 feet, earth section. (Concret 
section is exclusive of powerhouse and lock.) 
Spillway: 
Type: Concrete fixed-crest, 1,584 feet long and gate-controlled weir, 760 fe: 
long with stilling basin. 
Capacity: The combined spillways have a capacity of 252,000 cubic feet 
second, 
Reservoir capacity: 
USE Ba oS ge : ae x ae eer: - QUU 
Minimum pool e 345, VOU 


Total IU hk Se Sa i ara S 380, VOU 
Power installation: 
Presently planned and ultimate: 3 units, at 10,000 to 30,000 kilowatts. 
Nominal head: 26.5 feet. 
Lock: 
Size: 82 by 450 feet. 
Maximum lift: 33 feet. 
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Status (Jan. 1, 1956) 


Percent | Completion schedule 


Entire project. ..-.-<-~-=----=- : aires 89 | Entire project: March 1957. 
Entire pro) ; Oct. ie 
(equisition of reservoir area------- nieces | 99 | Land acquisition: June 1956. 
Relocations--- gel 95 | Relocations: January 1956. 


Reservoir cleari 7 : a . 99 | Reservoir clearing: September 1956. 
First stage construction, including the fixed-crest 100 | River closure in April 1954 and lock placed 
spillway, the lock and part of the overflow dike. in temporary operation in May 1954. 
Second stage construction including the gated 84 | Power on line: 
spillway, powerhouse, and switchyard. | Ist unit: 10,000 kilowatts August 1956. 
Procurement of three 14,000-horsepower turbines, 98 2d unit: 10,000 kilowatts October 1956. 
three 10,000-kilowatt generators, transformers, 3d unit: 10,000 kilowatts December 
rnors, and associated accessory electric and | 1956. 
cellaneous powerplant equipment. | 


JUSTIFICATION 


Jim Woodruff Dam is a multiple purpose navigation and power project on the 
Apalachicola River just below the confluence of the Chattahoochee and Flint 
Rivers. The reservoir formed by construction of this project will extend about 
47 miles up the Flint River, and will provide navigation to Bainbridge, Ga., on 
that river. The reservoir will also extend about 52 miles up the Chattahoochee 
River and will provide navigation to Columbia, Ala., on that river. It will con- 
stitute a link in the canalization of the Apalachicola River, Chattahoochee River, 
and Flint River, which will provide 9-foot depth navigation channels to Columbus 
and Bainbridge, Ga. On the Chattahoochee River to Columbus, Ga., the depth 
of the present channel is about 3 feet; and the Flint River to Bainbridge, Ga., the 
depth of the present channel is about 2.6 feet. This project, as the initial step 
in the development of the Apalachicola River system, will add an additional 
transportation facility which will greatly assist in relieving the transportation 
problem in time of national emergency, and will also provide a large block of 
power in an area where it is urgently needed. The reservoir will also be accessible 
and available for public use to a large portion of the population of south Alabama, 
south Georgia, and north Florida. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $1,197,000 will be applied to 


Initiate and complete grouting and sealing of the reservoir__________ $100, 000 
Complete construction of the gated spillway, powerhouse, and switch- 

yard a Ph Ne east 412, 000 
Complete procurement of the turbines, generators, transformers, 

governors, and associated accessory electric and miscellaneous 
® powerplant equipment Pee we eee a ehh . . 100, 000 
Complete reservoir access roads _ -_ _ _- ; ; ae 221, 000 
Complete recreation facilities. ___________- se 55, 000 
Complete buildings, grounds, and utilities ; ; 60, 000 
Engineering and design ; itech aes 20, 000 
Supervision and administration________-_- a : ue 229, 000 


Total__- : ere Pe i= J, 197, GOO 


The requested funds will be sufficient to physically complete the entire project 
in March 1957. The funds shown as required for fiscal year 1958 may be needed 
to satisfy outstanding claims. The present construction schedules must be main- 
tained in order that the first power unit may be placed on the line in August 1956, 
with others to follow in October and December 1956. 

Non-Federal costs—The cost to local interests of complying with the require- 
ments of local cooperation are estimated at $160,000 for the construction of 
terminal facilities. 


BUFORD DAM, GA. 
Status of funds 





Unobligated | Unexpended 
balance balance 





$424, 462 $4, 509, 544 
1, 982, 271 7, 288, 874 
2, 000, 000 
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Senator ELLENDER. Next is the Buford Dam in Georgia. TI notice 
the total estimated cost for that is $38,111,000 and the appropriatio 
that is now being asked is $3,300,000 for this year and that it wij] 
complete the project. 

General Horrrer. There is a supplemental request, sir. It wil] 
take $4,553,000 to complete it. That change has been made since 
that data sheet was prepared. 

Senator ELLtenprErR. Has the cost of the project been increased that 
much? 

General Horerrer. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Will you tell us why? 

General Horrrer. Primarily because of increased acquisition costs 
up in the Gainesville, Ga., area. The real estate estimate previous 
to this figure was made on the basis of acquisition costs of the land on 
the lower reaches of the reservoir area and when we got up to Gaines- 
ville we found that the development of that area had resulted | 
greatly increased costs for the land. 

Senator ELLENDER. Suppose these lands had been purchased pre- 
viously, would you not have saved quite a bit?) Why was the purchase 
of that land delayed? 

General Horrrer. It is a matter of buying it progressively as you 
need it. No doubt had the land been purchased 3 or 4 years ago we 
probably would have benefited by the lower — then obtaining 

Senator ELLenper. That is really a loss the Government sus stains 
of about $1,250,000, probably, due to the f: act that we did not provide 
the money necessary to make the purchase? 

General Horrrer. We bought it as fast as we had money available. 

Senator ELLenper. I understand that. I am not complaining 
about your action. It just shows you that probably if the money had 
been provided earlier, you would have saved $1,250,000. The revised 
budget of $4,553,000 will give you a sufficient sum to complete the 
whole project? 

General Horrrer. Yes, sir; that is correct. 


FUNDS FOR CONTINGENCIES 


Senator ELLeNpER. I notice that the estimate includes $1,224,000 
for contingencies. Is that not a little high at the end of a project 
this way? 

General Horerrer. With the revision requiring this $4,553,000 we 
also revised the figure on our contingency. The overall contingenc) 
now stands at $898,800. 

Senator ELLenpEer. The item for the roads has increased—I am 
spe: aking of the roads for the maintenance of the project—from 
$181,500 last year to $346,500 this year. What is the basis for that? 

General Horrrer. That is a result of detailed planning for these 
roads which had not been completed previously. 

Senator ELLENpER. However, there are no more contemplated? 

General Horrrer. These are roads which are required for the 
operation of the project itself, which are the responsibility of the 
Federal Government to maintain. 

Senator ELLenper. And solely for the use of your organization? 

General Horrrer. It is a Federal project; yes, sir. 





PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 1569 


RECREATIONAL FACILITIES 


Senator ELLENDER. The amount set aside for recreational facilities 
has been increased from $89,900 last year to $175,000 this year. 
Have you added anything to it, or just what is contemplated? 

General Horrrer. That is a matter of finalizing the exact plans 
of those features. 

Senator ELLENDER. Will you operate the facilities there, or grant 
concessions? Exactly what will be done there? 

General Hoerrer. The Federal Government will not operate it. 

Senator ELLENDER. You are just providing the facilities? 

General Horerrer. We are providing access to it in order to make it 
available for public use. 

Senator ELLENDER. Under whose supervision? 

General Hoerrer. That use which is on Government land will be 
under the supervision of the reservoir manager. It might be by 
concession or it might be just public use land. 

Senator ELLENDER. However, at no cost to the Government? 

General Hornrrer. That is correct. 

Senator ELLENDER. Also on the item of “Buildings, grounds and 
utilities” the estimated costs have increased from $142,200 to $198,100. 
Will you give us the reason for that increase? 

General Horrrer. I believe that, again, is a matter of finalizing 
permanent facilities for the project. 

Senator ELLENDER. Was that taken care of in these contingencies 
we were talking about a while ago? 

General Horrrer. The total contingencies take care of contingen- 
cies of all those items. The acquisition of real estate, the buildings, 
crounds, and road maintenance all have certain contingency factors. 


JUSTIFICATION 
Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows: ) 
CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—MULTIPLE-PURPOSE PROJECTS 
INCLUDING POWER 
BuFrorp Dam, Ga. 
(Continuing) 


Location.—On the Chattahoochee River at mile 348.5, approximately 35 miles 
rtheast of Atlanta, Ga,, in Gwinnet and Forsyth Counties. 

ithorization.—1946 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.05 to 1 for Apalachicola, Chattahoochee, and Flint Rivers 
roject, of wuich Buford Dam is an integral unit. 


Summarized financial data 


| Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 


Amount 


Estimated Federal cost (ultimate installation)_.................-----_- $38, 111,000 |_- 
stimated non-Federal cost : 4 seh ai naka anh : ;: 0 | 
Cash contributions in . 0 
Other costs ‘ : - 2 ae ee 0 
il estimated project cost DiiasGhnkecaensdewaneet SB; eanpoee 
ppropriations to June 30, 1955 . : i ae! 22, 981, 000 
ppropriations for fiscal year 1956 a | 11,830, 000 
Appropriations to date . ae ae x 34, 811, 000 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957 ‘ ; See 3, 300, 000 
balance to complete after fiscal year 1957_........._...__..-- : 0 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 


Type: Rolled earth fill. 
Height: 192 feet (maximum above stream bed). 
Length: 

Main dam: 1,630 feet. 

Saddle dikes: 6,600 feet. 

teservoir capacity: Acre-feet 

Power 1, 049, 000 
Flood control - - - 637, 000 
At minimum pool_-_-- ; : . 868, 000 


2, 554, 000 
Spillway: 

Type: Unlined chute. 

Design capacity (maximum pool): 16,400 cubic feet per second. 
Power installation: 

Presently planned and ultimate: 1 unit, at 6,000 kilowatts and 2 units, at 

40,000 kilowatts, 86,000 kilowatts. 
Nominal head: 140 feet. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1956) 


Percent Completion schedule 


Entire project as a 65 | Entire project, June 1957. 
eens Or REE WOR, NOR. No cn onde eocecceccecewcecss 73 | Land acquisition, December 195s 
Relocations : se eee gee 47 | Relocations, December 1956 
Reservoir clearing aan. as i ieee 24 | Reservoir clearing, November 195 
Construction of spillway, earth dam, saddle dikes, sluice 100 | Closure of the penstocks wa 
and tunnel linings, intake structure and outlet works and | } accomplished and _ diversion 
gates, hoists, etc., for intake structure and outlet works | through the sluice only was be- 
| gun in June 1955. 
Construction of powerhouse, switchyard, and transformer : Power on line: 
yard. | Ist unit, 40,000 kilowatts 
December 1956. 
2d unit, 6,000 kilowatts, Jan- 
uary 1957. 
3d unit, 40,000 kilowatts, April 
1957. 
Procurement of 1 8,400-horsepower turbine and butterfly 
valve, 2 55,000-horsepower turbines, 1 6,000-kilowatt 
generator, 2 40,000-kilowatt generators, transformers, 
governors, and associated accessory electric and miscel- 
laneous powerplant equipment. 
Construction of buildings, grounds, and utilities.___._-. . 


JUSTIFICATION 


Buford Dam is a multiple-purpose project on the Chattahoochee River. It will 
provide much-needed flood control in the Chattahoochee River Valley below th: 
dam site which is subjected to damaging floods. The project will afford flood 
protection to the Chattahcochee Valley between Buford and West Point, Ga., 
and some protection to the city of West Point. This project, as a step in th 
development of the Apalachicola River system, will provide an increased flow 
which is essential to the provision of a 9-foot depth for navigation in the Apalachi- 
cola River. In addition to the power generated at the site, reservoir operation 
will increase the minimum flow at existing downstream power developments; 
thereby increasing their firm capacity and providing a large block of power in an 
area where it is urgently needed. Due to its proximity to Atlanta, the reservoir 
will have a large value for public use. 
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Fiscal year 1956.—The requested amount of $3,300,000 will be applied to: 


Complete acquisition of lands in the reservoir area $300, 000 
Complete relocations- - - - 183, 000 
Complete reservoir clearing : 510, 000 
Complete construction of the powerhouse, switchyard, and trans- 

former yard - 1, 180, 000 
Complete procurement of the turbines, generators, transformers, 

governors, and associated electric and miscellaneous powerplant 

equipment : 200, 000 
Initiate and complete reservoir access roads 165, 000 
Initiate and complete construction of recreation facilities 175, 000 
Initiate and complete utility building 25, 000 
Engineering and design 86, 000 
Supervision and administration 476, 000 


i 3, 300, 000 


The entire project is scheduled for completion in June 1957. Present schedules 
must be maintained in order that the first power unit may be placed on the line in 
December 1956 with others to follow in January and April of 1957. 

Non-Federal costs.— None. 


HARTWELL RESERVOIR, GA. AND 8. C. 
Status of funds 


Unobligated | Unexpended 
balance balance 





June 30, 1955 “ ; 
Re ie eater eaten ehat hon sendotnnensohmeneiiewentrerencenmmnere snes | $924, 651 $1, 915, 695 
1 


June 30, 1956 (estimate) 0 10 


1 In addition to status of project funds shown, it is estimated that $800,000 will be obligated and $500,000 
will be expended from funds loaned to this project. 


Senator ELuenprER. Next is the Hartwell Dam and Reservoir in 
Georgia and South Carolina. This project is another one that I am 
proud to say we started last year by an appreciable appropriation, 
and I notice that there is requested this year $10 million to continue 
this project. 

Will you tell us what was done with the money appropriated last 
year and how you propose to spend the amount you are now re- 
questing? 

General Horrrer. With the money made available last year the 
construction of the earth embankment on the right bank, in Georgia, 
was contracted for and work is now under way. Also bids have been 
received for the relocation of the highway which lies just south of the 
dam and the contracts for relocations with the States of Georgia and 
South Carolina should be formalized and finalized within the next 
2 or 3 weeks. 

Senator ELLENDER. That is in process now? 

General Horrrer. Yes, sir. In addition, we are preparing a con- 
tract for the design of the powerhouse. That is being negotiated 
currently. 

Senator ELLENDER. What is contemplated for recreational facili- 
ties here with an item of $580,000? 

General Honrrer. That is the overall estimate for the facilities 
which will be provided for access and for recreation purposes. 
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Senator ELLENDER. Access roads and things like that? 

General Horrrer. That is correct. 

Senator ELLENDER. And after completion the maintenance of tha; 
will be sustained by the Federal Government? 

General Hoerrer. Yes, sir. Those things are part of the project, 


OPERATION OF RECREATIONAL FACILITIES 


Senator ELtuenper. Part of the project, but I am talking aboy; 
recreational facilities. Sometime ago I put a bill in the hopper there 
in the hope that we could get concessionaires to take over many of 
these facilities and operate them so that the operation of them would 
not cost the Government anything. 

I just do not believe that it is fair for us to spend a lot of money to 
provide the facilities and then have to operate them. 

General IrscunerR. In some States, sir, the States have taken that 
work over. The State of Oklahoma, for instance, has spent millions 
of dollars and is doing a wonderful job in developing these recreational] 
areas. 

Senator ELLENDER. I hope you will review these, General Itschner, 
and try to see if we cannot do something whereby the Government will 
be out of the operation of these facilities, and either have the loca’ 
people do the work or let concessionaires do it. 

General Horerrer. We do not sneetemepinte in this instance, Mr. 
Chairman, that we will operate any facilities as such. 

Senator ELLENpDER. I am glad to hear that, but you are asking for 
the money to provide these facilities. 

General Horrrer. That is correct. 

Senator ELLENpER. Let us say you have made a brandnew start 
You have built roads to reach the spot. What else do you do ther 
at Government expense? 


BOAT LAUNCHING FACILITIES 


General Irscuner. We would put in, sir, the launching facilities 
for outboard motorboats and that sort of thing. 

Senator ELLeENDER. Who will maintain that? 

General IrscHNer. The Federal Government would maintain the 
launching facilities. By that I mean just a ramp, probably gravel, 
down to the water and into the water so they could back a trailer 
into the water and launch their boats. If any boats were rented, 
that would be done by a concessionaire. 

Senator ELLENpDER. It strikes me that we ought to work it so that 
after you provide the facility, the local people, either through con- 
cessions, or through the county government, or through the municipal 
government, or the State government, would take it up from there 
and maintain and keep the facilities up themselves, free from the 
expense of the Federal Government, but under your supervision. 

General IrscHNER. Yes, sir. We would like to see that done every 
place. 

Senator ELLENpDER. It ought to be done. 

General Irscuner. It is done in many places. 
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Senator ELtenpeEr. I say it ought to be done. That ought to be 
a policy that we ought to start now because this is new for this locality 
and I can see no earthly reason why the Government should, in addi- 
tion to providing the recreational facilities, maintain them. I just do 
not think that is fair. It ought to be done by the local people in some 
wav, either through their local governments or concessionaires. 

Of course, this is not only you. I am advocating the same thing 
in our parks out in the Midwest. Of course, in providing these con- 
cessionaires with these privileges, they should not deny to all the right 
to the use of any of these facilities. 

However, certainly when we make available the facility and improve 
it, that ought to be the extent of our undertaking and from there out 
it ought to be done at local expense or the expense of concessionaires. 

I believe that we could save quite a bit of money in that direction. 

When do you expect to award contracts if we make this $10 million 
available, as I am confident we will? 

General Horrrer. They will be awarded during the fiscal year. 
We hope to award some of them shortly after the money becomes 
ay ailable. 

SCHEDULE FOR AWARDING CONTRACTS 


Senator ELLENDER. In that connection, you might give us the sched- 
ule for awarding contracts in various places. If you would furnish 
that for the record I would appreciate it. 

General Irscuner. All right, sir. 

Ths information referred to follows:) 

In the event $10 million is appropriated in fiscal year 1957 contracts under way 
will be continued. A contract for the concrete dam will be awarded during the 
second quarter of the fiscal year. Additional relocations will be initiated. Supply 
contracts for the tainter gates and hoists will be initiated about the middle of 


the year. In addition the real estate program will be accelerated in fiscal year 
1957. 


Senator ELLeENDER. That completes the project. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The justification will be inserted in the record. 
Che justification referred to follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—MULTIPLE PURPOSE PROJECTS 
INCLUDING POWER 


HARTWELL RESERVOIR, GA. AND 8S. C. 


(Continuing) 


Location.—On the Savannah River, Ga. and 8S. C., 305 miles above the mouth, 
89 miles above Augusta, Ga., 67 miles above the Clark Hill Dam, about 7 miles 
below the confluence of the Seneca and Tugaloo Rivers, and about 7 miles east 
of the town of Hartwell, Ga. 

Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.11 to 1 (initial installation), 1.25 to 1 (ultimate installation). 
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Summarized financial data 





Amount 


Estimated Federal cost (initial installment) -___..............-.-2-2-____- | $94, 300, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost. ____.....__-- ce. EL 2 eae 0 

Cash contribution__-_-___- : chad edt eee S 0 

Other costs _- : ee re ta oe 2 sie 0 
Total estimated project cost. _- , ee eae ae ee 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955_________- ase a Genainjaniew mtceds tinal , | 937, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956 - - ES ae ; 3, 000, 000 
Appropriations to date onekanatte 3, 937, 000 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957_______- pee sasee s 10, 000, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year____.._..____-_- aes : 80, 363, 000 


Note.—Estimated Federal cost for ultimate installation is $103,426,000. 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Concrete gravity, flanked by earth embankments. 
Maximum height above stream bed: 204 feet. 
Length: Concrete section, 1,948 feet; embankments, 13,412 feet; saddle dike. 
2.575 feet; total 17,935 feet. 
Spillway: 
Type: Gate controlled, concrete gravity ogee weir with flip bucket. 
Design capacity (maximum pool): 565,000 cubic feet per second. 


Reservoir capacity: Acre-feet 
Power 1, 427, 600 


295, 500 
Total (usable storage) 1, 723, 100 


Power installation: 
Initial: 3 units, at 66,000 kilowatts; 198,000 kilowatts. 
Intermediate: 4 units, at 66,000 kilowatts; 264,000 kilowatts. 
Ultimate: 5 units, at 66,000 kilowatts; 330,000 kilowatts. 
Presently planned: 3 units, at 66,000 kilowatts; 198,000 kilowatts. 
Nominal head: 172 feet. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1956) 


Percent Completion schedule 


Entire project - ; Entire project, June 1962. 
Acquisition of lands 7 .4 | Land acquisition, February 1959. 
Relocations ecco ve .2 | Relocations, March 1960. 
Earth embankment... a . Dam closure, April 1959. 
| Power on line; Ist unit, 66,000 kilowatts. 
| September 1961; 2d unit, 66,000 kilowatts. 
January 1962; 3d unit, 66,000 kilowatts. 
April 1962; 4th and 5th units by 1972. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Hartwell project will be used to supply peaking power in Federal Power 
Commission power-supply areas 21, 22, and 23, generally in the States of Georgia 
South Carolina, and Alabama. The growth of power demand in these areas has 
been rapid in the past few years and is predicted to continue at a high rate as far 
as the market forecasts extend. In order to supply the future additional demand 
a large amount of new generating capacity must be provided, and the utility 
companies are programing the construction of much of this capacity in steam- 
electric plants. A considerable part of the new load will be peak loads which 
can be most advantageously served by hydroelectric projects similar to the Hart- 
well project. The Federal Power Commission estimates that the Hartwell 
project, the best remaining undeveloped project for power in the Southeast, 
could be used to its full initial capacity to supply the market by the time it can 
be completed at the present programed rate. The Hartwell project will improve 
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the power generation at the Clark Hill Reservoir by storing the flood flows and 
releasing more water during low-flow periods. This will benefit the Clark Hill 
project by increasing the prime capacity and by converting annually a large 
amount of energy from secondary to prime energy, thereby increasing the annual 
power value. The operation of the Hartwell project will assure an increased 
depth of about 1 foot in the present river channel between Savannah and Augusta. 
The increased flow from Hartwell in low-flow seasons will reduce the cost of 
providing the 9-foot navigation project to Augusta, recently authorized by 
Congress, and the annual maintenance thereof. Also, the coordinated operations 
of Hartwell and Clark Hill Reservoirs will eliminate frequent floods over a vast 
area of undeveloped valley lands below Augusta. These lands are among the 
most fertile in the southeastern United States and could be very productive. 
During a period of national emergency they would produce substantial added 
farm products. After construction of Hartwell, flooding which now occurs 
several times annually will be reduced to a frequency of once in 10 years. The 
Soil Conservation Service has estimated that the annual benefits from flood 
protection for these lands would be about $2 million if they were fully developed. 
The AEC Savannah River plant will also benefit from increased regulated flow 
and from reduction in temperature of its cooling water. Although neither the 
jand benefits nor the AEC benefits are included in the economic evaluation, it is 
considered that they will be quite large. 
Fiscal year 1957,—The requested amount of $10 million will be applied to: 


Continue acquisition of lands in reservoir area__- Fax $3, 664, 100 
Complete relocation of U. 8. Routes 29, 76, and 123- - -- : 1, 193, 000 
Complete relocation of Hartwell R. R. at Lightwood Log Creek _ - 191, 000 
Initiate relocations of roads and utilities ___ LF 619, 800 
Complete earth embankment except for terminal cones___-_ 845, 500 
Initiate construction of concrete dam__-_ _- ‘ , 500, 000 
Complete procurement of sluice liners, gates, and guides__--_- 136, 600 
Initiate procurement of tainter gates, hoists, and other machinery 

and operating equipment__...........------ 500, 000 
Initiate and complete access road to field office at construction site 100, 000 
Initiate and complete field office, necessary utilities, parking and 

storage facilities at construction site 150, 000 
‘ngineering and design__-_- - - ; dae 600, 000 

ipervision and administration ; 500, 000 


Total ‘ : _. 10, 000, 000 


The earliest possible completion of the Hartwell Reservoir project is essential 

meeting the forecasted power requirements in the region including generally 

e States of Georgia, South Carolina, and Alabama. The Federal Power Com- 

ssion, in addition to concurring in an increase in the size of the units from 
60,000 kilowatts to 66,000 kilowatts, has proposed that an initial installation of 
four units be made as their market studies indicate that power demands of the 
region Will absorb this additional output by the time the presently planned initial 
installation of three units is completed. In order to meet the power-on-line 
lates as scheduled it is imperative that construction proceed at an orderly and 

terrupted rate as scheduled. 
Non-Federal costs.—None. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Will you tell us what is the condition of the structures in the 
waterway system under your supervision or in your entire division? 

General Horrrer. They are not in too satisfactory a condition. 

Senator ELLENDER. Will you tell us why that is? 

General Horrrer. We do not get enough money to overcome the 
backlog of maintenance that is required. 

Senator ELLENDER. This deterioration has been caused by the lack 
of maintenance, has it not? 

General Horrrer. That is correct. 

Senator ELLENDER. How much more, General, do you think it will 
cost you to do the necessary repairs and put things in tiptop shape? 


75008—56—pt. 2 15 
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How much more do you think it will cost now than if you had done 
varlier and had the money available so that you could do it as vou 
should have? 

General Horerrer. I do not believe I could give a figure on that 

Senator ELLENDER. You know it will cost more? 

General Hoerrer. A lot more. 

Senator ELLENDER. Aside from that, is it not true that a facility 
as it deteriorates also affects the use of it by the people who ar, 
entitled to use it? For instance, in neglecting to keep the river o 
the harbor properly dredged, it not only costs you more to do it later. 
but those who are entitled to use it are put to a great expense; is thai 
not true? 

General Horrrer. That is correct. 

Senator ELLENDER. What is your backlog in that regard? 


BACKLOG OF MAINTENANCE 


General IrscHoner. I would estimate, sir, that the backlog in the 
area for which General Hoeffer is responsible in the South Atlantic 
and gulf region is about $3,600,000. 

Senator ELLENpDER. Is that his apportionment of the $10 million? 

General IrscHNner. No, sir; his apportionment of the $10 million 
would be about one-sixth of that. Actually, we have apportioned 
$606,000 to him. 

Senator ELtenprER. Therefore, in order to bring his division up to 
snuff, it would cost about $3 million plus? 

General IrscuNner. That is correct; a little over $3 million. 

Senator ELLENDER. Would the amount that is being requested bh 
sufficient to properly maintain these structures? 

General Horrrer. We figure what we are getting this year will 
enable us to keep our heads above water, but will not enable us to 
vet to the bac ‘klog. o 

Senator ELLE NDER. Except where this six hundred thousand-some- 
odk 1 dollars will go? 

General Horrrer. That is correct. 

Senator ELLENDER. What are the most critical items of deferred 
maintenance in your districts; do you know? 

General Horerrer. I do not know. 

Senator ELteNpDER. Will you put in the record what that is, be- 
cause that is one of the things, General, that I have been stressing 
with every division head. 

General Horerrer. Yes, sir. 

(The information referred to follows:) 
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List of most urgent deferred maintenance work in gulf and South Atlantic Basin 


Estimated 
Gulf Intracoastal Waterway (Mobile district), Ala.: Dredging water- ost 
way east of Mobile Bay --- $100, 000 
Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway (Jacksonville district), Fla.: Restora- 
ne of project depth of 12 feet 40, 000 
Johns River, Jacksonville to Lake Harney: Dredging to restore 
12-foot depths Palatka to Stanford and side channels to Stanford 
and Enterprise 80, 000 
Savannah River below Augusta: Rehabilitation of pile dikes miles 197 
and 199 to correct shoaling in channel 106, 000 
East Pearl Harbor: Restore 9-foot channel in entrance_-_-_- 20, 000 
Pascagoula Harbor: Restore project depths of 30 feet in entrance 
channel 150, 000 
Black Warrior, Warrior and Tombigbee Rivers: 
Dredging 40, 000 
tepair cribs, locks 13, 14, and 15 50, 000 
Okeechobee Waterway: Construction traffic warning gates, safety 
fender system, fences and install additions to control house and 
automatic brake on hydroturbine at various locks 


606, 000 

Senator ELLENDER. I think it is just a shame for us to spend 
millions of dollars to provide facilities for transportation and other 
things and not properly maintain them. It is bound to cost more 
and the deterioration is greater, and in the long run it is just false 
economy not to provide sufficient money to properly maintain those 


facilities so that the users can enjoy the fullest benefits. 
General Horrrer. We will list the most critical items. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELtenpER. The justification for maintenance will be in- 
serted in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


GULF AND SoutH ATLANTIC BASIN—JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 
OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL, FISCAL YEAR 1957 


1. Navigation 

(a) Channels and harbors.- work to be accomplished under this activity 
consists of maintaining the navigation channels and harbors of coastal harbors 
and waterways by means of dredging, snagging, and repairing harbor jetties and 
breakwaters; and periodic inspections and surveys to determine the condition of 
he projects for programing purposes and providing navigation interests with 
adequate information on existing channel conditions; all as authorized in the 
laws adopting river and harbor projects. 

The budget estimate of $5,962,000 for fiscal year 1957 is required me essential 
maintenance work on 26 channel and harbor projects named in the list which 
follows. The projects listed have been subjected to an economic analysis and 
determined that continuing maintenance is justified. The amount of funds ap- 
—. ited in recent years for this activity has not been sufficient to provide for 

he adequate and timely maintenance of all justified projects and has resulted 
in a substantial backlog of work, particularly structural repairs and the mainte- 


nance of moderate and shallow-draft navigation channels. This condition con- 
tinues to exist. 
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Project Tentatine 


allocation, 
Alabama: fiscal year 


$240, 000 
310, 000 


; Patra ee . 20, 000 
Florida: 
Canaveral Harbor_-_-_-_-_-_- eS Be Fe ek ee oie Eh a 000 
East Pass Channel from Gulf of Mexico into Choctawhatchee 
, O00 
. 500 
. 500 
3, 500 
000 
, OOO 
, 000 
000 
, O00 
000 


Intracoastal Waterway, Jacksonville to Miami-_ -___- 
Jacksonville Harbor 
Miami Harbor 
Palm Beach Harbor 
Panama City Harbor - 
Port St. Joe Harbor 
Removal of water hyacinths 
Tampa Harbor 
Georgia: 
Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway (Savannah district) 
Savannah Harbor 
Savannah River below Augusta 
Mississippi: 
Gulfport Harbor 
Biloxi Harbor_-__ ; 30, 
North Carolina: 
Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway (Wilmington district) 290. 000 
Morehead City Harbor- 180. 000 
Wilmington Harbor 440. 000 
South Carolina: 
Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway (Charleston district) _ 180, 000 
Charleston Harbor , 210, 000 
Georgetown Harbor : : 200. 000 
Shipyard River 
Project condition surveys 18, 


, O00 
. OOO 
5, 000 


QO0 
O00 


000 
500 


Total channels and harbors 5 000 


(b) Locks, dams, reservoirs, and canals.—The estimate of $1,253,000 for fiscal] 
year 1957 provides for the operation and ordinary maintenance of the locks and 
dams, essential channel work, and the most urgent repair of the structures at 
five projects. The rehabilitation work includes such items as lock gate repairs 
and overhaul, painting of movable dam parts, valve rehabilitation, and navigable 
dam parts replacement. The estimate contemplates operation of the projects 
with the utmost economy consistent with the importance of the waterways to the 
national economy. 

During calendar year 1954, the waterways listed transported more than 803 
million ton-miles of commerce. Their continuous operation and proper mainte- 
nance is necessary to the general economy and national defense. 

Tentative 
bow as 
fiscal year 19 
Alabama: Black Warrior and Tombigbee Rivers_._.___..---_---- . $900, 000 
Florida: 
Okeechobee Waterway 99, 000 
Oklawaha River re 14, 000 
Louisiana: Pearl River, La. and Mi 30, 000 


North Carolina: Cape Fear River, above Wilmington 110, 000 


Project 


253, 000 
7, 215, 000 
2. Flood control 


(b) Other (including channel improvement projects, miscellaneous maintenance 
items and inspections).—The budget estimate of $100,600 provides for the mini- 
mum requirements of regular maintenance for the Lake Okeechobee levees and 
control structures in the central and southern Florida project. 
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Tentative allo- 

cation, fiscal 

Florida: year 1957 
Central and southern Florida_______- ae: ner 
Inspections 7. : oes roe te 600 


Project 


Total, flood control ee s hess 100, 600 
Multiple-purpose projects including power 
The budget estimate of $895,000 for operation and maintenance of the 4 projects 
this category is the minimum amount necessary for operational requirements 
luring fiscal year 1957. It contemplates deferment of other than indispensable 
ordinary maintenance and rehabilitation work. The completion of power generat- 
inits of these projects will add 116,000 kilowatts of installed capacity during 
fiscal year 1957 increasing the total generating capacity of the Corps of Engineers 
multiple-purpose projects in this basin to 470,000 kilowatts. 
Tentative 
allocation, 
Project fiscal year 1957 
Florida: Jim Woodruff Dam. To : ; $70, 000 
(jeorg1a: 
\llatoona Reservoir_______- peers eres , 200, 000 
lon ge ; ee ae 150, 000 
Clark Hill Reservoir _ _ __- Pe eee as 475, 000 


Total multiple-purpose projects _ _ - space 895, 000 
Grand total gulf and south Atlantic basin ae 8, 210, 600 


Senator ELLENDER. General, we are glad to have had you, sir. 
We are glad you came and I hope this committee will follow your 
recommendations and maybe put a little more in than you have 
asked for, 

General Horrrer. Thank you very much. 

Senator ELLENDER. The committee will stand in recess until 


tomorrow morning, April 26, in this same room, at 10 a. m. 
Whereupon, at 12:15 p. m., Wednesday, April 25, 1956, the 
subcommittee recessed, to reconvene at 10 a. m., Thursday, April 26, 


1956. 
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THURSDAY, APRIL 26, 1956 
UNITED States SENATE,. 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, D. C. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a. m., in room 
F-82, The Capitol, Hon. Allen J. Ellender (chairman of the subcom- 
mittee) presiding. 
Present: Senators Ellender, Young, Thye, and Mundt. 


CIVIL FUNCTIONS, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
Missouri River NAvIGATION PROJECTS 


STATEMENTS OF MAJ. GEN. E. C. ITSCHNER, ASSISTANT CHIEF OF 
ENGINEERS FOR CIVIL WORKS; BRIG. GEN. W. E. POTTER, DIVI- 
SION ENGINEER, MISSOURI RIVER DIVISION; MORRIS BECKER, 
BUDGETING AND PROGRAMING BRANCH, MISSOURI RIVER 
DIVISION; AND B. J. TOFANI, CHIEF, PROGRAMS BRANCH, 
CIVIL WORKS, OCE 


ADVANTAGES OF PROJECTS 


Senator ELLENDER. The committee will be in order. 

General, we are glad to have you. I presume this may be one of 
your last appearances before this committee in your present capacity. 

General Porrper. I am like Madam Schumann-Heink. I make 
my farewell appearances every year. 

Senator ELLENDER. General, before you start to justify the items 
in the budget, I would like to obtain your view on the navigation 
project on the Missouri. 

Many of those who have appeared here in their capacities as heads of 
divisions pointed out the great advantages to local growth and de- 
velopment resulting from the benefits that have followed navigation 
projects. Not only have they developed industry, but they have also 
assisted transportation systems that were in opposition, such as 
railroads. 

As to your particular division, the situation there is that you 7 
not have the authorized 9-foot channel in bei ing. To what exte.t 
has navigation developed concurrent with the construction ac tiv ities 
that have been going on in your division in the past few years? 


GROWTH OF SHIPPING 


General Porrer. Sir, navigation has not amounted to much until 
1952. In that year, we were able to control the flow of the water on 


1581 





PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 


the Missouri. Navigation went in 1952 to 50,000 tons; in 1953 j 
tripled, and in 1954 jumped to 297,000; in 1955 it was 414,000, and 
we are predicting 700,000 tons this year. 

The project calls for 5 million tons 20 years after completion of the 
channel, sir. 

Senator ELLeENDER. That was the figure that was given as the esti. 
mate to justify the project? 

General Porrer. In our last study made in 1950, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Was it 20 years from the inception? 

General Potrer. Twenty years from the finish of the project, and 
it is not finished yet. 

General IrscHNER. Actually the estimate was by 1980, I believe. 
for 5 million tons. 


INTEREST OF PRIVATE INDUSTRY 


General Porrer. Sir, let me say this: You can gage whether navi- 
gation is successful or not by how much private industry puts in it 
We don’t have as much as you have on the Mississippi, but we have 
two barge lines that are building barges and boats as fast as they can 

Last year we had two brand new modern towboats put on. This 
year two more will go on the Missouri, designed for the Missouri 
We have only 7-foot navigation in Kansas City and 6%- to 7-foot at 
Omaha. 

As far as whether it develops the country, I always think back to 
the fact that on the 4 major rivers that we have developed for naviga- 
tion as part of the Mississippi system, we have never guessed within 
25 percent of what the river has carried within a very short time after 
it has been opened. 


ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT OF MIDWEST 


I think that without navigation, sir, the decentralization of industry 
and the development of the Midwest would never happen, and the 
faster it develops, the more industries that railroads and truck com- 
panies have in hauling out the finished products that are made. 

Senator ELLENDER. There is no doubt that what prompts interest 
in many of these projects was the fact that their construction would 
further economic development. 

General Porrer. Of the country? 

Senator ELLENDER. Yes, but I mean of the areas where the projects 
are located. 

General Porrer. Yes, sir. 


TONNAGE ESTIMATES 


Senator ELLENDER. So far the record shows that few, if any, 
errors have been made as to estimates of traffic on these waterways. 
The estimates have nearly always been much lower than the actual 
amount of tonnage carried subsequent to completion. 

General Porrer. So much less, sir, that we are probably the most 
conservative guessers in the country. 

Senator Youne. May I interrupt? 

Senator ELLENDER. Yes. 

Senator Young. What are the principal materials being hauled’ 
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General Porter. Steel, sir; molasses, grains, and then miscellaneous. 

The fertilizer plant at Omaha shipped out last year, a foreign 
shipment generated at Omaha. I would like to ask a question to 
highlight my point. What would Baton Rouge be today if it weren’t 
for ns avigation? 

Senator ELLENDER. Of course, better navigation facilities brought 
inalot of industry. The Standard Oil Co. no doubt established itself 
there because of the river. The company is able to get oil from 
Venezuela, for example, using ships that cross the Gulf, come up the 
river, and dock at Baton Rouge. 

The re is no doubt that few of these projects, if any, have not been 

itirely justified by the amount of traffic that has developed, traffic 
far in excess of the original estimates, as has been pointed out by 
everyone who testified here, 

Not only did these projects develop the areas where the navigation 
canals or rivers have been constructed or improved, but they have 
had the tendeney of creating barriers across streams and hold back 
the water. Big pools of water are thus formed, and this water is 
available for industrial uses. 

General Porrrer. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Would you insert for the record, the river 
tonnages for the past 5 years. 

General Porrer. I will furnish it for the record. 

The information referred to follows:) 


Missouri River traffic 
KANSAS CITY TO MOUTH 
{In tons] 
Waterway 


improvement 
material 


Commercial 
traflic 


Sand and 


Calendar year gravel 


169, 790 445, 859 | 

270, 320 484, 998 
160, 159 989, 212 
76, 650 737, 693 
38, 040 909, 946 

| @) ( 

' 

| 


KANSAS CITY TO SIOUX CITY : 


113, 090 736, 626 19, 498 869, 214 
280, 995 1, O88, 824 1, 794 1, 371, 613 
222, 500 | 1, 421, 738 | 2, 640 1, 646, 878 
254, 060 | 1, 279, 133 | 47, 189 1, 580, 382 
229, 940 | 1, 149, 156 100, 403 1, 479, 499 
(1) | (1) | 2127, 601 | (!) 

iV tilable. 

ficial, 

eakdown not available, however essentially all of traffic was below Omaha. 
Published statistics for commercial traffic (1950 through 1953) have been adjusted to exclude 
items of waterway improvement matcrials previously reported as commercial traffic. 


Senator ELLENDER. I hope the day will come when little of the 
waters that come from inland will find their ways to the sea 

General Porrer. Only as we want it to get there. 
_ Senator ELLenper. That is right. | know from my recent visits 
in Egypt, that they are letting very little of that water go down to the 
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Mediterranean Sea. It is used as it goes along. They are now pro- 
ceeding to pump some of it out to get to the ‘lowlands around Alex- 
andria. 

Water, I say, is the most precious resource we have, and we must be 
able to use it to carry freight, and to irrigate, and in other ways such 
as industrial and commercial use. Water is the foundation of oy; 
future development, particularly in parts of North Dakota, South 
Dakota, and places where you can walk across these big rivers during 
a dry spell, Senator. : 

Senator Munpr. We try it on the Missouri sometimes. You have 
to have some long boots. 


EXAMINATIONS AND SURVEYS 
KANSAS RIVER 


Status of examination and survey funds 


nobligated 
balance 


June 4 1955_- es $2, 401 
Mar. 31, 1956 27, 810 
June 30, 1956 (estimated ‘ ; 2 000 


JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATES 


Senator ELLENDER. All right, General. We will now proceed with 
the justification of the estimates in the Missouri Basin. First is 
“Examination and surveys.’ | notice you don’t have any navigation 
studies. 

General Porrrer. No, sir; not at the present time. 

Senator ELLENDER. You have flood-control studies. First is th 
Kansas River in Kansas. The total estimated cost of that study is 
$124,000. You have already spent $64,000 and you are now asking 
for $30,000. 

General Porrer. That is to carry on a very important survey to 
do just what you mentioned, Mr. Chairman, and that is to find out 
how best we can save the water in the Kansas River. 


KANSAS CITY-NORTH KANSAS CITY AND BIRMINGHAM, KANS. 


Senator ELLENDER. In Missouri we have the Kansas City-North 
Kansas City and Birmingham survey. 

General Porrer. That particular survey is practically finished, 
except for $700. It is between North Kansas City and Birmingham. 
There is a little stretch in there not yet authorized. 

Senator ELLenpER. And you will complete the study with the $700 
that is being allocated? 

General Porrrr. Yes, sir. 


LAMINE AND BLACKWATER RIVERS, MO. 


Senator ELLENDER. Next is Lamine and Blackwater Rivers. You 
are asking for $10,000 for that project. 
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PLATTE RIVER, NEBR. 


In Nebraska for the Platte River you are asking $10,000. All that 
is justified? 
General Porrer. Very, very much. Both of those are important 
proj ects, sir. 
JAMES RIVER, N. DAK. AND S. DAK. 


Senator ELLENDER. The one in North Dakota is the James River, 
\. Dak. and 8. Dak. 

| thought we had done quite a little work on that river before. 

General Porrrer. We finished a survey in 1947, sir, which was 
unsatisfactory at that time. The interest, however, has started 
again with really intense interest within the last month. 

The water-supply situation at Aberdeen and Huron has caused 
those people up there to think of this survey beyond flood control. 
They are thinking of the water. 

Senator ELLENDER. That is to retain it there for industrial uses? 

General Porrer. To make sure that they have water for their own 
community, sir. 

Senator Youne. What will you be doing in North Dakota under 
this survey? 

General Porrer. The James River starts at Jamestown and our 
concern there is the return flow from the irrigation project when it 
vets over in the Jamestown area, sir. 


PROPOSED HURON, 8S. DAK., OFFICE 


Senator Munpr. I remember when we provided some funds for the 
James River a year ago we were going to establish an office in Huron. 
Is that office functioning now? 

General Porrrer. No, sir; we did not establish it because the local 
interest in Huron lost the services of their secretary who was on a 
half-time basis and there would have been no office to coordinate 
with it. 

However, in view of last summer’s water-supply situation and my 
recent meeting with Mr. Bob Lusk and the chamber of commerce, 
I feel that the interest and development around Huron there has 
intensified a great deal since the middle of winter. 

Senator Munprt. So if they can provide the secretary, we can pro- 
vide the office? 

General Porrer. I think we can justify personnel up there, sir. 

Senator Munpt. That is an entire valley-long survey? 

‘ General Porrrr. It is a valley-long survey, down through Yankton 
Aunty. 


PIPESTEM CREEK 


Senator Youne. Do these investigations include anything on the 
Pipestem Creek? 

General Porrer. Pipestem will be considered again in this survey. 

Senator Youna. I hope it is, because the Pipestem has been to a 
considerable degree responsible for floods in the city of Jamestown. 

General Porrer. For the flash-type flood; yes, sir. 
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CHEYENNE RIVER, 8S. DAK. AND WYO. 


Senator ELLENDER. The next in South Dakota is the Cheyenne 
River, 5S. Dak. and Wyo. 


You are asking for $13,000, which will complete this survey, which 
was originally estimated to cost $25,000. 
General Porrer. Yes, sir. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELuenpER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


Missourt BAasiN—JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 
GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS, FISCAL YEAR 1957 


1. Examinations and surveys 
(a) Navigation studies.—None. 
(b) Flood-control studies.—The amount of $73,700 is requested for prosecution 
of 6 studies in the Missouri River Basin during fiscal year 1957. This 


will permit completion of 1 report and continuation of 5 others. 
The tentative allocations by studies follow: 


amount 


Total Allocations Tentative 

estimated prior to allocation 

Federal fiscal year fiscal year 
cost 1957 1957 


Kansas: Kansas River ae $124, 000 $64, 000 $30, 000 
Missouri: 
Kansas City-North Kansas City and 
Birmingham _. 5, 000 . 300 700 
Lamine and Blackwater Rivers-_-_---- 22 90, 000 , 400 10, 000 
Nebraska: Platte River ‘ 264, 500 39, 900 10, 000 
North Dakota: James River, N. Dak. and 8. 


Dak ‘ : . 167, 100 | 5, 100 10, 000 
South Dakota: Cheyenne River, S. Dak. and 


Wyo : Be a 25, 000 2, 000 13, 000 
Total ‘ ; 675, 600 405, 700 73, 700 


Senator ELLENDER. I presume that that also is a water project 
the idea being to completely retain the water and to develop projects 
that will keep the water up there; is that it? 


PROBLEMS IN RAPID CITY, 8S. DAK. 


General Porrrer. The intense problem there, sir, is in the city of 
Rapid City where a little creek by the name of Red Gulch now pours 
its waters into a newly developed housing area, and we are trying to 
work out a project there that can be justified, possibly within the 
terms of the 212 or the small eutieainid projects, to give protection 
from this Red Gulch that poses a serious threat on the « “ity. 

Senator ELLENDER. How long has that been known to the people in 
that locality? It is not new, is vit? 

General Porrer. It is new to the extent that this housing develop- 
ment is new. 

Senator ELLenprER. I know, but why did they put the housing there 
if it occurred before? You know, we have had a lot of these things 


that have happened. You remember the Dallas Floodw ay and quite 
a few others. 
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General Porrrer. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. They seem to select places where there is 
inundation, it must have existed before. 

General Porrer. The area where this developed, as the Senator 
knows, Rapid City is one of the great recreation centers of this country 
and it is almost impossible to find a hotel or motel during the middle of 
thesummer. Ellsworth Air Force Base attracted a great deal of popu- 
lation to the area. 

Senator ELLENDER. The idea is not so much to save this housing 
project as it is to retain the water there for some other purpose, isn’t it? 

General Porrer. This particular project at Red Dale Gulch is 
solely flood control. There are projects upstream, Pactola and others, 
where the water is being intensely conserved. 

Senator ELLENDER. Isn’t it a fact, though, that in a good many 
projects that are now being surveyed in that area, your idea is pri- 
marily to retain the water for flood control, yes, but don’t you also 
mean to form a lake which can be used for recreational and other 
purposes? 

General Porrer. To my mind, sir, water conservation and flood 
control are major purposes of most of the reservoir projects in the 
Missouri Basin; recreation is inherent. 


LOCAL DEVELOPMENT OF RECREATIONAL FACILITIES 


Senator ELLENDER. It poses this question: Some time ago I intro- 
duced a bill by request —I want to emphasize that it was introduced 
by request—which would have affected all of these areas wherein the 
Government proposes to build stream barriers, so as to retain the 
water; the bill had as its purpose to require that the recreational fea- 
tures of these places be developed either by the local people, by the 
county, or by the States, through concessions or in some other way, and 
thus relieve the Federal Government of those extra expenditures. 

What is the story as far as you know in the Missouri Basin? How is 
that being handled in your division? 

General Porrer. The development locally, sir, is growing, and I 
might highlight that by saying that last year the Kansas Legislature 
passed a bill establishing an authority with bonding powers to take 
over recreation in the State, and one of the first projects they are 
considering and would like to take over in its entirety is the Kanapolis 
development where recreation has brought in a new industry to Kansas. 
Up in our upper States, especially in South Dakota and in North Da- 
kota at Garrison, the number of people that come to those projects 
are seen by the local people is creating a business potential. This is 
causing a great resurgence of interest in those recreational develop- 
ments being controlled locally. 

I feel that within the next 10 years, sir, it will be possible to have 
most of our major reservoir recreational development locally controlled. 


ACCESS ROADS 


Senator ELLenper. It strikes me, General, that the policy that 
Wwe ought to develop—if I am wrong in that, I would like to know 
why, is to place more responsibility for postconstruction recreation 
development upon local interests. I see no reason why the Federal 
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Government should not, say, at the outset make things attractive by 
building access roads and things like that. 

However, from there on out, those access roads and everything 
connected with the development of additional recreation should be » 
charge of the State or the local community. The same goes for oy 
big parks. We are spending a lot of money there and, of course, | 
wouldn’t want to deny a citizen, say, a good view of some mountain 
peak out there or lake by letting a concessionaire come in there and 
say, “Listen, that’s mine. If you want to look at that peak out there 
you are going to have to pay for it.” 

I don’t mean it that way. However, it strikes me that more could 
be done for the good of the people there if de velopment were done by 
the local people or by concessionaires with the restrictions, as I have 
just indicated, that the utilization of the natural resource there should 
not be denied to the average citizen by these concessionaires, but I am 
sure that we can make it attractive enough so that the burden of 
maintaining it and making it available for the people for recreation 
purposes can be put in the hands of local people at better advantage 
than if the Government were to take charge of all of it. For one thing. 
we have never been able to make enough money available to do the 
job the way it should be done. We are far behind on our park and 
recreational work. 

General Porrer. I believe that will happen, Senator. 

Senator Youne. I agree with you. 

Senator ELLENDER. When you create a reservoir, you have a new 
start on a recreational facility at all of these projects. I was at 
Garrison last year and I was very much impressed by that beautiful 
lake that is being formed there. It is going to be a fine recreational 
area in time to come. 

Lord knows, they need it in that area. As far as water goes, you 
don’t have too much of that there. It strikes me we ought to start 
there and these other new projects in setting the stage for recreation 
developments moving forward under local people. 

General Porrer. I think that is an eventuality that is on its way. 

Senator Youne. With some assistance from the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

Senator ELLeENDER. To prepare it and to get it ready for that 
purpose? 

Senator Youna. Yes. 

Senator ELLENDER. In other words, let us determine where the 
best sites are, build the roads to them, and then from there on out 
let it be a burden of the local people, because the local folks can do it 
cheaper and better, it strikes me, than the Federal Government. 

Senator Munpr. Mr. Chairman, I would like to inquire about a 
few projects in South Dakota. 

Senator ELLENDER. Yes, Senator Mundt. 


STATUS OF VERMILLION RIVER SURVEY 


Senator Munpr. I carry in my mind, General, the figure of $59,000 
with regard to completion of the Vermillion River survey. I don’t 
see it listed here. Do we have the funds for that? Is that being 
done out of existing funds? 

General Porrrer. With regard to the Vermillion survey, a report 
was required by the House committee on the preliminary examination. 
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That was turned in and passed by the Board of Rivers and Harbors 
and is now under consideration, I believe, by the Public Works 
Committee. 

General Irscuner. That is correct, sir. 

General Porrer. And they haven’t yet ordered us to go into the 
complete survey. 

Senator Munptr. What do you mean by a preliminary survey? 
That wouldn’t be adequate to come up with plans or proposals of 
anv kind? 

General Porrer. Oh, no, sir. It isn’t adequate to come up for 
authorization, either, sir. 

General Irscuner. Therefore, Senator, we are not able to budget 
for the survey report itself until Congress authorizes it. 

Senator Munpt. We have been talking about the Vermillion River 
foralong time. ‘They have been having meetings and representatives 
of the corps have been down to meetings. They are very eager to 
have a survey which is adequate to determine what kind of flood- 
control projects should be built, or whether any should be built, and 
in getting the survey completed. 

| don’t like to see it hung up in a preliminary stage where you have 
an inadequacy of information. I would like to know what this com- 
mittee could do, if anything, to get that longstanding project off of 
dead center to determine how to dispose of it. 

Senator ELLENDER. Senator Mundt, may I interject that we will 
no doubt hear from a lot of local interests as well as the Senators and 
Congressmen on projects that may not be included in the budget. 

Senator Munpr, That is right; but our distinguished gentleman 
will be basking in the sun of Panama by that time. 

Senator ELLENDER. I am sure he is going to have a worthy successor. 

Senator Munpr. I am sure that is right, but he will not have the 
backlog of experience that this young man has accumulated. 


VIEWS OF CORPS OF ENGINEERS ON UNBUDGETED PROJECTS 


Senator ELLeENpER. It is my idea, if it is agreeable to the subcom- 
mittee, to listen to testimony on all of the new projects, and, in- 
cidentally, now and then we might put one in. It is my idea to listen 
to the witnesses who will come and try to justify not only the projects 
for which there are budget estimates, but other projects for which 
there are no budget estimates. 

After we hear from those local people, we will then call back the 
general and his staff so as to go over these various unbudgeted projects 
in order not only to give the proper treatment but to treat surveys 
and advance engineering the same way. 

For instance, I remarked yesterday and the day before, if you 
remember, that we put in over a hundred new projects last year, and 
we came across three of those projects that were started last year 
with no budget estimate, and they will be completed with funds 
requested this year and made available. 

It strikes me that we can pick up a few here and there. We won’t 
be partial to any part of the country, but we are going to try to go 
ull over the country and if the committee will permit me to make a 
little survey of that and put it together for submission to the sub- 
committee, and then the full committee, we might be able to do the 
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same thing this year as we did last year, that is, to get a few of these 
little projects started that have been on the books for years and which 
nobody paid any attention to. 

Senator Younc. You did an exceptionally good job last year and 
the action which you took was approved unanimously by this com- 
mittee and the House conferees also accepted it. 

Senator ELLeNpDER. I am glad of that and if you will trust me 
again this year, I hope to do the same thing. It means a little extra 
work, but I am glad to do it, because I am very much interested in 
the subjec t. 

General Porrer. From what we found in the preliminary exam- 
ination, the Vermillion is a justified survey, but the action of the 
House in causing us to make that survey required this report back to 
the Public Works Committee. 

We could finish that survey, I believe, in 2 years easily and at the 
time that the House comes out with it, I would suggest the Chief of 
Engineers Office be asked as to the availability of funds. 


STATUS OF LITTLE SIOUX FLOOD CONTROL PROJECT 


Senator Munpt. May I ask one other question in violation of the 
chairman’s mandate, primarily so when you look in your crystal ball, 
Mr. Chairman, you will have it in mind? 

This is an lowa project, and Iowa has no representation on this 
committee. They have asked me to inquire about the Little Sioux 
flood-control project around Hawarden, Iowa. Mr. Vie Clark, | 
sure, has been in touch with you. 

Would you say a word or two for the record on that? 

General Porrer. The Little Sioux group is now reinterested in 
their project, but it is in the condition where I feel that it is still neces- 
sary, and I have already told the local interests that they have to 
consolidate their interests so that we do not again do a survey report 
and find that local interests are not behind the results that come up 

I might say, Senator, that the local interest that is shown now is 
far and above anything that I have ever seen before, and I feel that the 
work can now go ahead suce essfully. 

Senator Munpr. Mr. Clark told me that practically all of the 
groups down there have gotten together and signed up some kind of 
petition or letter or commitment or something. 

General Porrrr. Yes, sir. 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DESIGN 
RATHBUN RESERVOIR, IOWA 


Senator ELteNDER. The next, General, is advance engineering and 
design with no navigation projects, and we will begin with Rathbun 
Reservoir in Iowa. 

The total estimated cost of this project is $21 million and you are 
now asking for $50,000 for advance engineering. Is that sufficient? 

General Porrer. That will let us get started, sir. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 





PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 1591 


| 

| Total esti- Allotments 
Project | mated Fed- | prior to fiscal 

| eral cost year 1957 


| l 

Additional 

| rvs required 

| Additional after fiscal 

year 1957 to 

complete pre- 

construction 
planning 


Tentative 

allocation, to complete 

fiscal year after fiscal 
1957 year 1957 


mn projects, none 
rol. projects: Iowa, 
Reservoir $21, 000, 000 $50, 000 $20, 950, 000 $275, 000 


The Rathbun Reservoir is a unit of the general plan for flood control in the 
Chariton River Basin with a total area of 3,080 square miles, of which 925 are 
in Jowa and 2,155 are in Missouri. The basin is subject to violent rainstorms 
ind severe floods. Since 1932, floods have caused damages totaling $18,523,000 
in the Chariton Valley in Iowa and Missouri. The Rathbun Reservoir will 
eontrol the runoff from a drainage area of 558 square miles, amounting to 18.1 

t of the total area of the Chariton River Basin. The reservoir together 
sisting downstream channel works and presently authorized improvements, 

iid provide a high degree of protection to 148,000 acres of land along the 

hariton River, and would constitute a unit of the Missouri River Basin com- 
prehensive plan. ‘The reservoir would provide a storage capacity of 327,000 
acre-feet for flood control and 134,000 acre-feet for improvement of low-water 

; or other conservation uses and a reserve of 22,000 acre-feet for siltation. 
he benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.38 to 1. 


MANHATTAN, KANS. 


Senator ELLENDER. The next is Manhattan, Kans. 

The total estimated cost is $1,470,000. You have already spent 
$15,000 on advance engineering and you are asking for $40,000 which 
will complete the studies. That is correct; is it not? 

General Porrer. That will enable us to complete the engineering 
and also to continue our work with local interests to impress upon 
them the responsibilities that they have with respect to this local 
protection project. 

Senator ELLENDER. I presume that by next year this project will 
be ripe for money? 

General Porrrer. It could be; yes, sir. 

Senator ELLEnpER. For construction purposes? 

General Porrmr. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Why wouldn’t it, if we are giving you the money 
necessary to complete the engineering? 

General Porrrr. The only thing that would be lacking, sir, is a full 
recognition by the local people, the town itself, of its responsibilities, 
and they are putting up the assurances that are necessary before the 
project goes ahead. 

Senator ELLENDER. When you get this $40,000, will any part of it 
be used for the purpose of getting some of your people to get the local 
people to cooperate? 

General Porrrer. Yes, sir. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLenpeErR. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 
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Tentative Additional 

allocation, to complete 

fiscal year after fiscal 
1957 year 1957 


Total esti- Allotments | 
Project mated Fed- | prior to fiscal | 
eral cost year 1957 





Kansas: Manhattan $1, 470, 000 | $15, 000 | $40,000 | $1, 415, 000 


| 
i 1 


The local protection project, Manhattan, Kans., is located on the Kansas 
River 1% miles above the mouth of the Big Blue River and consists of approxi- 
mately 4.4 miles of levees, 0.9-mile channel improvement and 1 railroad bridge 
alteration. The disastrous 1951 floods caused damages estimated at $13.394.000 
and flood damages during the period 1903-54 are estimated at $29,700,000. The 
benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.66 to 1. 


OTTAWA, KANS. 


Senator ELLENDER. Now we have Ottawa, Kans. The cost of that 
is $3,140,000 and you are asking for $80,000, which will complete the 
engineering design of that project. What is the situation there? 

Would you be able to start construction after this year? 

General Porrrer. Absolutely, sir, and may I report to the committe 
that this community passed, 8 to 1, a bond issue to put up the $300,000 
that is their part of the project. I think it is something to really 
look up to. | 

BENEFIT-TO-COST RATIO 


Senator ELLenpeER. I notice that the benefit-to-cost ratio there is 
1.27 to 1. Is that likely to increase, or deteriorate, in your opinion? 

General Porter. I could not guess as to that, sir. Iam sure it will 
get no less. Normally when we get into the design memoranda, we 
are able to discover more benefits which usually increase the benefit- 
to-cost ratio. 

Senator ELLenpER. What is the local cooperation? What is the 
status? 

General Porrer. They passed the bond issue, sir; and they are 
ready to take over right now. 

Senator ELLENDER. Your planning and all will be completed this 
year and you will be ready for work next year? 

General Porrer. Yes, sir. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLenpeErR. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


Additional 
required 
after fiscal 
year 1957 t 
complete pre- 
constructio! 
planning 


Tentative Additional 

allocation, to complete 

fiscal year after fiscal 
1957 year 1957 


Total esti- Allotments 
Project mated Fed- | prior to fiscal 
eral cost year 1957 


Ottawa_. $3, 140, 000 $30, 000 $80, 000 $3, 030, 000 
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The project supplemented by upstream reservoirs, would provide flood protec- 
‘on for Ottawa, Kans., a city of over 10,000 population which occupies both banks 
of the (Marais des Cygnes) Osage River and is the county seat of Franklin County, 
Kans. Within the flood plain are located public buildings, almost the entire 
business district, a large portion of the residential and industrial districts and rail- 
road yards and shop facilities. Federal Highways 59 and 50S and Kansas High- 

iy 68 traverse the flood plain within the city. The benefit to cost ratio is 1.27 
to ij 


POMONA RESERVOIR, KANS. 


Senator ELLENDER. Next in Kansas is Pomona Reservoir, the cost 
of which is $14,100,000; $45,000 has already been allotted and $60,000 
is being asked for this year. Is that sufficient? 

General Porrer. That will let us carry on the design in a regular 
wav, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator ELLenpeER. I notice that the benefit-to-cost ratio there is 

3to1. Is it likely to remain stable? 

General Porrer. I personally think, sir, that that benefit-cost ratio 
could well increase, but that is merely a guess. 

Senator ELLENDER. I notice that the cost of that project has 
increased by $600,000 since last vear. 

General Porrer. That is primarily price index, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Has that had any effect on the benefit-to-cost 
ratio? 

General Porrer. Not appreciably, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Included in the estimate is an item for recrea- 
tional facilities at a cost of $114,200. Will you tell us what is planned 
there? 

General Porrer. The normal access and the opening up of areas 
so that people can actually get to the project and park their cars. 

Senator ELLENDER. And that is the extent to which the Federal 
Government will be obligated to make funds available? 

General Porrrer. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. I presume that efforts will be made by the 
local people to maintain those facilities after they have been opened 
to them, 

General Porrer. I assume, this being in Kansas, which has been 
rather devoid of recreational areas, that there will be a great interest 
on the part of the recreation resource commission to analyze the 
particular situation that we are talking about. 


OPERATIONAL FACILITIES 


Senator ELLENDER. I notice another item there of $229,500 for 
buildings, grounds, and utilities. Are those to be erected in con- 
nection with these recreational facilities? 

General Porrer. No, sir. They are operational. 

Senator ELLENDER. Is that merely for the duration of the construc- 
tion of this project, or are these buildings to be utilized thereafter? 

General Porrer. A small percentage would be for construction 
activities, but the largest part of that money, Mr. Chairman, would 
be for the operational buildings, the warehouse, and those things 
that you must have for maintenance equipment. 

Senator ELLENDER. After the completion of the project? 

General Porrrer. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Could you economically use more funds on this 
to get it going, or is this amount sufficient? 
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General Porrer. We must consider, sir, that we couldn’t start coy. 
struction under any design funds. The earliest we could start cop. 
struction would be under the next budget. However, even then jt 
would be late in the fiscal year. 

Senator ELLENDER. You think if we give you what you are noy 
asking, you might be able to start the project in 1958? 

General Porter. Yes, sir. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record, 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


| 

Tentative Additional 

allocation, | to complete 

fiscal year after fiscal 
1957 year 1957 


Total esti- Allotments 
Project mated Fed- | prior to fiscal 
| eral cost year 1957 
| 


Kansas: Pomona Reservoir. | $14, 100, 000 $45, 000 | $60, 000 $13, 995, 000 
' | | 


The Pomona Reservoir is a unit of the authorized system of reservoirs in thi 
Osage River Basin, which in turn is an integral part of the comprehensive fl 
protection plan for the Missouri River Basin. The principal flood-damagi 
comprises 428,000 acres in the Osage River Basin (including 91,400 in the Marais 
des Cygnes Basin) and includes all or parts of numerous towns, roads, railroads 
public utilities, properties, resort developments, and productive agricultural land 
The basin experienced over $32,750,000 in flood damages as a result of the July 
1951 flood. Substantially all of this damage was in the State of Kansas. Thi 
benefit-cost ratio is 1.3 to 1. 


NORFOLK, NEBR. 


Senator ELLeNpER. In Nebraska we have Norfolk. 

The total estimated Federal cost is $2,860,000, and you are ask- 
ing for $35,000, which will be sufficient to complete the advance 
engineering. 

I presume that at the end of this fiscal year this project will b: 
ready for construction funds? 

General Porrrer. With the expenditure of these funds, we could be 
ready, sir. I will, however, have to make the reservation that we 
still have to get the local assurances and agreement as to the design. 

Senator ELLeNpeER. Insofar as you are concerned—that is, the 
Federal Government—you would be ready to go if the local people 
cooperate? 

General Porrer. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. To the extent that you expect of them? 

General Porrer. Yes, sir. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 
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Additional 
Tentative | Additional aaa 
allocation, | to complete ane 1957 to 
fiscal year | after fiscal | 2°" 5°! 


Project | mated Fed- | prior to fiscal | 
vi 1957 | year 1957 | Complete pre- 


eral cost year 1957 
ie | construction 


Total esti- | Allotments 
| 
‘ 
| | planning 


raska: Norfolk | $2, 860, 000 | $25, 000 $35,000 | $2, 800,000 | 
' 

The local protection project at Norfolk, Nebr., will provide a high degree of 
protection to the city of over 11,335 people. Under existing conditions approxi- 
mately one-third of the city is subject to flood damage which will be alleviated 
hy construction of the project. This area includes the main business and indus- 
trial districts, residences, public buildings, streets, public utilities, and important 

chway and railroad facilities. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.53 to 1. 


WATERLOO, NEBR. 


Senator ELLENDER. Next is Waterloo, Nebr. 

The entire cost of that project is $113,000. The money that you 
are asking for advance engineering is $6,000. Is that a very necessary 
proje ct? 

General Porrrer. It is, sir. The size of the community, of course, 
is no indication of the fact that those people are hurt just as badly 
individually as the people of Kansas City. It is a very small project, 
Mr. Chairman, but it is important to them. 

Senator ELLENDER. If you should complete the planning this year, 
you could probably proceed with this under the small project plan 
of $150,000 or less if you saw fit? 


General IrscHNER. That is right. 
General Porrer. Yes, sir. 


, 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be inserted in the record. 
Che justification referred to is as follows:) 


| Additional 
ae ee required 
Additional after fiscal 
year 1957 to 
complete pre- 
construction 
planning 


Tentative 

allocation, | to complete 

fiscal year | after fiscal 
1957 year 1957 


- Total esti- | Allotments | 
Project | mated Fed- | prior to fiscal | 
eralcost | year 1957 


$113, 000 | $6, 000 $107, 000 0 


th e city of Waterloo, Nebr. (population 381) is located on the right bank of the 
nore River approximately 23 miles west of Omaha, Nebr. Major floods in- 
» the entire town, the county fair grounds, and adjacent agricultural lands, 
aac a strip approximately 1 mile wide between the town and high ground to 
e west. During the 1944 flood the town was flooded up to a depth of 6 feet. 
Gas, water, and sewer systems were damaged. On the advice of the health au- 
thorities, over 100 residents were evacuated. Construction of the Waterloo 
project will provide a high degree of protection for the city and adjacent agri- 
cultural areas. The benefit-cost ratio is 2.85 to 1.0. 


T 


+} 
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LOWER HEART RIVER, N. DAK. 


Senator ELtenpEr. In North Dakota we have the lower Hear 
River. 

Senator Youna. Will this $60,000 complete the investigation and 
make it ready for construction? 

General Porter. Yes, sir; it will let us get plans and specifications 
ready for the first part of the project. 

Senator Younc. When will it be ready for construction? 

General Porrer. I think we could include that in next year’s 
budget. It would be possible to include it in next year’s budget. 

Senator Youna. But not before? 

General Porrrmr. No, sir. 

Senator Younc. Mr. Chairman, Highway 10, which will be the 
only Federal highway in the State under — new interstate highway 
program, was under water again this year, for about 2 days. 

It has been under water about ever Vv pc year, or nearly that 
often, for as long as I can remember. I don’t know of a project that 
is as badly needed as this one. It has a good benefit-cost ratio of 
1.62 to 1. 

General Porrrr. I sat with the people of Mandan. 10 days ago, sir 
There is no doubt as to a very intense interest and a willingness to 
cooperate in all parts. There is some local cooperation necessary 
with the State government as to allocation of cost with respect to the 
highway, but that is going to be worked out. 

Senator ELLeNpER. Anyhow, you will get it ready for the next 
fiscal year, that is, 1958? 

General Porrrer. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELtenprerR. The entire cost of that project is $1,870,000 
and Senator Young has just pointed out the $60,000 vou are asking 
for will complete the preconstruction planning. 

General Porter. Yes, sir. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


Additiona 
nm required 
Tentative Additional after fiscal 
allocation, to complete | oor 1957 t 
fiscal year after fiscal 

1957 year 1957 


Total esti- Allotments 
Project mated Fed- | prior to fiscal 
eral cost year 1957 


complet 


Flood-control projects (con- 
tinued): | 
North Dakota: Lower Heart | 
River____-- $1, 870, 000 | $60, 000 | $60,000 | $1, 750,000 
| 


' 


Construction of lower Heart River flood-control project will provide a high de- 
gree of flood protection for approximately 4,400 acres of land, of which 2,500 acres 
are irrigable; 550 residences; 210 business establishments, the State training school; 
North Pacific R: 1ilway and United States Highw ay 10. Protection will also be 
provided for a large number of house trailers and to public grounds, streets and 
utilities. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.62 to 1, 
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SHERIDAN, WYO. 


Senator ELLENDER. Next is Sheridan, Wyo. 

The cost of that project is $2,470,000 and vou are asking for $25,000 
to begin studies for advance engineering. Is that sufficient? 

General Porrrer. Yes, sir, that is sufficient for the purpose of 
starting the design. 

Senator ExLtenper. All these projects have been purely flood 
control? 

General Porrer. Yes, sir. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELneENDER. The justification will be inserted in the record. 
The justification referred to follows:) 


Additional 
required 
after fiscal 
year 1957 to 
complete pre- 
construction 
planning 


Tentative Additional 
allocation, to comy ete 
fiscal year fter fiscal 

1957 ye ir 1957 


Total esti- Allotments 
Project mated Fed- | prior to fiscal 
eral cost year 1957 


Sheridan $2, 470, 000 $25, 000 $2, 445, 000 $55, 000 


The project will provide flood protection to Sheridan from recurring floods on 
Little Goose and Goose Creeks which flow through the city of my ridan. During 
the period from 1883 to 1946, the city suffered damages from 22 floods, the most 
recent serious flood occurring in 1946 causing damages estimated at $39,000. 
The most serious flooding occurred in 1923 with damages estimated at $400,000. 
Recurrence of floods in this city of continuing growth and development would 
cause severe property damage to residential, business, and industrial areas and to 
publie buildings, streets, bridges, highways, railroad facilities, and utility sys- 
tems. The benefit to cost ratio is 1.26 to 1. 


Senator ELLENDER. We now go to construction. This is where the 
jig Money comes in. 

Senator Munpt. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question at that point? 

Senator ELLENDER. Surely. 

Senator Munprt. I understand all the projects you have here have 
been cleared by the Budget? 

General Porrrr. Yes, sir. 


BIG BEND RESERVOIR, S. DAK. 


Senator Munpr. I don’t know whether you would call it advance 
engineering and design or whether you would call it general investiga- 
tion or survey. I couldn’t find it here. I understand Big Bend plan- 
ning money was not included in the budget. 

General Porrser. No, sir. 

Senator Munpr. Could you give us a breakdown of figures which, 
if included in the budget, you would have listed on these sheets? 

General Porrer. Yes, sir, we could. I could make that available 
for the record. 

Senator Munpt. Could we have that, Mr. Chairman? 

Senator ELLENDER. Surely. 

(The information referred to follows:) 
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| Reasonable 
amount that | Additional | "*dulred 
can be ex- | tocomplete | ter fis 


| mated Fed- | pended in after fiscal 
| 
i 


| eral cost 


| prior to fiscal 
7, Q57 
year 1957 fiscal year | year 1957 
1957! | 





| 
Total esti- | Allocations 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 


Big Bend Reservoir, S. Dak | $73, 000, 000 0 


a 


1 Not included in President’s budget for 1957. The amount shown represents the amount that 
economically expended. 


= 
$180, 00 | $72, 850, 000 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Big Bend project is primarily a power project to develop the otherwis; 
unused head between the Oahe and Fort Randall projects. The Big Bend power 
installation will be connected to all major systems in Nebraska, 8. Dak., and 
North Dakota, and, through interconnections, will be available to increase {hy 
power supply in load centers as far away as Minneapolis, St. Paul, Des Moines, 
Kansas City, and Wichita. Unrestricted peaking operations will be feasible fo 
year-round operations; thus the project will contribute materially to the rapi 
growing power needs in this area. While the Big Bend project can be justified 
entirely on the basis of power production, further studies may indicate the desir- 
ability of inclusion of flood-control functions. Great floods of record have dis- 


i 


charged as high as 281,000 cubic feet per second in 1948, 250,000 in 1950, and 
440,000 cubic feet per second in 1952 in the vicinity of the proposed Big Bend s 
The drainage area between Oahe Dam and the proposed Big Bend Dam ma i. 
considerable contributions to these discharges. The maximum flood potentialities 
will be considered in the final design of the project. The benefit-to-cost ratio j 
1.36 to 1, with all benefits attributed to power. 


Senator Munpr. May I inquire at this point—if I am not correct 
that you turned back to the fund over $1 million from Gavins Point 
this year? 

General Porrrer. $1,700,000, sir, that was budgeted, but a reanaly- 
sis of funds requirements after submittal of the Budget estimate 
revealed we did not need these funds. 

Senator ELLENDER. You mean you couldn’t spend it? 

General Porrrr. There are no funds requested for Gavins Point 
We have asked for all the money we need for Gavins Point in former 
years, and have gotten it. What happened there is the project has 
been going along in wonderful shape and we are approaching the end 
of it and the contingencies have not developed, I think largely because 
of the fact that we have had money enough to keep going on that 
project in a very economical manner; so on Gavins Point, I believe 
you have seen the last of this project, so far as regular appropriations 
for construction are concerned. 

Senator Munpr. I thought it was noteworthy to mention that wi 
have a $1,700,000 saving on that project. 

Senator ELLENDER. That will help us; we can use that money for 
other parts. 

Senator Munpr. I had that in mind. 

Senator ELLENDER. I mean other parts of the country. 

Senator Munprt. I like your statement the way you couched 
first much better. 

STRIKE AT GAVINS POINT 


There is a little strike difficulty out at Gavins Point. Could you 
give us something about that? 

General Porrer. Yes, sir. There is a little strike having to do 
with wages, sir. It isn’t jurisdictional. The ones I worry about are 
the jurisdictional strikes. 
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Senator Munpr. This is not going to involve a cost to the Govern- 
ment? 

General Porrrr. No, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. I am sure that my good friend from Minnesota 
here will agree with me that neither North Dakota nor South Dakota 
have been neglected in the past 3 or 4 years; is that right? 

Senator Munpr. We have no complaints, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator ELLENDER. I am proud of it. I am proud of the part I 
played, especially when I went to see that great project out there. 
It is something that really makes you feel good. 


CONSTRUCTION 
MISSOURI RIVER, OMAHA TO KANSAS CITY 


Status of funds 


Unobligated | Unexpended 
balance balance 


, 1955 ‘ $3, 504 $137, 116 
1956 4 629, 133 1, 407, 380 
J56 (estimate) 0 0 


We now come to construction, and the first project is the Missouri 
River, a channel extending from Omaha, Nebr., to Kansas City, Mo., 
a distance of 245.8 miles. 

The estimated cost of this project is $112,900,000 and we have so 
far spent towards its completion $89,411,000. 
for $3,300,000. 

General Porrer. Yes, sir. 


You are now asking 


Senator ELLENDER. That is about what you can spend in that 
area this year? 
General Porrer. Yes, sir. 


We can spend that amount in that 
area this vear. 


Senator ELLENDER. Could you spend more advantageously? 

General Porrmr. In this particular stretch, sir, I believe that the 
project is going ahead a little faster than the project from Kansas 
City to the mouth. I think the two should be brought more in 
consonance. 

Senator ELLENDER. And this is sufficient money? 

General Porrer. Yes, sir. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be inserted in the record. 
he justification referred to follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGA 
TION) 


Missourr River, OmMawa TO Kansas CIty 
(Continuing) 
_ Location.—Channel extending from Omaha, Nebr., to Kansas City, Mo., a 
distance of 245.8 miles. 
Authorization.—1945 River and Harbor Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.53 to 1 for entire project, Sioux City to the mouth. 
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Summarized financial data 


| Accumulated 


| + 
Amount | _ Percent of 

estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost_ : ‘ oS cic ..-| $112, 900,000 |____. 
Estimated non-Federal cost ie ; 0 | 
Cash contributions__ oe 5 senda ; | 0 | 
Other costs aceite | 0 
Total estimated project cost | 112,900, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955 | 85, 761, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956 3, 650, G00 
Appropriations to date 89, 411, 000 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957 3, 300, 000 
Balances to complete after fiscal year 1957 a 20, 189, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 


386.2, a distance of 245.8 miles, 9 feet deep, 300 feet wide, to be obtained b 
revetment of banks, construction of dikes, cutoffs and by dredging. 


Channels: Channel extending from Omaha, mile 632.0, to Kansas City, mi] 


Status (Jan. 1, 1956) 


Percent 


Lands and damages 
Bank stabilization: 
Dike and revetment construction ae June 
Dredging in connection with point removal to obtain desired alinement June | 
Removal of rock June 0 
Removal of structures for realinement_ - October 1% 
Entire project -- Ju 


June 


une 
in 


JUSTIFICATION 


This project is an essential part of the comprehensive plan for the development 
of the Missouri River Basin. The project will stabilize the banks of the river 
from Sioux City to the mouth and will provide a navigable channel for waterborn 
commerce. Stabilization of the banks of the river from Sioux City to the mouth 
will insure protection against erosion to agricultural areas totaling over 1,800,000 
acres and to municipalities, industries, and other installations with a value of 
about $2 billion. These installations include major railroad and highway bridges 
which receive vital protection against being flanked by the meandering river. 
Stabilization will also permit the construction of levees under the flood-control 
authorization with assurance they will not be destroyed by the erosive action of 
the river. 

The control works by which the river will be stabilized are subject to destructio1 
by the river until the concave banks are fully stabilized. Delay in accomplishing 
the necessary control work at the proper time results ultimately in increased 
costs, since the training structures remain vulnerable to damage by ice runs and 
floods until given proper reinforcement. Whenever it is necessary to defer essen- 
tial work, maintenance costs of the project automatically increase owing to the 
necessity of undertaking temporary emergency measures until the final control 
works can be installed. 

Interstate Commerce Commission hearings at Kansas City in 1952 indicated 
that 700,000 tons of annual traffic could be immediately handled at Omaha if 
barges were available. In addition to the outbound movement of important 
commodities of grain and grain products, there are increased demands for inboun 
movement of other commodities essential to the welfare of the region. Ste 
firms in the Kansas City and Omaha areas have in recent vears steadily increase‘ 
their demands for barge movements of steel, the demands being greatly in excess 
of the available water transportation service. Similar demands for barge move- 
ment of steel pipe, tinplate, sugar, rice, and molasses is evidenced by the movement 
of these products upstream to Omaha during the 1955 season by private towing 
firms. Similar requirements are developing for barge service for petroleum, sugar, 
fertilizer, and coffee. 


1 
} 
i 
} 
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The navigation season of 1955 shows a continued increase of interest in Missouri 
River navigation as evidenced by the tonnage transported so far this season, the 
expansion of dock and transfer facility operations, and extensive investigations 
being conducted by local interests in locating and planning for future docks. 
Private carriers transported 2,640 tons in 1952, 47,189 tons in 1953, 100,403 tons 
) 1954, and more than 125,000 tons in 1955 on this section of the river. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $3,300,000 will be applied to: 


Bank stabilization: 
Dike and revetment construction_ _- $2, 889, 400 
Dredging in connection with point removal to obtain desired 
alinement pie age : 4 10, 700 
Removal of structures for realinement_ ‘ 4 19, 300 
Engineering and design 61, 300 
ervision and administration ’ 259, 300 


Shy 
Ou} 


Total . 3, 300, 000 

With the requested amount of $3,300,000 for fiscal year 1957, it will be possible 
to continue construction of essential bank-stabilization work in the most critical 
reas adjacent to completed Federal levees and existing farm levees protecting 
highly developed agricultural land; to continue the program toward final stabili- 

tion of other locations and the provision of improved alinement and channel 
onditions favorable for navigation to Omaha. 

Von-Federal costs.—No local cooperation required. 

It is estimated, however, that local interests have incurred costs of about 
$2,100,000 for the construction of dock and transfer facilities along this section 
f the Missouri River. Since commercial navigation on the project has only 
begun to develop to any sizable amount, private interests are also only in the 
initial stage of developing installations which will use water transportation as its 
main artery of supply. The success of present operations has stimulated private 
enterprise in planning large expenditures for grain elevators, fabricating plants, 
molasses, and oil terminals. The cost of these facilities cannot be estimated at 
present since many are still in the preliminary planning stage. 


MISSOURI RIVER, SIOUX CITY TO OMAHA 


Status of funds 


Unobligated | Unexpended 
balance balance 


0. 1955 $10, 960 $996, 748 


31, 1956__- x ey 4 323, 113 2,116, 551 
1¢ 30, 1956 (estimated) -- -- ee ‘ ; : eas 0 | 0 


Senator ELLENDER. Next is the Missouri River, Sioux City to 
Omaha. 

This project is estimated to cost $108 million. 

General Porrer. Mr. Chairman, may I interject that that is the 
entire cost of the project? 

Senator ELLENDER. You mean from Sioux City to Omaha? 

General Porrrer. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Yes. The other was from— 

General Porrrr. Kansas City to Omaha. 

Senator ELLENDER. Those are separate projects. 

General Porrrr. Yes, sir, separate stretches. 

Senator ELLENDER. I understand. 

As to this project, I notice that the cost has increased from $103 
million to $108 million, a difference of $5 million, General. What has 
caused that? 

General Porrer. Sir, this is the stretch that was formerly aban- 
doned and that we went back to work on 2 years ago. Each year, 
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some of the works that were put in before the war disintegrated oy 
disappeared in ice runs and were washed out, so in addition to the 
price level increase of $3% million, there is an additional $1,300.90 
added because of works that were counted on to be reincorporated 
that have disappeared during the year. 

Senator ELLeNpER. That was because of the emergency during 
which work on this project was stopped? 

General Porrer. Yes. Since the war we haven’t had any money 
to amount to anything on this stretch of the river. 

Senator ELLENDER. How has that affected your ratio? 


BENEFIT-COST RATIO 


General Porrer. The entire project, based upon this, was reevaly- 
ated in 1950, sir, and each year we do reevaluate the ratio. The 
benefit-cost ratio, you see, sir, of 1.53 to 1 is the entire river from 
Sioux City to the mouth. We don’t make a benefit-cost ratio for the 
stretches since they are mutually dependent. 

Senator ELLENDER. Here again we are just about keeping up with 
the cost of construction increases. Would you comment further on 
that? 

General Porrer. We must report to this committee our best 
estimates as to the cost, and that is entirely separate from the amount 
that we get by appropriation. The two figures are furnished for your 
examination. The increased construction costs as I mentioned, are 
due to the price level increases and additional work necessary to 
correct the effect of progressive deterioration. 

Senator ELLeNpDER. I notice you are asking $5,400,000 for 1957, 
which is just about what you received last year. 

General Porrrr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpr. At this rate, General, how long do you think it 
will be before they have that 9-foot navigation target established 
between Sioux City and Omaha? 

General Porrer. We have tried to schedule this, sir, based on a 
10-year construction period, starting 2 years ago. So far the moneys 
have been made available at about that rate, not quite, but about. 

Let me put it in two ways: We will have 7-foot navigation to Sioux 
City within 5 years and will have 9-foot navigation within and about 
8 to 9 years. 

Senator Munpt. When Captain Ingersoll was before our committee 
about a month ago, he made quite a point, and a rather persuasive 
point, that a little additional money would enable you to get some 
major phases of the project out of the way much earlier and step 
forward the navigation date by a considerable amount of time. 

Would you care to comment on that? 


BARGE LINE TO SIOUX CITY 


General Porrer. Yes, sir. Both barge lines are this year going to 
run to Sioux City on whatever depth they have, which will be a 4-foot 
depth in part. 

Senator Munpt. They are going to run them on wheels part of the 
way? 

General Porrer. They are going to take a little time and they are 
going to take lightly loaded small barges. The city of Sioux City 1s 


buil 
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building a small pusher boat that will take up lightly loaded barges. 
They are so avid for navigation to get to Sioux City, sir, that they are 
really putting out their own money for it. 

Senator Munpt. I know that is true and I was wondering if pe rhaps 
a little extra money would expedite this construction to the point 
where they wouldn’t have to wait so long before it would be suitable 
navigation. 

General Porrer. The faster we do that, sir, the faster navigation 
will get to Sioux City, but in addition, the more farms we w ill save, 
farms that are being eroded. 

Senator THyk. Eroded and cut away by the change of the stream 
VeIS. 

Senator ELLENDER. You have that same condition on the Red 
River. We brought that out here some time ago. 

General Porrer. Yes, sir. It is exactly the same kind of river, 
\ir. Chairman. 

Senator ELLENDER. | have been advocating that more money be 
provided. How much more money could you use for this project? 

‘ General Porrer. We could well use another $1% million to $2 
million on this particular stretch of the river. 

Senator ELLENDER. How about the previous one? That, you said, 
was sufficient? 

General Porrer. I think that will be sufficient. 

Senator Tuyr. General, will that permit you to hasten the comple- 
tion of the project and thereby not endanger partially completed 
projects that might be affected by some flash flood at any time 
throughout the summer season? 

General Porrer. Any one of these dikes or revetments, sir, that is 
left partially completed waiting for money is subject to loss in the 
next spring rise. 

Senator Tyr. Exactly, and that is the reason why I would support 
whatever funds could be wisely used to get the job completed at the 
earliest possible time, because you may have a partial dike or a partial 
bank revetment, and it could be gutted out in the first either heavy 
rainfall or in the spring runoff. 

General Porrer. Senator Thye, we have lost revetments at some 
locations three times. 

Senator Tuyr. I know you have. 

General Potrer. Not because engineeringly we couldn’t save them, 
but there just wasn’t enough to carry them up to another point. 

Senator ELLENDER. Don’t you make your plans fit the necessities? 
Don’t you ask for enough money to do the job? 

General Porrer. Sometimes these bends are quite expensive. The 
works that go in a bend might amount to, say, $1 million and we will 
have, say, half a million that can be put there. We do the part of the 
work that stands the least chance of being lost, but we have been 
surprised in the past. 

For instance, last year we had an ice run past St. Joe. We had not 
yet finished bringing the rock up to the top of the dike. They were 
shaved off just as if a razor had been taken to them. 

Senator ELLENDER. You couldn’t anticipate that? 

General Porrer. It was the hardest ice we have ever seen. It was 
blue ice on the Missouri, believe it or not. 
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Senator Munpr. Are Miners Bend and Kenslers Bend included jy 
your category as part of the Sioux City to Omaha? 
General Porrer. No, sir; it is a separate budget item. 


JUSTIFICATION 


‘ 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be inserted in the record. 
a 


(The justification referred to follows:) 
CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS 
(NAVIGATION) 
Missourt River, Stoux Ciry tro Omana 


(Continuing) 


Locatior.—Channel extenfing from Sioux City, Iowa, to Omaha, Nebr.. a dj 
tance of 130.5 miles. 

Authorization.—1945 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.53 to 1 for entire project, Sioux City to the mouth 


Summarized financial data 


Amount 


Estimated Federal cost ‘ , : : $108, 000, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost- - - iar 5 ee - 0 

Cash contribution ; 0 

Other costs ie 0 
Total estimated project cost 108, 000, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955 ; : 34, 818, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956 5, 800, 000 
Appropriations to date : ; 40, 618, 000 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957___ 5, 400, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957- --__- 61, 982, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Channels: Channel, 9, feet deep, 200 feet wide, extending from Sioux City, mile 
762.5, to Omaha, mile 632, a distance of 130.5 miles, to be obtained by revet- 
ment of banks, construction of dikes, cutoffs, and by dredging. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1956) 


pie 
schedule 


Com 
Percent + 


Lands and damages. -_- , 6 | June 1962 
Bank stabilization: 
Dike and revetment construction 34 | June 1965 
Dredging in connection with point removal to obtain desired realine- 30 | November 1964 
ment. 
Removal of rock-- 5 . : i i 100 | Complete 
Removel of structures for realinement._- 8 | April 1964 
Entire project __ Eas ; h ae 35 | June 1965 


JUSTIFICATION 


This project is an essential part of the comprehensive plan for the development 
of the Missouri River Basin. The project will stabilize the banks of the river 
from Sioux City to the mouth and will provide a navigable channel for waterborne 
commerce. Stabilization of the banks of the river from Sioux City to the mouth 
will insure protection against erosion to agricultural areas totaling over 1,800,000 
acres and to municipalities, industries, and other installations with a value ol 
about $2 billion. These installations include major railroad and highway bridges 
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vhich receive vital protection against being flanked by the meandering river. 
Stabilization will also permit the construction of levees under the flood-control 
authorization with assurance they will not be destroyed by the erosive action of 
the river. 

“Construction on the project was suspended during World War II and funds 
since that time have not been available in sufficient amounts to permit accom- 
plishment of essential work at the proper time. As a result, the project has 
suffered severely, many control structures have been flanked or badly damaged, 
and the river has reverted largely to its wild state. The original construction 
work, at present price levels, would cost about $79,600,000. The remaining 
structures that could be salvaged at the present time with an active construction 
program have a replacement cost estimated at $24,500,000. In addition to the 
economic loss incurred through the destruction of the stabilization works, serious 
erosion of land is occurring at practically every location from Sioux City to 
Qmaha. The rate of erosion of farmlands is rapidly approaching that which 
existed under natural conditions, i. e., the loss of about 12 acres per mile per year. 
The serious erosion along the Sioux City waterfront was partly eliminated with 
funds appropriated in fiscal year 1955, and with funds appropriated in fiscal year 
1956 erosion will be further reduced downstream to the Sioux City Air Force 
Base. The main channel has been shifted under the Decatur Bridge; however, 
fiscal vear 1957 funds will be required in this area to further stabilize the channel 
and advance the alinement upstream. Serious erosion at Blair, Nebr., is occurring 
just above the highway and railroad bridges. This erosion, if unchecked, will 
breach the left bank approaches to the bridges. The control of the river from 
Blair to Omaha (38.5 miles) is of major importance in that existing work having 
, present value of at least $8 million can be salvaged in the 23.5 mile reach just 
below Blair, if active construction is resumed in time. In the 15-mile reach 
immediately upstream from Omaha the value of the existing work is also about 
$8 million but is in fair condition and not in immediate danger of destruction 
by erosion. However, it will be seriously threatened if the river reverts to a wild 
state in the section immediately upstream. Accordingly, the stabilization of 
the entire section Blair to Omaha is considered necessary for the full protection 
of the Omaha-Council Bluffs flood-protection system. While commercial naviga- 
tion in the past has been limited, operators have indicated that they expect to 
extend operations to Sioux City as soon as channel conditions permit. A suitable 
navigation channel will be provided by the authorized project. 

Fiscal yea 1957,—The requested amount of $5,400,000 will be applied to: 


Continue correcting the left bank erosion along the Sioux City water- 

front to the Sioux City Air Foree Base and extend the right bank 

protection works from South Sioux City, Nebr., downstream to 

protect Dakota City, Nebr $1, 150, 000 
Continue construction to recapture channel control from Middle 

Omaha Mission to upper Decatur Bends and protect construction 

placed in fiscal vears 1955 and 1956__- , 200, 000 
Continue recapturing control of the river between Blair and Omaha 

to insure protection of Omaha and Council Bluffs from erosion by 

the river and insure the safety of the flood control levees protect- 

ing these cities_ ___- Rigas PELE: be : ‘ 2, 050, 000 


WO oo : 5, 400, 000 


With the requested amount of $5,400,000 for fiscal vear 1957, it will be pos- 
sible to continue construction of essential stabilization structures necessary for 
illeviating serious erosion threats at the vital locations listed above and insure 
the suecess of construction initiated in fiscal year 1955 and 1956. Continuation 
f the work without further delay will also make possible the salvage of much of 
the original work which is of significant value, amounting to about $16 million 
in the Blair-Omaha reach alone. Full stabilization of this latter reach is of vital 
importance to the protection of the Omaha-Council Bluffs flood protection project. 

Von-Federal costs.—No local cooperation required. 

Since private interests have not been able to commercially utilize the waterway, 
only about $600,000 has been expended to date in terminal facilities. Local 
interests, however, are planning eventual large expenditures along the river, such 
as wharves, docks, grain elevators, fabricating plants, molasses and oil terminals. 
The cost of these facilities cannot be estimated at present since many are still in 
the planning stage. 
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MISSOURI RIVER, KANSAS CITY TO THE MOUTH 


Status of funds 


| Unobligated 
| balance 
June 30, 1955 “nen 
Mar. 31, 1956- | 
June 30, 1956 (estimated) - _ -- 


$377 
323, 855 
0 


Senator ELLENDER. The next is the Missouri River from Kansas 
City to its mouth, where it joins the Mississippi. 

The Federal estimated cost of this project is $120 million, plus 
$644,400 which is non-Federal. You have spent to date $99,908.00 
and you are now asking for an appropriation of $2 million. 

General Porter. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. How much did you originally ask for? 

General Porrrer. The Chief of Engineers asked for $2 million. 

Senator ELLENDER. You got what you asked for? That is what you 
could economically spend? 

General Porrrr. This stretch is the most critical of all, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. How much additional money could you spend 
on that project? 

General Potter. This project could take another $2 million without 
any question whatsoever. 


JUSTIFICATION 
Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 
CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS 
(NAVIGATION) 
Missourr River, Kansas City tro Movutu (9-Foor Prosec1 
(Continuing) 
Location.—Navigable channel extending from Kansas City, Mo., to the mout! 
a distance of 386.2 miles. 


Authorization.—1945 River and Harbor Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.53 to 1 for entire project Sioux City to the mouth. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
perce nt of estl- 

Amount mated Feder 
cost | 


Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) $120, 000, 

Estimated Federal cost (United States Coast Guard) i 

Estimated non-Federal cost - - - . 644, 
Cash contribution : : j . 644, 
Other costs 

Total estimated project cost ; : 644, 

Appropriations to June 30, 1955 : 97, 908, 

Appropriations for fiscal year 1956- - - i 2, 000, 

Appropriations to date _-_- ; . 99, 908, 

Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957 2, 000, 


Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957- - - - 18, 092, 000 |-- 
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PHYSICAL DATA 


Channel: Channel 9 feet deep, 300 feet wide, extending from mile 386.2 at Kansas 
City, Mo., to the mouth, to be obtained by revetment of banks, construction 
of permeable dikes to stabilize the waterway, cutoffs, and dredging. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1956) 


Completion 
2arce 
Percent schedule 


Lands and damages 46 | June 1959. 
Bank stabilization: | 
Dikes and revetments 84 | June 1962. 
Dredging and point removal | 76 | June 1961. 
Rock removal 46 | June 1960. 
Structure removal for realinement | 66 | June 1961. 
Entire project 82 | June 1962. 


NoteE.—The present controlling depth is 7 feet. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project is an essential part of the comprehensive plan for the development 
of the Missouri River Basin. The project will stabilize the banks of the river 
throughout the entire length of the project and will provide a navigable channel 
for waterborne commerce. Stabilization of the banks of the river from Sioux 
City to the mouth will insure protection against erosion to agricultural areas 
totaling over 1,800,000 acres and to municipalities, industries, and other installa- 
tions with a value of about $2 billion. These installations include major railroad 
and highway bridges which receive vital protection against being flanked by the 
meandering river. Stabilization will also permit the construction of levees under 
the flood-control authorization with assurance they will not be destroyed by the 
erosive action of the river. 

The control works by which the river will be stabilized are subject to destruction 
by the river until the concave banks are fully stabilized. Delay in accomplishing 
the necessary control work at the proper time results ultimately in increased costs, 
since the training structures remain vulnerable to damage by ice runs and floods 
until given proper reinforcement. Whenever it is necessary to defer essential 
work, maintenance costs of the project automatically increase owing to the neces- 
sity of undertaking temporary emergency measures until the final control works 
can be installed. For example, existing control works at one location, where an 
abrupt horseshoe bend exists in the river (Jackass Bend, mile 343), have deterio- 
rated and have been damaged by recent severe floods to the extent that it is im- 
practical to attempt to further maintain the existing alinement in this bend. Con- 
sequently, a major realinement with attendant dike and revetment construction 
willbe required. This realinement is most essential to properly stabilize the banks 
at this location and provide a satisfactory channel for navigation as well as a more 
feasible alinement for construction of the proposed agricultural levee unit under the 
flood-control authorization. 

Traffic surveys made in 1950 indicated 4 million tons are potentially available 
for commercial transportation on the river from Sioux City to the mouth. This 
estimate was increased 25 percent to a total of 5 million tons annually as allowance 
for future developments. In addition to the outbound movement of important 
commodities of grain and grain products, there are increased demands for in- 
bound movement of other commodities essential to the welfare of the region. 
Steel firms in the Kansas City and Omaha areas have in recent years steadily 
increased their demands for barge movements of steel, the demands being greatly 
in excess of the available water-transportation service. Similar demands for 
barge movement of steel pipe, tinplate, sugar, rice, and molasses is evidenced 
by the movement of these products upstream to Kansas City and Omaha during 
the 1955 season by private towing firms. Similar requirements are developing 
for barge service for petroleum, sugar, fertilizer, and coffee. 

The navigation season of 1955 shows a continued increase of interest in Missouri 
River navigation as evidenced by the increase in tonnage transported, the expan- 
sion of dock and transfer facility operations, and extensive investigations being 
conducted by local interests in locating and planning for future docks. Private 
carriers transported 49,285 tons in 1952, 152,001 tons in 1953, 297,149 tons in 
1954 and more than 400,000 tons in 1955 on this section of the river. 
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Fiscal’year 1957.—The requested amount of $2 million, will be applied to: 


Lands and damages 
Bank stabilization: 
en ee 
Dredging and point removal 
Rock removal 
Structure removal for realinement 
Engineering and design 
Supervision and administration 


é, OOO 


, 000 
, 000 
5, O00 
0, 000 
13, 000 
, 000 


PG ne Rechte hy akns cnc biebenannesAcnesesas _ 2, 000, 000 


With the requested amount of $2 million for fiscal year 1957, it will be possible 
to continue the construction of bank-stabilization works at critical locations where 
such work has been started to arrest bank erosion adjacent to several large loca] 
farm-levee units, highly developed agricultural areas, and other high-valye 
installations, and at a limited rate continue the program of reinforcing pile struc- 
tures in critical areas to reduce future maintenance. 

Non-Federal costs.—Local interests have contributed $644,000 toward the cost 
of the project. In addition, it is estimated that local interests have incurred 
costs of about $3 million for the construction of dock and transfer facilities along 
this section of the Missouri River and present indications are that they will incur 
additional costs of about $1,800,000 in the construction of additional dock and 
transfer facilities. The latter amount is considered conservative in view of the 
annual potential tonnage available for commercial transportation on this section 
of the river. 


LITTLE SIOUX RIVER AND ITS TRIBUTARIES, IOWA 


Status of funds 


| Unobligated | Unexpended 


balance balance 


a eB a a ee oh te ee 0 | 0 


March 31, 1956_------ ote ct ance dese ee Biles nage anicecbien $417, 351 | $423, 614 
June 30, 1956 (estimated) pamern i ne cinwi 0 


Senator ELLENDER. Next is the Little Sioux River and its tribu- 
taries, lowa. 

The total cost of this project is $20,491,000, of which $3,191,000 is 
non-Federal. We have appropriated to date $652,000 and you are 
asking for $2 million. 

General Porrrer. This is a reauthorized project, sir. The local 
people are strongly behind it. We have let our first contract on this 
reauthorization as provided in the 1954 omnibus bill. 

Senator ELtenperR. How did your bids compare with your esti- 
mates? 

General Porrrer. The bids were under the Government estimates, 
sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Under? 

General Porter. Yes, sir. The contract was awarded last week, 
sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. So far, then, of the new money appropriated, 
you haven’t used any? 

General Porrer. This is one of the new starts that was put in 
last year, sir. 

Senator ELtenpErR. And that is for the levee construction? 

General Porrer. Channels and levees. 

Senator ELLENDER. Were there any changes in the project since 
it was first presented to the committee? 
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General Porrer. This project is about 10 or 12 years old, sir, and 
as L say, had to be reevaluated after the war and it was reauthorized 
‘nthe 1954 bill. The project is considerably changed. 

Senator ELLENDER. What effect has that had on the cost? 

General Porrer. The cost went up a great deal, sir, but prices 
also went up about 2.6 times. The project was changed. I might 
sav, Mr. Chairman, this project is being built in conjunction with an 
avricultural project upstream. 

Senator ELLENDER. When do you plan to award contracts for the 
remaining levees and channel improvement? 

General Porrer. The first contract has been let. 

Senator ELLENDrER. I mean with this additional money. 

General Porrer. The contracts will be let in April of 1956—that 
is the one we have already let—and May of 1956, and one more in 
the fall of 1956. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows: ) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS 
(FLOOD CONTROL) 


LirrLE Stoux River, [owa 
(Continuing) 


Location.—Along the Little Sioux River and its tributaries in Monona and 
Harrison Counties in northwestern Iowa. 

Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Jenefit-cost ratio.—1.13 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Amount 


Estimated Federal cost | $17,300, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 3, 191, 000 

Cash contributions 0 

Other costs : 3, 191, 000 
lotal estimated project cost -- 7 : : ‘ 20, 491, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955 - 152, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956 500, 000 
\ppropriations to date i ascek s 652, 000 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957 2, 000, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 s ; 14, 648, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Levees: 
Average height: 12 feet. 
Length: 138 miles. 
Floodwalls: None. 
Relocations: 
Raise 1 and raise and extend 2 Chicago & Northwestern Railroad bridges. 
Raise 3 Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul & Pacific Railroad bridges. 
Raise 30 highway bridges. 
Channels: 
34 miles of enlargement and straightening on main stem. 
35 miles of enlargement and straightening on tributaries. 
Pumping plants: None. 
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Status (Jan. 1, 1956) 





Relocations 
Channels: 
Little Sioux River, section 1 
Little Sioux River, remaining 
I eee aah ko kan aianiipeieina aibmdeus ti Sewabeaiuaie 
Levees: 
Little Sioux River, section 1 
Little Sioux River, remaining 
Tributaries 
Floodway control and diversion structures-.-- 
Entire project 


| November 1960 


November 1956 
June 1960, , 
| November 1960, 
November 1956, 
June 1960 

November 1960, 
November 1959, 
November 1960, 


moooo ooo © 





JUSTIFICATION 


The Little Sioux project is urgently needed to provide flood protection to the 
lower portion of the Little Sioux Basin which is subject to frequent and prolonged 
damaging floods. The extremely flat slope of the stream channels in this area 
retards the flows of water, and the flat slopes of the adjacent lands, roads, grades, 
and ditch spoil banks prolongs the period of flooding. The project will protect 
approximately 120,500 acres of very productive, highly developed farmland, 
including 340 farmsteads from damaging floods. In addition, essentially al! of 
the towns of Hornick, Holly Springs and Luton, and a part of Turin are subject 
to comparatively frequent flooding, and a part of River Sioux, Blencoe, Onawa, 
Whiting, and Sloan are subject to flooding by more severe floods. The proposed 
project would provide protection against all past floods of record. It would 
have prevented estimated damages in excess of $2,500,000 from the flood of 
March-April 1951, the greatest flood of modern record in this area. Flood 
damages resulting from June 1954 flood in the entire Little Sioux Basin have 
been estimated at $3,200,000. Annual flood-control benefits are estimated to be 
$971,900. Drainage districts are organized to assume the requirements of local 
cooperation. Formal assurance will be furnished upon completion of certain 
legal steps required by Iowa law. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $2 million will be applied to— 


Completion of levees and channel improvement, section I, Little 
Sioux River 

Initiate construction of remaining levees and channel improvement, 
Little Sioux River 930, 000 

Initiate raising of highway bridges 50, 000 

Engineering and design 200, 000 

Supervision and administration 150, 000 


$670, 000 


2, 000, 000 


Levees and channel improvements will be extended an additional 10 miles 
upstream on the Little Sioux River, and 1 highway bridge will be raised to pass 
the design flood. Design studies and the preparation of plans and specifications 
for additional work will be continued. 

Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 


struction of the authorized project is estimated at $3,191,000, broken down as 
follows: 


000 
, 100 
33, 300 
51, 600 


000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon completion. 
The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $149,600 including 
$61,600 for annual cost of future major replacements. 

The original construction cost of the existing flood-control and drainage im- 
provements by local interests in the lower basin was in excess of $2 million. 
Subsequent maintenance costs have been high because of the necessity for frequent 
removal of large quantities of deposited sediment and frequent repair of flood 





dan 
equi 


Jun 
Ma 
Jun 


PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 1611 


damaged levees. The total cost to local interests for maintenance probably 
equals or e exceeds the original construction cost. 


MISSOURI RIVER AGRICULTURAL LEVEES, SIOUX CITY, IOWA, 
TO MOUTH 


Status of funds 


l l J 
mn | Unobligated | Unexpended 
Date | balance | balance 


een ne sana aie 


a a | $307, 653 | $452, 824 


far, 31, 1956- 4 : 140, 596 | 345, 029 
igne 30, 1956 (estimated) 0 | 0 


Senator ELLENDER. The next is the Missouri River agricultural 
levees, Sioux City, Iowa, to its mouth. 

In this case the original budget estimate was $1 million and it was 
revised and increased by $700,000. What was the necessity for that? 

General Porrsrr. Sir, of the 1,500,000 acres that can be protected 
by levees, 200,000 have already been protected. This $700,000 will 
permit us to start on unit L519-512-504, which will protect 75,000 
acres of land. It is one of the most important projects of the whole 
agricultural levee system. 

Senator ELLENDER. How many acres in all, there? 

General Porrrr. 1,500,000 acres will be protected by the levees 
between Sioux City and the mouth. 

Senator ELLENDER. The estimated cost of this project will be $178 
million? 

General Porrer. $163 million. 

Senator ELLENDER. I mean the total cost, $178 million, with 
$14,200,000 being the non-Federal cost. 

General Porrer. That is right. 

Senator ELLENDER. We have spent to date $27,998,000 and this 
appropriation is for $1 million, plus this $700,000 additional. 

General Porrrer. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Do you think that is sufficient? 

General Porrrer. Yes, sir, and the project for which it is proposed 
is one of the most vital we have. 


INCREASED COSTS 


Senator ELLENDER. Will you explain the increased costs and changes 
that were made in this project since last presented to the committee? 

General Porrmr. Yes, sir. It has gone up $7,600,000. $6 million 
is price level changes. Although not a part of this particular increase, 
we have had to increase the cost of some units during recent years 
due to the fact that in the flood of 1952, sir, we discovered that borrow 
pits on the riverside of the levees should not be used, because the river 
will use those borrow pits in floods to deepen a channel near the levee, 
so we have had to increase the project cost by providing for borrow 
pits back in the country. 

Senator ELLENDER. How far from the levee? 

General Porrer. Sometimes as much as 5 miles. 

Senator ELLeNDER. Do you truck it? 
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General Porrer. We truck it, yes, sir; in big carryalls. 

Senator ELLENDER. That is expensive. How has that affected the 
cost-benefit ratio? 

General Potter. That has not materially affected our overall 
benefit-cost ratio, sir, but would tend to lower the benefit-cost ratio 
on the individual units concerned. 

Senator Toys. Mr. Chairman, I would like to get a little furthe; 
information on this borrow pit. You go back in order to vet 
mound so that you do not have to gouge out and cause a slough or a 
sump somewhere adjacent or near the levees? Is that the reason 
you have to go back as much as 5 miles? 

General Porrer. Five miles is a maximum, sir; but the Missouri 
bottoms are flat bottoms that go into hills and we go back to the hill 
to get the land. 

Senator Tuy. In other words, if you do not go back to the hill, 
you would only create a sump or a slough somewhere adjacent to the 
levee? You would throw up a levee, but you would create untillable 
land somewhere nearby, and so you go back to the high ground and 
take it out of the embankment aw ay from the lowlands of the Missouri? 

General Porrrr. Yes, sir. 


LOCAL COOPERATION 


Senator ELLENDER. What cooperation are you receiving from the 
local people? 

General Porrrer. Excellent, sir. The organization down there or 
the local interest sponsoring agents are so far ahead of us in being 


ready for this construction that we continually must push them back. 

Senator Tuyr. General, how often does this area flood over? 
Once in 10 years? As for the Minnesota River bottoms, the history 
is that they flood about once in 10 years on an average, and is that 
something of the average in these Missouri flats? 

General Porrrr. The Missouri flats used to flood about every other 
year, sir. 

Senator Tuy. And it would take the crops in the cropping season 

So that i it is a total loss to the area if the flood occurs, or is it just in the 
spring runoff? 

General Porrer. The spring runoff, sir. 

Senator THyr. So you are not losing crops, but you are losing top- 
soil by erosions, and road bridges, and the lesser township roads? 


MEASURE OF BENEFIT 


General Porrer. Certain crops are up at this time, sir, and are 
subject to flood damage. Could I give you this measure of the benefit 
of this stabilization work in these levees? 

Prices of land have gone from $50 an acre in the bottoms unpro- 
tected along the river to as high as $300 an acre. 

Senator Taye. Of course, that is not a benefit to your project. 
That is the benefit to the ‘protected land by an individual owner. 

General Porrmr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Ture. The owner of course has not been assessed, has he? 
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(ieneral Porrer. He has been assessed as a part of the drainage 
district for the local costs, sir. 

Senator THYB. However, not in relation to the values that the 
property has been increased, of course. 

General Porrer. Oh, no. 

Senator ELLENDER. That plays a part in your ratio? 

General Porter. Yes. 

Senator TuysE. It would eventually come back to the township or 
the community in the increased values of the land in the local assess- 
ment. What I am trying to get my mind clear on is that you have 
the threat to the crops by an overflow and you have a threat to your 
township roads and bridges by a that just tear them out. 

General Porrer. That is right, si 


JUSTIFICATION 
Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be inserted in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 
CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS 
(FLOOD CONTROL) 
MissourRI RiveR AGRICULTURAL LEVEES, S1oux Crry, Iowa, To THE MoutTH 
(Continuing) 


Location.—Along both sides of Missouri River from Sioux City, Iowa, to the 
mouth, a distance of 765 miles. 

Authorization.—1941 and 1944 Flood Control Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.25! to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
| percent of 
Amount | estimated 
Federal cost 


| $163, 800, 000 

14, 200, 000 

0 

14, 200, 000 | 

Estin ted sialon cost__- ‘ : 178, 000, 000 | 

Appropriations to June 30, 1955 a 27, 298, 000 

Appropriations for fiscal year 1956 700, 000 
Ap propriations to date --| 27,998,000 | 

\pprop riations requested for fiscal year 1057.........................-....- 1, 000, 000 

Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957- paait 134, 802, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Levees: 
\verage height: 12.6 feet. 
Length (Sioux City to mouth): 1,586 miles. 
Area protected: 1,500,000 acres. 
ae Raise 58 railroad bridges and 32.4 miles of track, involving 10 
rai roads. 


' A reevaluation of benefits is underway. As soon as this review is completed a revised benefit-to-cost 
ratio will be furnished. 
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Status (Jan. 1, 1956) 


Percent Completion schedule 


Unit L-627-624_..----..-. 100 
Unit R-580_---- é 100 
Unit L-575 =< 100 
Unit R-573---- 100 
SME Mees oo onan esse 100 
Unit L-561-550_ _. ~ 100 
Unit R-548 100 
Unit L-536......--..- 100 
Unit R-616-_- ‘ 0 | Construction; plans and specifications, 80 percent, June 1958 

Unit L-614....--- 0 | Construction; plans and specifications, 35 percent, June 1960, 

Unit R-520-- ; 0 | Construction; plans and specifications, 5 percent, June 195s. 

Unit L-519-512-504- _.---_| 0 | Construction plans and specifications underway (completed for initia] 

contract) June 1963.! 

Unit R-513-512 2___- 70 | 1974. 

Unit R-500------- 100 
Unit L-497_.-..--.--- 0 | Construction plans and specifications substantially completed, Octo- 


ber 1958. 
Unit L-488___- boccel 100 
Unit R-482______- | 100 
Unit L-476 98 | April 1956. 
Unit L-455 0 | Preparation of design memo underway, June 1960. 
Unit L-448-443 - ---- 99 | August 1974. 
Unit R-440 otis Scheie 93 | June 1956. 
Unit L-426-419 a 0 | Preparation of design memo underway, June 1960. 
Unit L-~400_- boxe 16 | October 1956. 
Entire project - ----- 16 








1 This large unit will be constructed in sections. The initial sections to be completed in June 1959. 
2 Construction of sec. III levees deferred indefinitely. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Missouri River agricultural levees would provide substantial protection 
alone, and in combination with upstream reservoir projects included in the 
comprehensive plan for improvement for flood control and other purposes in the 
Missouri River Basin, will provide protection against destructive floods of a 
magnitude equal to those of past record for 50 small communities, 1,500,000 acres 
of agricultural lands, highways, railroad lines, and power and communication 
facilities in the Missouri River flood plain. It is estimated that property losses, 
crop losses, and other damages in rural areas and small communities along the 
main stem of the Missouri River, between Sioux City, Iowa, and the mouth, have 
amounted to approximately $375 million during the period 1942 to date. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $1 million will be applied to: 


Unit R-616. Initiate construction of levees $280, 000 
Unit L-497. Initiate construction of levees 153, 000 
Unit L-400. Complete construction of levees___.___._..._-_-------- 231, 500 
Entire project: 
Engineering and design 248, 900 
Supervision and administration 86, 600 

1, 000, 000 

The funds requested for fiscal year 1957 will be utilized to initiate construction 
of units R-616 and L—497, and to complete construction of unit L—400. Unit 
R-616 will provide protection for approximately 3,905 acres of agricultural lands; 
2 transcontinental railroads; Federal and county highways; and extended runways 
of the Offutt Air Force Base, Strategic Air Command Headquarters at Omaha, 
Nebr. Satisfactory assurances of local cooperation have been received from the 
local cooperating drainage district. Unit L—497 will protect agricultural lands 
devoted to general farming on the left bank of the Missouri River downstream 
of Rulo, Nebr. The residents of this unit are prepared to provide the necessary 
local cooperation and are favorable to the construction of this protection and 
intensely interested in securing it. Levees for unit L—400, which will protect 
agricultural land devoted to general farming and truck farming downstream of 
and opposite Leavenworth, Kans., are now under construction, and it is estimated 
that they will be about 40 percent complete on July 1, 1956. 

Continuation of planning on additional units is essential in order that plans 
and specifications will be completed and ready for advertisement upon receipt of 
additional construction funds. 
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Local interests have spent millions of dollars for the construction of farm levees. 
Past history of farm levee failures and the magnitude of flood damages indicate 
the necessity for early initiation and completion of the above units, and other 
ynits, as fast as plans can be completed and funds provided for their construction. 

Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $14,200,000 broken down as 
follows: 


Lands wo eee eee eer sere reese s-= ea 1 sn Oe GY Se Ae Ge SY > Se Sh a en ee ea $ 9, 420, 000 
Relocation of highways, roads, utilities, buildings, ete 


14, 200, 000 


Local interests are required to provide without cost to the United States all 
lands, easements, and rights-of-way necessary for the construction of the projects, 
hold and save the United States free from damages due to construction of the 
works, and maintain and operate all the works after completion. The annual 
cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $500,000. In addition, local 
interests advise that they have incurred costs estimated at $2,318,000 for right-of- 
wav, modification of facilities, and administrative costs incidental thereto. 


MISSOURI RIVER, KENSLERS BEND, NEBR., TO SIOUX CITY, IOWA 
Status of funds 


| Unobligated | Unexpended 
balance | balance 


ana ees et OL Stas Ee EE a le Oo | e759 ihe 
Mar, 31, 1956 ‘ | 374, 711 
June 30, 1956 (estimated) 0 0 


Senator ELLeNpDER. Allright. Next is the Missouri River, Kenslers 


Bend, Nebr., to Sioux City, Lowa. 

The entire cost of this project is estimated at $11,004,000, of which 
$4,000 is non-Federal. ‘The appropriations to date aggregate $5,488,- 
000 and you are asking for $1,100,000. 

Is that about what you could spend on that project? 

General Porrer. Yes, sir; and I would say that this is now an 
adequate rate of progress on the project. 

Senator ELLENDER. What is the status of the work there now? 

General Porrer. Last year, with the $600,000 that was given, we 
started the upper end of the project which had never been touched. 
We had confined our activities to Kenslers Bend. We are now work- 
ingin Miners Bend and are working downward toward our completed 
work. 

Senator ELLENDER. What is the estimated cost of that portion of 
the work to be done that is now under contract? 

General Porrrer. Several hundred thousand dollars. We have 
about $5% million worth of work to go on the project and this 1,100,000 
will reduce that to 4-plus. 

Senator Munpr. Does that mean that you figure 4 more years, a 
million apiece, or are you going to step it up and complete it? 

General Porrer. It could be stepped up. Having started the upper 
part of the project in the Miners Bend area, we are able to drive now. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator ELLENDER. On the record. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS 
(FLOOD CONTROL) 


Missourr River, KensLERS Benpd, NEBRASKA TO S1oux City, Iowa 
(Continuing) 


Location.—Local erosion protection along the Missouri River from the vicinit \ 
of Miners Bend (about 19 miles above Sioux City) to the combination bridge gi 
Sioux City, Iowa. 


Authorization.—1941 and 1948 Flood Control Acts. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.39 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount ——'s 
estim 


Federa al cost 


Estimated Federal cost iia $11, 000, 000 | 
Estimated non-Federal cost : ioe mys aa 4, 000 
Cash contribution ; , ; : mad 0} 
Other costs- - - . pebaandarenk 4, 000 
Total estimated project cost - - je : 11, 004, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955 : sical 4, 888, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956- - - —* een eha ie 600, 000 | -- 
Appropriations to date- - 5, 488, 000 | 
Appropriations requested for fiscs “al year 1957_- 2 1, 100, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 - ‘ | 4, 412, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Bank stabilization: Construction dikes, revetment, and channel improvement for 
prevention of bank erosion. 


Status (Jan. 1. 1956) 


Completion 
scheduk 


| 
Percent | 


Bank stabilization: 
Dikes and revetments 46 | June 1961! 
Pilot canal_ June 1959 
Entire project > | June 1961 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will protect an area of 55,884 acres from bank erosion by the Mis- 
souri River, including agricultural land, lake resorts at MeCook Lake and Crystal 
Lake, industrial areas, and the a of Sioux City, Iowa, South Sioux 
City, Nebr., and North Sioux City, 8. Dak. Erosion control benefits estimated 
at $1,750,000 have accumulated on the work already in place since start of work on 
the project in 1946. Average annual benefits for the project are estimated at 
$762,300. Completion of the project at an early date is necessary to eliminate 
severe bank erosion and prevent loss of the work in place, which has a value of 
$4,937,100. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $1,100,000 will be applied to 
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Continue construction necessary to prevent bank erosion in the Miners 
Bend area_--- Se teh oo (ie Seshaes aia ..-----. $850, 000 
Continue construction in the Kenslers Bend-Sioux City area______- 250, 000 


Total , : Sec : 1, 100, 000 

The funds requested will be applied to the continuation of construction of stabi- 

vation structure snecessary to prevent the continued loss of agricultural lands in 
the Miners Bend area and reduce the potential threat of destruction of the 
stabilization works downstream therefrom with the resultant threat to the McCook 
Lake area. They will also be applied to continuation of construction upstream 
from the confluence of the Big Sioux River to stop serious erosion and correct 
idverse flow conditions at the lower end of the project which are causing a direct 
mpingement of the current against the bank adjacent to Gordon Drive (U. 8. 
Highway No. 77). 

Von-Federal costs.—Loecal interests have provided the required cooperation in 
furnishing, free of cost to the United States, all lands, easements, and rights-of- 
way amounting to approximately $4,000. They have also agreed to save and 
to hold the United States free from claims for damages resulting from the improve- 


t 


ents 


ABILENE, KANS. 


Senator ELLENDER. The next is Abilene, Kans. 

Last year we provided planning funds for this project to the extent 
of $30,000 and you are now asking for $200,000 for construction; is 
that correct? 

General Porrrr. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. When do you expect to initiate the work? 

General Porrer. September 1956 we will start the first contract. 

Senator ELLENDER. The total estimated Federal cost of the project 
is $580,000 and it has a benefit-cost ratio of 3.15 to 1. Will that 
remain constant? 

BENEFIT-COST RATIO 


General Porrer. Sir, in substantiation of what I said about Ottawa 
and Pomona—that the benefit-cost ratio might increase—the project 
benefit-cost ratio was 3.16 last year. It is 3.15 now. 

Senator Munpr. Why did it decrease? 

General Porrer. Because in getting into the design we were able 
to find out the more definite costs, and the benefits that accrue. 

Senator Munpt. In your rule of thumb, General, what do you con- 
sider the point of no return on that benefit ratio? 

General Porrer. One to one. That means for every dollar spent 
there is a dollar of benefits accruing. 

Senator Munpt. Did it not used to be 1.10 to 1? 

General IrscHner. I think as a practical rule of thumb we don’t 
budget for a project that has a 1.1 to 1 cost ratio unless there are 
some compelling circumstances which would justify a smaller ratio. 

Senator ELLENDER. When do you propose that Mud Creek cutoff? 

General Porrrr. That will be the first contract. 

Senator ELLENDER. With this $200,000? 

General Potrsr. Yes. 

Senator ELLENDER. I presume next year you will ask for the 
balance of it? 

General Porrmr. Yes, sir. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECT (FLOOp 
CONTROL) 


ABILENE, Kans. 
(New) 


Location.—In Dickinson County, along Mud Creek and Smoky Hill River 
about 65 miles above its mouth where it joins the Republican River to form the 
Kansas River. 2 

Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—3.15 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount | Percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 


oc eee ac dsiakimnicancaepennkaaneceusaaul 
Estimated non-Federal cost 

Cash contributions 

Other costs : 
Total estimated project cost -....-.--- eae sieiahssiR lee a are ae ok 
cca enna ein oRmwaplomernnons Sommue ; 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956 
Appropriations to date 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957__.--.--..--......-.-.-_.__-. if 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 


g882.85.88 | 





ae wn 
S8ee 8s 22 


PHYSICAL DATA 

Levees: 

Average height: 9 feet. 

Length: 2.75 miles. 
Channels: Improvement, 10,800 feet Mud Creek. 
Floodwalls: Length, 400 feet. 
Relocations: Bridge and approach alterations: 

Union Pacific Railroad bridge: Raise 2 feet. 

A. T. & S. F. Railroad bridge: Extend. 
Status: New start. 
Completion schedule: 

Relocations: May 1958. 

Channels: May 1958. 

Levees: June 1958. 

Entire project: June 1958. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Abilene, Kans., project will provide protection for this agricultural com- 
munity with a population of nearly 6,000 people. During the period 1903 to 
date, estimated flood damages of $882,000 have been experienced in Abilene. 
In 1927, due to damages experienced in past floods, local interests constructed a 
cutoff channel on Mud Creek about 800 feet long. However, subsequent to 
the construction of this cutoff channel, Abilene has experienced four damaging 
floods. Damages ranged from $39,000 for the 1948 flood to $479,000 for the 
1951 flood. The voters of Abilene have already voted issuance of a $185,000 
bond issue to cover estimated costs of local participation in the project. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $200,000 will be applied as follows: 
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Initiation of construction of Mud Creek cutoff channel levees and 

floodwalls $175, 400 
Engineering and design 10, 000 
Supervision and administration -. 14,600 


200, 000 


Non-Federal costs—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $150,000, broken down as follows: 


[00s nee SOEs ak eee penne e heap eeh wage ae ema $82, 500 
Relocation of highways, bridges, buildings, etc 67, 500 


150, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. It is estimated that the average annual expenditure for maintenance, 
operation and replacements will total $2,800. In addition, local interests advise 
that they have incurred costs estimated at $6,200 for administration expense in 
connection with the project and the passage of a bond issue for financing the costs 
of local cooperation. These latter costs exclude the value of rights-of-way 
already owned by the city. 


Senator ELLENDER. The next is Kansas City, of Missouri and 
Kansas. 
KANSAS CITY, MO. AND KANS. 


Status of funds 


| | 

| Unobligated | Unexpended 
Date balance | balance 

| | 


alll ne a ae | $1,008,152 | $2, 992, 109 
I en ea 1,040,169 | 2, 331, 671 


June 30, 1956 (estimated) | 954, 000 | 1, 675, 000 


Senator ELttenper. The Federal cost of that project is $44,800,000. 
The benefit-to-cost ratio is 2.79 to 1. 

There was no appropriation made last year. The budget estimate 
for this year was $1,400,000, and has been revised to $1 million, a 
reduction of $400,000. 

What is the present status of the project? 

General Porrrer. This project is well along toward completion, sir, 
as you will note by the amount of money we have had. 

The largest part still to do is a part that the local interests are doing 
under a change plan that gives a better part of the project and a large 
part of this money will be used to defray those expenses. 

Senator ELLENDER. The original budget estimate was reduced by 
$400,000. What was the necessity for that? 

General Porrer. We did not feel we needed that money, sir, because 
some of these local contracts are going a little slower and were entered 
into later than they might have been. 

Senator ELLENDER. Have there been any changes made in the proj- 
ects since you last appeared before the Senate? 

General Porrrer. No. 

Senator ELLeENDER. How about the local cooperation on the channel 
rectification? 

General Potrer. That was part of the project that was stricken in 
that lowering of the million four, sir. 

Senator ELLeENpDER. When do you expect to start this channel 
rectification? 
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General Porrrer. I cannot report that to this committee at this time. 
There is a chance it might go ahead next year. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS 
(FLOOD CONTROL) 


Kansas Citys oN Missourr AND Kansas Rivers, Mo. anp Kans. 
(Continuing) 


Location.—At the confluence of the Kansas and Missouri Rivers in and adjacent 
to Kansas City, Mo.; Kansas City, Kans.; and North Kansas City, Mo. 

Authorization.—1936 and 1944 Flood Control Acts. 

Benefit-to-cost ratio.—2.79 ' to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 


Federal cost 


Amount 


Estimated Federal cost 
Estimated non-Federal cost - - 
Cash contributions 
Other costs 
Estimated project cost 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955 548, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956 0 
Appropriations to date 38, 548, 000 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957_-_- , 400, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 , 852, 000 


800, 000 
, 410, 300 


410, 300 | 
210, 300 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Levees: 
Average height: 10 to 15 feet. 
Length: 225,000 feet. 
Floodwalls: 
Average height: 10 to 15 feet. 
Length: 30,000 feet. 
telocations: 
Railroad bridges: 

Permanent raise: 9. 

Temporary lifting facilities: 2. 
Railroad bridge approaches: 9.1 miles single track. 
Highway bridges: 

Alteration: 5. 

New: 1. 

Channels: 
Improvement 3 miles along Blue River. 
Improvement 6 miles along Kansas River. 
Improvement 3.5 miles along Missouri River. 

Pumping plants: 

30 pumping plants. 

1 pressure conduit: Length, 1,995 feet. 


1A reevaluation of flood-control benefits is underway. As soon as this review is completed, revised 
benefits will be furnished. 
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Status (Jan. 1, 1956) 


Completion 


a o 
Percent schedule 


Argentine unit 
{rmourdale unit : 7 | May 1957. 
Birmingham unit 
Blue Valley industrial unit : June 1959 
sridge and approach alterations, Kansas River unit - --_--- =< 5 | March 1959. 
Central industrial unit - - - piosabied oa ; E May 1959. 
Channel improvement: 

Kansas River unit 

Missouri River unit : 
East Bottoms unit ) June 1959 
Fairfax-Jersey Creek unit June 1957 
Floodway improvement, Missouri River unit 
| ty Bend cutoff unit 
\ Kansas City unit 
b 


project 


JUSTIFICATION 


The flood plains at the confluence of the Kansas and Missouri Rivers have be- 
come highly industrialized because of their central location, relative flatness, and 
the excellent transportation provided by the many transcontinental railroad lines 
and highways that traverse the bottoms area, and barge-line service. {ecognizing 
the importance of protecting these bottoms areas from floods, local interests 
formed drainage and levee districts and initiated construction of levees and other 
improvements. However, there was little coordination or organized planning 

, as a consequence, the works, which were in general constructed to provide 
protection against flooding equal to that caused by some past flood, afforded 
various degrees of protection. It is presently estimated that the value of prop- 
erties in the protected areas is about $1,750 million. The levees and floodwalls 
being constructed under this project, together with upstream reservoirs, will pro- 
vide flood protection for this area. In July 1951, a disastrous flood overtopped 
the protective works due to lack of upstream reservoir control, and inundated the 
Argentine, Armourdale, Central Industrial, and Fairfax-Jersey Creek units. 
This flood also threatened the North Kansas City, East Bottoms, and Birming- 
ham units, which were saved through intensive flood-fighting activities. <A 
survey of flood damages caused by the 1951 flood indicates damage to the extent 
of $461 million. 

The extensive damages from this recent flood attest the need for completing 
protection which this project will afford. Again in the spring of 1952, the existing 
facilities along the Missouri River were seriously threatened by a major flood 
originating in the upper reaches of the Missouri River. The average annual 
flood-control benefits for this project are estimated to be $6,059,000. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $1,400,000 will be applied to: 


Completion of the downstream section of the Armourdale unit.___._._ $169, 500 
Continuation of outlet gating in the East Bottoms unit _ 200, 000 
Initiation of channel rectification of Blue River in East Bottoms unit 606, 500 
Completion of outlet gating in the Fairfax-Jersey Creek unit_____- 108, 000 
Engineering and design___________- : 130, 800 
Supervision and administration = 185, 200 


Total ue Ie __.. 1, 400, 000 


The funds requested will complete the contract with local interests for the 
alternate plan of construction for the downstream section of Armourdale. This 
plan provides for the raising of railroad tracks and other facilities in lieu of con- 
structing floodwalls for the protection of these tracks. The funds requested 
will continue the emergency gating outlets in the East Bottoms unit and will 
complete the emergency gating in the Fairfax-Jersey Creek unit. The channel 
rectification of the Blue River in the East Bottoms unit will provide increased 
carrying capacity adjacent to the eastern levee of the unit. 
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Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in ¢op. 


struction of the authorized project is estimated at $4,410,300, broken down gg 
follows: 


Relocation of utilities and facilities adjustments $1, 728, 300 
2, 272, 000 

410, 000 

ae 

4, 410, 300 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the local works in accord. 
ance with section 3 of the 1936 Flood Control Act. The average annual mainte. 


nance and operation cost of the project, including advance replacements, is estj. 
mated to be $366,000. 


In addition, local interests in cooperation with the Works Progress Administra- 
tion have expended about $10 million for construction of flood-control improve. 


ments. They also contributed $619,700 for certain work desired by them which 
was not a part of the authorized plan. 


SALINA, KANS. 


Senator ELttenper. All right. The next is Salina, Kans. 

The estimated cost of this project is $1,470,000 Federal and $680,000 
non-Federal, for a total of $2,150,000. 

We have appropriated to date $65,000 and you are now asking for 
$400,000. Is that about what you can spend economically? 

General Porrsrr. Yes, sir; this is the first start on this important 
project. 

Senator ELLeENDER. I presume you have completed engineering 
designs. 

General Porter. Enough to get started on this contract, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. How about the status of the local cooperation’? 

General Porter. It is excellent. They are very anxious for the 
project. They are waiting for it, sir. 

Senator EttenprER. When do you propose to initiate the Smoky 
Hill cutoff and levee program? 

General Porrsr. Sir, we will start the first cutoff and levee part 
of it in September. 

Senator Munpr. What is the nature of the local cooperation on 
that project? 

General Porter. The local cooperation is $680,000 out of a total 
cost of $2,150,000, which is quite a large percentage. 

Senator ELLENDER. That is rights-of-way and land? 

General Potter. Yes, sir; plus the relocations. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS 
(FLOOD CONTROL) 


Sauina, Smoxy Hitt River, Kans. 
(New) 


Location.—In Saline County, along Dry Creek and Smoky River about 123 
miles above its mouth where it joins the Republican River to form the Kansas 
River. 

Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.96 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 





Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Amount 


Estimated Federal cost eet ae $1, 470, 000 |_....__- 
Estimated non-Federal cost - onan pee 680, 000 | -- 
Cash contributions ; artes Se ae Oia 
Other costs ae pana eawee e at 680, 000 
Total estimated project cost... ..............--.....-- 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955_ pare e ee he tee a ee ae te | 
\ppropriations for fiscal year 1956. - .---.-.--------- aoe 65, 000 
,ppropriations to date__..--...--------. os 65, 000 | 
\ppropriations requested fos fiscal year 1957_--...-......-.-...-------- 400, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957_ _- 1, 005, 000 








PHYSICAL DATA 
Levees: 

Average height: 7 feet. 

Length: 12.8 miles. 
Channels: 

Improvement 0.65 mile, Smoky Hill River. 

Improvement 3.0 miles, Dry Creek. 

River channel blocks, 2. 
telocations: Bridge and approach alterations at Federal cost, Dry Creek, 2. 
Status (January 1, 1956): New start. 
Completion schedule: 

telocations: May 1958. 

Channels: June 1959. 

Levees: June 1959. 

Entire project: June 1959. 

JUSTIFICATION 


The Salina, Kans., project will supplement the protection provided by Kanop- 
olis Reservoir from floods on the Smoky Hill River, and will provide protection 
from floods from Dry Creek. During the period from 1903 through 1951 esti- 
mated flood damages of $6,175,000 have been experienced in Salina, Kans. 
During the 48-year period, a total of 8 floods were experienced with damages 
ranging from a maximum of $3,240,000 to a minimum of $41,000. Adequate 
protection from such floods should be provided at the earliest practicable date. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $400,000 will be applied to: 


Initiation of construction of Smoky Hill cutoff channel and Smoky Hill 

tiver levees $352, 700 
Engineering and design 
Supervision and administration 


Total 400, 000 


The cutoff channel for the Smoky Hill River would eliminate a 5.5 mile loop 
Which extends through the city. Controlled conduits would be installed in the 
two channel blocks across the present Smoky Hill River to pass low-water flows for 
industrial use in the city. Low-water flow would be prevented from passing 
—— the cutoff by a low concrete overflow weir across the upper end of the 
cutoff, 

Non-Federal costs—The investment required of local interests in construction 
of the authorized project is estimated at $680,000, broken down as follows: 


623, 000 


680, 000 


The annual cost to local interests for maintenance and operation is estimated 
at 38,000. In addition, local interests advise that they have incurred costs 
estimated at $18,250 for administrative costs incidental to acquisition of right-of- 
way and modification of facilities. 


75008—56—pt. 2——18 
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TOPEKA, KANS. 


Senator ELLENDER. Topeka, Kans. The entire cost of this Project 
is $18,600,000 with $13,400,000 being the estimated Federal cost 

We have appropr iated to date $808,000 and you are now asking fo, 
$400,000. 

What do you expect to do with that money 

General Porrer. This will start the Soldier C reek cutoff, a diversio, 
unit that takes a creek around the north part of town. The tota| 
cost of this particular contract is $1,180,000; the local cooperation js 
adequate and forthcoming. They have passed a bond issue for it 

Senator ELLENDER. When do you expect to award the first contract? 

General Porrer. March 1957. 

Senator ELLENDER. I notice the benefit-cost ratio ef 2.43 is hig! 

General Porrrer. It went up from 2.2 to 1 last year. 

Senator ELLENDER. I presume it will remain constant. 

General Porrrr. | don’t think it will get any less. 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS 
(FLOOD CONTROL) 


Toreka, Kansas River, Kans. 
(Resumption) 


Location.—Local protection for Topeka, the State Capital of Kansas, in Shaw- 
nee County, on both sides of the Kansas River from mile 80 above the mouth t 
mile 89, and along the lower reaches of Soldier, Halfday, Indian, Ward, and 
Shunganunga Creeks, which are tributary to the Kansas River in that vicinity 

A uthorization.—1936 and 1954 Flood Control Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.43 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Amount 


Estimated Federal cost $13, 400, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost... 5, 200, 000 

Cash contributions : 0 

Other costs 5, 200, 000 
Total estimated project cost : , 600, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955 oo ‘ 748, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956 ; . 60, 000 
Appropriations to date . 808, 000 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957- , : 400, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957_- _ -- ; 2, 192, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Levees: 
Average height: 12.2 feet. 
Length: 158,500 feet. 
Floodwall: 
Average height: 9.7 feet. 
Length: 3,610 feet. 
Channel improvement (Kansas River), 4 miles; bank protection, 18.900 feet 
Bridge and approach alterations: Alterat 
Bridges: Feder 
Soldier Creek - - - 
Kansas River 
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Channel (diversion): Feet 
Soldier Creek es ; eae hice cies a 
Halfday Creek J. Gero 
Indian Creek : 1, 475 
Ward Creek. _-_-_--- ap eee 7’ 500 

Pumping plants: 

Status (Jan. 1, 1956) 


Completion 


a’ rey 
Percent | schedule 


lale unit ‘ June 1962. 
iteration, Kansas River unit July 1959. 

| and floodway improvement unit ‘ February 1960. 
ypeka unit June 1960. 
i unit June 1961. 
r Creek diversion unit July 1958. 
Popeka unit- -- 3 June 1961. 
project 2 : >| June 1962. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Topeka project, supplemented by upstream reservoir control, would pro- 
e protection from the maximum flood of record (1951) to the city of Topeka 
po| pulation 91,058). Topeka is located astride the Kansas River about 85 miles 
bove the mouth. Important railroad and industrial developments, the munici- 
pal waterworks, and the municipal airport are located in the flood plain adjacent 
the south bank of the river and are subject to destructive floods. The North 
Fiecks area is a highly developed business, industrial, and residential area. The 
idjacent suburbs are principally residential, industrial, and small, highly special- 
zed farming areas. Floods on the Kansas River and Soldier, Halfday, and 
Indian Creeks continually harass this area of approximately 6 000 acres. During 
July 1951, the floods on the Kansas River and its minor tributaries inundated 
portions of South Topeka and swept over the entire North Topeka area, causing 
severe damage and human suffering. Floods in these areas, during the period 
1903 to date, would have inflicted about $61,125,000 damage based on 
present prices and development. The greatest damage was inflicted by the 1951 
flood which caused an estimated $34,120,000 damage. The city was cut off from 
ill railroads and highways for several days. Two railroad and two highway 
bridges were destroyed. Adequate protection should be provided at the earliest 
practicable date. 
Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $400,000 will be applied to: 


Initiation of construction of downstream portion of channels and levees 
for Soldier Creek diversion = _._.. $250, 000 


inginee ring and design___ Peas eat _. 125, 000 
Supervision and administration- ) : : 25, 000 


, a ee ee hebicknunx 400000 


The funds requested would be utilized to initiate the construction of the 
Soldier Creek diversion unit, which will provide outlet for all tributary floodwaters 
entering from the north, thus controlling some of the most dam: ging tributary 
floods in this area. Also, continuation of planning on additional units is essential 
in order that plans and specific: utions may be completed to permit further con- 
= ction to proceed in an orderly manner. 

Von-Federal cost.—The investment required of local interests in construction of 


the authorized project is estimated at $5,200,000, broken down as follows: 


Lands___- __ $1, 108, 000 
Relocation of highway bridges, roads, utilities, buildings, ete_ : 4, 092, 000 


Total ek 5, 200, 000 
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Local interests are required to provide without cost to the United States all 
lands, easements, and rights-of-way necessary for the construction of the project 
hold and save the United States free from damages due to construction of th¢ 
works, and maintain and operate all the works after completion. 
cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $88,000. 

General Porrer. No, sir. 

Senator ELLeNpDER. Even in the face of increasing cost by $2.4 
million? 

General Potter. No, sir. 

Senator ELLenper. It has not changed it? 

General Porter. No, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Why is that? 


General Porrer. We have had a corresponding increase in benefits. 


The annual 


TUTTLE CREEK DAM AND RESERVOIR, KANS. 


Status of funds 


Date Unobligated | Unexpended 


balance balance 


I i a 
Mar. 31, 1956 32 6, 516, 033 
June 30, 1956 (estimated) 03, 


2, 900, 000 





Senator ELLENDER. The next is Tuttle Creek. That is one that 
you have heard about, General. 

I presume you are going to hear a little more from the opposition. 

The entire cost of this project is $92,300,000, and up to date we 
have appropriated $12,634,000. 

You are asking for $9 million. 

General Potter. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. After you have spent as much as $12 million, 
and after you spend the $9 million you are now asking, that ought 
to terminate the opposition; do you not think so? 

General Porrrer. I thought it would terminate last year, sir, but 
there are still some diehards. 


BENEFIT-COST RATIO 


Senator ELLENDER. I notice the benefit-cost ratio there is 1.56 to 1. 
Has that changed materially since the last appearance? 


TOTAL LAND INVOLVED 


Senator Munpt. How much land is involved in the area from which 
these protests come? 

General Potrer. The reservoir area itself? 

Senator Munpt. Just the reservoir area. 

General Porter. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpr. About how many acres is that? 

General Porter. The land we will take in fee is something in the 
neighborhood of 31,000 acres, sir. 

Senator Munpt. What is your rough idea of the value of the land 
per acre? 


Ge 
\ay 


on él 
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General Porrer. That bottom land goes as high as $200 an acre. 
\Maybe some a little higher than that, but there are precipitous hills 
on either side where the value is as low as fifty or sixty dollars. 


OPPOSITION TO PROJECT 


Senator Munpvt. Is the opposition to the project confined to the 
people who are going to be dispossessed from the river bottom? 

General Porrer. They have succeeded in getting some adherents 
from other parts of the State, but the opposition stems from that area 
and is generated in that area. 

Senator Munpt. About how many people are going to be dis- 
possessed ? 

General Porrer. A total of about 2,500. 

Senator Munpt. That is not 2,500 families, but 2,500 people, 
men, women, and children? 

General Porrrr. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. How about the relocation of the railroad? 

General Porrer. There are two railroads involved. Union Pacific 
and Missouri Pacific. We are negotiating with both of them at the 
present time and have gotten to the point with the Union Pacific 
where we are talking about the same plan now. 

There is some chance that we may be able to get a much cheaper 
job done on the relocation. 

Senator ELLENDER. Have you awarded any contracts for excavation? 

General Porrer. Yes, we have two contracts underway with a 
total value of about $8 million. 

Senator ELLENDER. How do the bids compare with your estimates? 

General Porrrer. Excellent, sir, slightly over. 

Senator ELLENDER. Slightly over your estimates? 

General Porrer. Over the Government estimates, but as the 
Senator well knows, our Government estimates include no profit. 

Senator ELLENDER. What about the contract for the public water 
supply in that area? Has that been awarded yet? 


WATER SUPPLY FOR PROJECT 


General Porrer. You mean the water supply for the project 
itself, sir? 

Senator ELLENDER. Yes. 

General Porrer. That is only a minor contract for that. The 
water supply facility would serve operational buildings, principally 
the laboratory and the office building. A contract has been awarded 
which includes $21,300 for water supply facilities. 

Senator ELLENDER. What is the status of the negotiations for 
relocation? 

General Porrer. We are now negotiating with the Missouri Pacific 
on establishment of tentative alinements, and are working with the 
Union Pacific on proposals for alteration of their facilities. 

Senator ELLENDER. Are you getting the cooperation of the people 
there except the few who are behind the dam? 

General Porrer. Yes, sir. 

_ The Senator will remember that this $7% million last year was put 
in, although not budgeted, because of the demand of the local people 
below the project and in Kansas and Missouri who were for the 
construction of Tuttle Creek. 
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RECREATION FACILITIES 


Senator ELLENDER. Are you providing recreation facilities and jf 
so, to what extent? 

General Porter. The project document does envisage recreatioy 
there, sir, in the same general line as all our projects, such as access 
to points, and provision of parking and sanitary facilities, so that 
public nuisance will not be created. 

Senator ELLENDER. Now, the cost of buildings and utilities and 
the grounds, has that any connection with these facilities that we 
are speaking of now, the cost of which is estimated to be $274,000? 
Are these buildings and facilities erected in conjunction with the 
project itself? 

General Porrer. In this project, sir, we have a temporary office 
building that was required to be built, of course, to take care of our 
forces. A permanent administration and garage building is being 
planned for construction in fiscal year 1957. 

Mr. Chairman, with respect to recreation facilities again, no facilities 
of this nature are scheduled for fiscal vear 1957. This project has a 
Congressional stipulation existing to build it as a dry dam, although 
there will be a 185,000 acre-feet silt or conservation pool. 

The local interests of the State, to wit: the Kansas water resources 
development and the park authority, are now considering whether or 
not they would like that congressional stipulation to be removed. | 
believe that will happen shortly, and that they will request it. 

Senator ELLENDER. You mean enlarge the pool? 

General Potter. No, sir; fill the conservation pool, rather than keep 
it dry. 

Senator ELLENDER. With the dry dam you will eliminate recreation 
facilities entirely? 

General Porrrer. At the present time; there will be no need for the 
recreational facilities, but we include them because we think they 
ought to have them. 

Senator YounG. What kind of recreation facilities? 

General Porrer. The same as at Garrison, parking, sanitary facili- 
ties, water to drink. 

Senator YounG. Is that customary on all of them? 

General Porter. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munprt. I notice, sir, there is no local participation what- 
ever on this Tuttle Creek Reservoir. Is that because all the benefits 
are going to accrue to the people downstream? 

General Porrrer. Yes, sir. It is purely flood control. There is no 
water supply, no power, nothing. 


a 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 
CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL 
TutTtLe CreEK ReserRvorrR, Kans. 
(Continuing) 


Location.—On the Big Blue River about 12 miles above the mouth of the 
stream in Riley and Pottawatomie Counties, Kans., about 6 miles north of 
Manhattan, Kans. 
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Authorization.—1938 and 1944 Flood Control Acts. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.56 to 1.0. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Amount 





Estimated Federal cost- 
Estimated non-Federal cost 

Cash contribution 

Other costs 
Toral estim ated project cost ~~ 92, 300, 000 
,ppropriation to June 30, 1955__- 5, 134, 000 
Appropriation tor fiscal year 1956_- 7, 500, 000 
{ppropriation to date - - = 12, 634, 000 
{ppropriation requested for fiscal year 1957_. -- 9, 000, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 - ---- ; 70, 666, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Rolled earth, shale, and limestone. 
Height: 157 feet. 
Length: 7,500 feet. 
Spillway: 
Type: Concrete gravity, chute, ogee crest gated. 
Capacity: Peak discharge, 570,000 cubic feet per second. 
Outlet works: 
Type: Twin horseshoe conduit. 
Capacity: At full pool, 45,000 cubic feet per second. 
Gates: Control, 4 tractor gates; emergency, 2 tractor gates. 
Stilling basin: Twin, with central training wall. 
Reservoir capacity: Acre-feet 
185, 000 
, 095, 000 
, 280, 000 


Status (Jan. 1, 1956) 


Percent Completion schedule 


project _- er ‘ . ee June 1961. 
ion of reservoir area : A ae } Do. 
tions..-- = : May 1961 
Construction of upstream berm and toe of dam on left December 1953 (act). 
horseshoe conduit, and partial excavation of spillway. 
ge’ Portion of right bank embankment, and intake tower and December 1957. 
stilling basin for outlet works. 
il stage: Left and right bank embankment fill and spillway excava- Do. 
tion. 


Remsining Were: 6 2526s55seesecse Gees an May 1961. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Tuttle Creek Reservoir, situated near the mouth of the Blue River, would 
control flows from one of the largest tributaries of the Kansas River. The Kansas 
River has been the source of numerous floods on the lower Missouri, including 
the disastrous 1951 flood. The valuable industrial areas in the flood plain at 
the Kansas Citys, and every town and farm along the entire length of the Kansas 
and lower Missouri Rivers, are void of complete flood protection until reservoir 
control is provided in the Kansas River Basin. The reservoir system is far from 
complete and flooding can be repeated. Tuttle Creek is the key project for 
control of floods on the Kansas River. 

_The 1951 flood inundated the Argentine, Armourdale, central industrial, and 
Fairfax industrial districts in Kansas City, and substantial portions of Topeka, 
Manhattan, and Lawrence, as well as farms and smaller towns along the Kansas 
and Missouri Rivers. The discharge from the Kansas River during this flood was 
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approximately twice the discharge from the record 1903 flood. Primary loge 
sustained from the 1951 flood are estimated at $870,237,000. Sr 

In addition to the losses noted above, there were other unevaluated secondary, 
losses, such as the inevitable damage to the social life of these communities 
Many families that were in only moderate circumstances lost everything thoy 
owned and underwent untold hardships. Rail transportation, servicing ares. 
west of Kansas City, which contain important civilian and military facilities 
was disrupted for more than 3 weeks. , * 

This flood emphasized that completion of flood-control reservoirs and other 
improvements in the Kansas Basin can no longer be delayed. Subsequent 
studies of the 1951 flood, as well as a potentially greater flood, reaffirmed tho 
strategic location of Tuttle Creek Reservoir and other reservoirs in a system to 
provide adequate control. : 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $9 million will be applied to: 


Acquisition of additional land and flowage easements $3, 000, 000 
Initiate relocation of Union Pacific and Missouri Pacific Railroad 

lines, Federal and State highways, and cemeteries 2, 641, 000 
Continue intake tower and stilling basin for outlet works , 250. 000 
Continue left and right bank embankment fill 43, 000 
Minor construction items, such as road, parking area, and adminis- 

es meee wees 2, 000 
Engineering and design 270, 000 
Supervision and administration 574, 000 


Total needed for fiscal year 1957 9, 000, 000 


1 The schedule for the Union Pacific Railroad relocation, under Tuttle Creek Reservoir reflects only 14 
the estimated relocation cost, the other half being chargeable to the Milford Reservoir project. : 


An allocation of $3 million is required to maintain the schedule for progressive 
acquisition of the reservoir area upstream from the dam to stay in phase with 
construction progress. Relocation of the Union Pacific and Missouri Pacific 
Railroad lines must be initiated in fiscal year 1957 to permit completion thereof 
and removal of the Union Pacific Railroad line across the damsite prior to closure 
of the dam. The requested allocations of $1,250,000 and $1,143,000 for continu- 
ation of the outlet works structure and the left and right embankment fill are 
required to maintain scheduled progress on continuing-type contracts. The allo- 
cation of $122,000 is required for several minor items required, at this time, to 
facilitate construction of the project. The amount of $270,000 for engineering 
and design, and $574,000 for supervision and administration are required in con- 
nection with the above work and for preparation of plans for future construction, 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 


MARMARTH, N. DAK.——-LITTLE MISSOURI RIVER 


Senator ELLeNpER. The next is Marmarth, N. Dak. This is a 
local flood-protection project for which the committee recommended 
appropriations of $23,000 last year for preconstruction planning. 

This year the budget is $217,000, which will complete the project 
as I understand it. 

General Porter. Yes, sir. 

Senator Youne. If the budget is approved, when will you start 
construction? 

General Potter. We will let the first contract in July or August of 
1956, this year, sir. 

Senator Youna. Can you complete it in the fiscal year? 

General Porter. I think we could. It is a small project. 

Senator ELLENDER. The project has a benefit to cost ratio of 1.52 
to l. 

General Porter. It went up this year from 1.42 last year, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. As you say, the plans and specifications have 
sulliciently advanced so that you can start the project this year? 

General Porter. Yes, sir. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be inserted in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—FLOOD CONTROL, LOCAL 
PROTECTION PROJECT 


Marmartu, N. Dak. 
(New start) 


Location.—Marmarth, N. Dak., is located along Little Missouri River imme- 
diately below its confluence with Little Beaver Creek at river mile 306.4 (1948 
mileage) in southwestern North Dakota. 

Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.52 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Amount 


$240, 000 
5, 000 

0 

5, 000 


ated non-Federal cost... ....---.------ 
Cash contributions - - - 
Other costs---.- ee 
Estimated project cost -._--- Sede 245, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955-._..--.-.----- = ais 0 
ppropriations for fiscal year 1956- - -------- ab wwaeciclas anoueiae A 23, 000 
ppropriation to date--.__--- ; ; 5 _23, 000 
priation requested for fiscal year 1957 on ees ae 217, 000 
lance to complete after fiscal year 1957 - - - - sate sa 0 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Levee: 
Raise existing levee: 6,200 feet. 
Construct new levee: 4,000 feet. 
Gravity drainage structures with gates: 4. 
Status (January 1, 1956): Not started. 
Completion schedule: 
Complete design memo and plans and specifications: June 1956. 
Complete construction of entire project: June 1957. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will protect Marmarth, N. Dak., against recurring floods on Little 
Missouri River and Little Beaver Creek. Ten floods have occurred at Marmarth 
since 1907, and, of these, the flood of 1907 was the greatest. Its stage is believed 
to have exceeded the 1952 stage of 23.4 feet, which is the greatest flood for which 
accurate records are available. Flood damage in 1952 was estimated to be 
approximately $34,000, and later repairs to existing levees cost $2,550. During 

is flood United States Highway No. 12 and a county highway at Marmarth 
were closed to traffic and almost the entire town was inundated, requiring evacua- 
tion of all its residents. Annual benefits of the flood control project are estimated 
at $13,400. Completion of the project is needed at an early date to prevent 
further flood losses. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested $217,000 will complete the project and will be 
applied to: 


Construction of levees and drainage structures _ - $181, 200 
Construction of seepage control measures_- 12, 800 
Engineering and design : Ete 2, 000 
Supervision and administration 21, 000 


Total 217, 000 
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Non-Federal costs.—The initial investment required of local interests in eo). 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $5,000 which is broken doy, 
as follows: 


Lands and damages 
Relocations- -— _-- 


) « 

OZ, 2) 

| Ti 
ft 


100) 


Contingencies and engineering ; ee , | 


Total... 


», VOD 
Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon con 
pletion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $200, 
Local interests in the past have expended substantial sums in constructio; 

the presently inadequate levee system. 


SIOUX FALLS, 8S. DAK. LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECT—-FLOOD CONTRO] 


Status of funds 


Unobligated | Un 
balance 


June 30, 1955 
Mar. 31, 1956 
June 30, 1956 (estimated 


Senator ELLENDER. Sioux Falls, S. Dak.; this is a local flood pro- 
tection project, the entire cost of which is $4,410,000, of which $570,000 
is non-Federal. We have appropriated to date $400,000, and you 
are now asking for $800,000. 

I presume that that is about all you can spend economically? 

General Porrer. This would let us go ahead at a good rate, sir 
on the project. 

Senator ELLENDER. What did you accomplish with the funds wi 
provided last year? 

General Porrer. We started the first channel work on the Siouy 
River as it goes by the west side of town. We propose to continue 
that work downstream. 

Senator ELLENDER. Have you started that? Did you receive bids 
on it? 

General Porrrr. Yes, sir; the bids were opened in March. 

Senator ELLeNDER. How do the bids compare with your estimates? 

General Porrer. Very well, sir. I think slightly under our esti- 
mates, but within a very good range. 


JUSTIFICATION 
Senator ELLtenper. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to is as follows:) 
CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS 
(FLOOD CONTROL) 
Sioux Fatuus, 8. Dak. 
(Continuing) 
Location.—Local protection on the Big Sioux River at Sioux Falls, 8. Dak. 


Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.13 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 


| Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 


Amount 


Estimated Federal cost. 7 : as - Pe $3, 840 
Estimated non-Federal cost ent ae te E / / 570, 

Cash contributions - 

Other costs oe oe on : - me 570, 
Total estimated project cost - - - u Pe ; 4, 410, 
,ppropriations to June 30, 1955_- : 
,ppropriations for fiscal year 1956 - - - “a ; 400, 
\ppropriations to date -- ese at 400, 
\ppropriations requested for fiscal year 1957__-_-_- aes 4 800, 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 eet ot eee: a 2, 640, 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Levees: 
Big Sioux River: 
Height: 5 to 8 feet. 
Length: 13.2 miles. 
Diversion channel: 
Height: 2 to 8 feet. 
Length: 7.1 miles. 
Relocations: 
Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul & Pacific Railroad: Construct 1 new bridge 
and alter 1 bridge. 
Great Northern Railway: Alter three bridges. 
Chicago, Minneapolis, St. Paul & Omaha Railroad: Alter one bridge. 
Highway: Raise bridges. 
Channels: 
Improvement 10.5 miles along Big Sioux River. 
Improvement 3.0 miles along diversion channel. 
Diversion structures: 
Headworks: Earth-fill dam. 
Spillway chute: Reinforced concrete. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1956) 


Completion 


Percent schedule 


November 1958. 
Levees and channel alterations, section I November 1956. 
Levees and channel alterations, section II November 1958 


vees and channel alterations, section I November 1956. 
Levees and channel alterations, section IT November 195s. 
iway control and diversion structures-_--- Do. 
€ project s Do. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The projeet will provide a high degree of protection to a large area of Sioux 
Falls, S. Dak., against recurring floods on the Big Sioux River. Included within 
the area are over 600 residences, over 100 business establishments, 15 major 
industrial establishments, a utility company, the municipal airport, which in- 
cludes National Guard training facilities, 16 wells which constitute the city’s 
Water supply, the city’s sewage disposal plant, 2 well-developed city parks, and 
street, sewer, and water distribution. The floods of 1951 and 1952 each caused 
damages in Sioux Falls of nearly $1 million and flooded approximately 550 resi- 
dences and over 2,000 people were evacuated from their homes; 90 business es- 
tablishments and 15 industrial establishments were flooded and severely damaged. 
he municipal sewage-treatment plant was damaged and 6 of the city’s 16 water- 
supply wells were temporarily out of service. The airport was entirely flooded 
with severe damage to airport facilities. Several State highways entering the city 
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were overtopped and closed to traffic for several days. Annual flood-contro 
benefits for the project are estimated at $191,800. Completion of the project at 
an early date is needed to prevent recurring "flood losses. Formal assurances of 
local cooperation have been accepted from the city of Sioux Falls, 8. Dak 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $800,000 will be applie d to: 


Raising highway bridges 

Aierstnons to vallvoes beldews...............................-...... 
Completion of levee and channel alterations, section I 

Initiation of levee and channel alterations, section II 

Engineering and design 

Supervision and administration 


$30, 000 
50, 000 
400, 000 
190, 000 
70, 000 
60, 000 


SOO, 0C0 
The completion of levee and channel alterations, section I will provide a degre 
of flood protection to the residential areas along the Big Sioux River from Westerp 
Avenue upstream to the diversion headworks. Alterations to railroad 
highway bridges are required to pass the design flood. Initiation of levee and 
channel alterations, section II will provide a degree of flood protection to a larger 
area along the Big Sioux River. Enginee ring and design will be essentially com- 
pleted on the diversion structure in order that construction may be started ear 
in fiscal year 1958. 
Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in constr 
tion of the authorized project is estimated at $570,000 broken down as follows: 


Se ee ee ‘ 


Relocations (1 new highway bridge, 1 removed, and alter approaches 
of 8 bridges) 


and 


$128. 000 


570. 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon com- 
pletion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $13,000 
including $4,300 for annual cost of future major replacement. 

In addition, local interests have constructed improvements for drainage and 
flood control from Dell Rapids to Sioux Falls. The improvements include channel 
straightening of the Big Sioux River throughout the lower two-thirds of the reach 
and drainage canals in the Big Sioux River flood plain discharging through a dro} 
concrete structure near the northeast corner of the town of Sioux Falls and into th: 
Big Sioux River below the falls. The cost of construction together with mainte- 
nance and operation has been in excess of $1 million. 


FORT PECK DAM, MONT., SECOND POWERPLANT 


Senator ELLENDER. The next is Fort Peck Dam, Mont., the second 
powerplant unit. 

The budget estimate is $500,000 to initiate the second powerplant 
at Fort Peck Dam, the estimated cost of this powerplant is $25,200,000 

The benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.30 to 1. 

Is that strictly on the powerplant? 

General Porrrr. Strictly on the powerplant, si 

Senator ELLENDER. What is the status of the present construction 
planning on the second powerplant? 

General Porrer. The initial work has been completed. We 
practically ready at the present time to initiate our turbine contract, 
sir. ' 

As you well know, the contract for turbines must be entered into 
3 or 4 years ahead of their production. We could start foundation 
work with sufficient funds in November. 

Senator ELLENDER. What is your estimate of the power to be 
developed by the second plant? 
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General Porrer. Eighty thousand kilowatts installed, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. How much capacity do you have now? 

General Porrer. We have 85,000 installed in the first powerplant. 

Senator ELLENDER. You have only one plant established? 

General Porrrer. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. How many do you contemplate establishing? 

General Porrsr. This will be the eventual power installation, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Two plants? 

General Porrmr. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. I presume that the electricity is needed there 
in that area? 

General Porrmr. Yes, sir. 

JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to is as follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—MULTIPLE-PURPOSE PROJECTS IN- 
CLUDING POWER 


Fort Peck Dam, Mont. (SEcoND POWERPLANT) 
(New) 


Location.—On the Missouri River, 1,869 miles above the mouth, 19 miles 
outheast of Glasgow, Mont. 

Authorizati 935 River and Harbor Act; Public Law 529, 75th Congress, 
approved M: Ly 18, 1938: and 1944 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.30 to 1 (second powerplant). 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


| Amount | 
| | 


Estimated Federal cost (ultimate installation) ___- | $25, 200, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost: 
ee ee eobit 0 
Other costs-. --- sapiens . : ; ein iaiatae duos 0 
Total estimated project LOOK. 2c - atas --| 25, 200,000 | 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955- - - - ; wamaapa cena : maecaell 581, 000 | 
rs propriations for fiscal year 1956- - -- _ 0 
Appropriations to date - - wa 581, 000 
Ap pro priations request for fiscal year 1957-. - ees scion 500, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 - ---- -- wow 24, 119, 000 | 


PHYSICAL DATA! 
Dam: 
Type: Earth fill. 
Height: 250.5 feet. 
Length: 21,026 feet. 
Spillway: 
Type: Gate controlled, concrete piers mounting 16 vertical lift gates. 
Capacity (maximum pool): 250,000 cubic feet per second. 
Power installation: 
Ultimate: 2 units at 40,000 kilowatts; 80,000 kilowatts. 
Presently planned: 2 units at 40,000 kilowatts; 80,000 kilowatts. 
Nominal head: 205. 
| am ve physical data is applicable to existing Fort Peck project. To provide for the second powerplant, 
lini a second tunnel with steel plate and removal of the cylindrical main contro] gate in that tunnel, 
ru ns tion of the new powerhouse and installation of power generating and switchyard facilities will be 
required. 
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Reservoir capacity: lere-fer 
Exclusive flood control _ - Net 960, 000 
Annual flood control and multiple use_ 2, 540, 000 
Carryover multiple use__- . 11, 400. 000 
Inactive capacity $, 500, 000 


‘Total __ a - 19, 400, 000 
Power and discharge tunnels: 
Type: 4 concrete lined, 24 feet 8 inches in diameter (1 lined with steel] plate 
for power use). 
Length: 5,386 to 7,240 feet. 
Gates: 4 vertical lift type emergency control gates and 3 cylindrical maj) 
control gates. 
Status (January 1, 1956): Second powerplant, construction not started. 
Completion schedule: 
Entire second powerplant: June 1961. 
Power on line: 
Ist unit: January 1961. 
2d unit: May 1961. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Fort Peck project is a multiple-purpose reservoir for navigation, flo 
contro}, power, and irrigation. Power from the existing Fort Peck first powerplant 
is presently furnished to rapidly developing areas in eastern, central, and weste1 
Montana, and to areas in western North Dakota and South Dakota, over trans- 
mission lines constructed by the Bureau of Reclamation, REA distribution lines 
and transmission networks of private power companies. Power shortages hay 
been experienced in this area in recent years, and the early completion of th 
Fort Peck second powerplant is essential in meeting the current deficits and i) 
providing for forecasted needs. The construction of the 80,000 kilowatts capacit 
Fort Peck second powerplant will reduce the present and anticipated power 
shortages in the area served by Fort Peck and will further augment the benefits 
presently obtained from the power function of the project. The plant now ir 
service at Fort Peck Dam has been used to overload capacities during the past 
few years, with no reserve during critical periods. Forecasts of the Federa 
Power Commission and the Bureau of Reclamation indicate that subsequent to 
1955 predicted load growth is more than sufficient to absorb the Federal output 
in the area at the rate of installation presently scheduled and that there will be 
a definite requirement for the 80,000 kilowatts of firm power which the 2 units 
will produce well in advance of the time these units are now scheduled for 
completion. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $500,000 will be applied as follows: 


Initiate contract for control shaft and powerhouse foundation_ -_- . $125, 000 
Initiate contracts for fabrication of turbines and generators_- ‘ 80, 000 
Engineering and design ce : . 270, 000 
Supervision and administration ; eae 25, 000 


500, 000 


The early completion of the second powerplant at Fort Peck is essential in 
meeting present power deficits and the forecasted power requirements. With the 
funds available through fiscal year 1956, design of the second powerplant will be 
advanced to the stage where construction can be initiated early in fiscal year 1957. 
The funds requested are necessary to initiate construction of the second powerplant 
in fiscal year 1957 in order that the units of the second powerplant can be placed 
on the line as scheduled. 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 
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GARRISON Reservoir, N. Dak. 


Status of funds 


Unobligated | Unexpended 
balance balance 


| 
ne 30, 1955 . - 10 10 


31, 1956. --- aS ES 2, 240, 129 5, 626, 026 
"30. 1956 (estimated) - - aa la ia as otters tia seat mesa abaa a atte ae 960, 000 | 1, 634, 000 


In addition to status of project funds shown, $4,658,817 were obligated and $3,114,582 were expended from 
nds loaned to this project. 


Senator ELLENDER. All right, Garrison Reservoir. 

The entire cost of this huge expensive project is $294 million, and 
the amount spent to date is $251,781,000. 

The original budget estimate was for $16 million, but the budget 
has been revised and reduced by $4,700,000, to $11,300,000. 

Senator Youna. Mr. Chairman, I have several questions I would 
like to ask with respect to this project. 

The first is: Why are you asking for $4 million less? 

General Porrer. Well, sir; we “still are not sure how we will go 
ahead on the Williston area. Until that decision is made, and firmed 
up, We cannot spend any money either for levees to protect the irriga- 
tion districts upstream, or in the alternate case, to buy the irrigation 
district lands. 


LEWIS AND CLARK AND BUFORD-TRENTON PROJECTS 


Senator Young. Mr. Chairman, you remember last year we 
appropriated money to buy out the Lewis and Clark project and part 
of the Buford-Trenton project. 1 wish General Potter would review 
the situation with respect to these two projects. 

General Porrer. Last year, sir; the bill included a stipulation that 
we would have authority to buy out these two irrigation districts up 
to a certain sum of money. 

The decision was made as to that bill that it would be necessary 
to appraise the irrigation districts to find out what their actual 
appraised value was. That appraised value came out to about 60 
percent of what the local interests were willing to sell for. 

A complete report was made on the results of this appraisal, and 
| might add that the appraisers were approved both by the Govern- 
ment and the local irrigation districts. The Secretary of the Army 
made a decision that the amount to be paid could not exceed the 
appraised value. 

The local people refused to accept this value. They did, however 
lower their asking price about 5 percent, which, of course, did not 
bring it within negotiating distance. 

As a result, we have reported to the Congress that we were unable 
to buy out the local drainage districts. 


Our present plan, sir, is to protect them unless further action is 
taken. 
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GOING CONCERN VALUE OF PROJECTS 


Senator Youna. In the appraised price, did you include the going. 
concern value of these projects? oe 

General Porrer. The appraisal was made exactly as if we were 
going to buy that as land alone, with improvements. 

Senator Younc. Without going-concern value? 

General Porter. That is right. 

Senator Younc. And without relation to the associated upland that 
is being formed in conjunction with these projects. 

In that area, the value of an irrigation project is directly related to 
dryland farms in the general area. There was not any credit given 
to that value, was there? 

General Porrrer. Severance allowances were included. These are 
severances having to do with part of the tract immediately adjacent. 

There was very small severance value in the appraisal. 

Senator YounG. | don’t know whether or not you have the figures 
handy, but I obtained figures from the courts in that area and from the 
Corps of Engineers, and as near as I can determine, Mr. Chairman. 
when the landowners went to court the courts allowed an average o0{ 
about 39% percent more than the appraisers figure. . 

Here we have a problem where the Corps of Engineers from the 
beginning has advised these people that these projects would be 
protected and would never be condemned. This was also a part of 
the authorizing act itself. 

General Porrer. That is right, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. That is why you say it will be necessary to give 
them protection rather than trying to buy them? 

General Porrer. Yes, sir; because we are on record as protecting 
them. 

VALIDITY OF CONDEMNATION METHOD 


Senator Younc. Mr. Chairman, the landowners offered to take 5 
percent less than we appropriated last year, but as I recall, the Army 
attorneys questioned the constitutionality of condemnation of land 
by this method. 

The bill provided that if two-thirds of the farmers approved, then 
the land on the balance of the projects could be condemned. 

I think the attorneys contended that it was therefore unconstitu- 
tional. Some of the attorneys representing the landowners felt the 
same way. 

Senator ELLenpER. I| thought all that was settled. But your alter- 
native is to proceed as you originally intended, that is, protecting 
them if they will not sell? 

General Porter. Yes, sir. 

Senator Youne. How much more would that cost? 

General Potrer. Can I ask General Itschner to testify as to the 
facts and figures which he included in a recent letter? 


COST OF PROTECTING IRRIGATION DISTRICTS 


General IrscHNER. We estimated, sir, that it would cost us 
$10,506,997 more to protect these two irrigation districts than it 
would to procure the property at the prices that the two appraisers 
estimated, or it would cost approximately $6,969,000 more to protect 
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this property than it would to comply with the provisions of Public 
Law 163, which was the appropriation act for fiscal year 1956, includ- 
ing consideration of the owners’ offer to accept a 5 percent reduction 
from their asking price. 

Senator YounG. General Itschner, that net package proposal in- 
cluded about $2 million for bank stabilization, did it not? 

General IrscHNER. Yes; there were several other items than just 
the acquisition of real estate. It included relocation of utilities and 
bank-protection work. 

Senator ELLENDER. I notice that the cost has increased by about 
$15 million since last year. Does what you are talking about now 
take that increased cost into consideration? 

General IrscHNER. No, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Why this $15 million increase in cost? 

General Porrer. Because, sir, for the first time, we are recommend- 
ing to this committee that we go ahead with the installation of the 
fourth and fifth units, which will provide the ultimate power develop- 
ment at this project. 

Senator ELLENDER. How does that increase in the cost of the project 
affect the cost benefit ratio? 

General Porrrr. Last year’s benefit-to-cost ratio was also based on 
the ultimate development and therefore included this cost. The 
benefit-to-cost ratio for the ultimate development has increased since 
last year. 

Senator ELLENDER. It is now 1.37. 

General Potter the change results from increased irrigation benefits 
based on data furnished by the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Senator ELLENDER. This increased cost is for additional power 
units? 

General Porrrr. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. How many? 

General Porrer. Two more. The holes are there in the power- 
house. The tunnels are through the dam. All this is for the purchase 
of the generators, transformers, penstocks, and surge tanks, and 
related items. 

Senator Younc. Mr. Chairman, I would like to go back to these 
irrigation projects. 

Senator ELLENDER. Yes, sir. 

Senator Younec. Now, I plan to offer in behalf of the landowners 
another package proposal. This time it will be 5 percent below what 
we appropriated a year ago. 

That is the amount of their counteroffer to the Corps of Engineers. 
The amount they would accept for their land. 

Senator ELLENDER. You mean outright? 

Senator Youne. Yes. My proposal would require that 100 percent 
of the landowners agree to this settlement, there being no condemna- 
tion proceedings. 

Under this proposal, General Itschner, do you have figures available 
to show the savings to the Federal Government? That is, to include 
the same provisions as before, including bank stabilization but with 
the purchase price 5 percent below last year’s appropriation? 

General IrscHnerR. I can get that very quickly, sir, if I may 
insert that information in the record. 


75008—56—pt. 2——19 
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(The information referred to follows:) 


Comparative presentation of costs to Federal Government for acquisition of 
lands based on expired provisiogs of Public Law 163, 84th Congress; for acquisition 
of lands based on original offer of owners (reduction of 5 percent) and including 
other provisions of Public Law 163; and for construction of protective works 
and operation and maintenance. 


Estimate of costs to acquire lands | Estimate of om. = acquire lands 
pursuant to Public Law 163, 84th Sua a Pee Rog _ 
Saeees Gaetan +» Das ‘ ‘nt redue- 
Cong. (expired) tion | 


Lewis and | Buford- | Total Lewis and | Buford- Total 
Clark | Trenton Clark | Trenton — 


Value by owners. $2, 050,000 | $1,750,000 | $3, 800, 000 $1, 920,815 | $1, 320, 807 $3, 241, 622 
Government acquisition costs 31, 000 26, 500 | 57, 500 | 31, 000 26, 500 
Resettlement costs- 20, 000 30, 000 | 50, 000 | 20, 000 30, 000 
Severance damages _- 671, 271 | 671, 271 

Relocation of utilities , 196, 000 _...| 1,196,000 | 1, 196, 000 
Bank protection _ - 2,000,000 | 2,000,000 | 


57, MK 
AQ), O00) 
671, 271 671, 271 
196, 0% 


2, 000, 000 , 000, 000 


Total 3,297,000 | 4,477,771 7,774,771 | 3,167,815 | 4,048, 578 | 7, 216, 393 
Estimate of cost to Govern- 
ment to construct protective 
works, including acquisi- 
tion of necessary lands and | 
operation and maintenance} 6,224,200 | 7,961,000 | 14,185,200 | 6,224,200 | 7,961,000 
Decrease in cost to Federal | 
Government if purchase | 
plan adopted in lieu of pro- | | 
| 
| 


tection__ 3, 483, 229 | 6,410,429 | 3,056, 385 


1 Owners offered to sell at 5 percent less than amounts stated in Public Law 163. 


LANDOWNERS RIGHT TO LEASE LAND BACK 


Senator ELLENDER. Would the landowners have the use of the land 
the same as would have been the case had they agreed to the proposal 
you made last year? That is, retain the land and work it. 

Senator Younc. They lease it back. 

Senator ELLENpDER. The same thing. 

General Porrer. Yes. 

Senator Younac. It would mean purchasing all the land on the 
Lewis and Clark project. That is farther downstream. And it 
would include purchasing only the lower East Bottoms on the Buford- 
Trenton project. 

I think it is the sensible thing to do. First, the Government would 
save some 6 or 8 million dollars; second, the Buford-Trenton project, 
which otherwise would be a white elephant, will be a going concern. 
The alternative is to build dikes around the project. The Missouri 
River would eventually eat them away, causing a total loss to the 
project. 

It places the Federal Government in sort of an awkward position. 
It has been contended all along, and I believe the authorization speci- 
fies that these projects would be protected. 

It would not be right, however, to subject the landowners to 
condemnation proceedings in view of these commitments. Because 
of that I feel we are justified in appropriating a sufficient sum of 
money to purchase this land providing there is 100 percent agreement. 
I think we will have that 100 percent agreement. 

Senator Ettenper. This delay will not affect the project at all, 
will it? 

General Potrrer. No. 
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TIME REQUIRED TO FILL RESERVOIR 


Senator ELLENDER. As I remember when I was there last year, 
| was told that with normal rainfall in that area it would take from 
9 to 10 years to fill the reservoir. It would be a long time before 
these people that we are now talking about are affected by high water. 

Am I right in that? 

General Porter. It might be less than 4 years under exceptionally 
wet weather conditions. Under normal conditions it will be 6. 
Under conditions like we have had in the last 4 years, your 10 years 
may be about right. 

ADDITIONAL POWER UNITS 


Senator ELLENDER. What prompted you to decide to put in these 
two additional power units? 

General Porrrr. Sir, we did not make that decision. The Federal 
Power Commission and the Bureau of Reclamation made that decision. 

Last year both agencies stated that power was required. 

Not only that, but the graphs they have furnished show that we 
cannot get power in the upper Missouri Basin as fast as the growth 
demand will require it. 


RECREATIONAL FACILITIES 


Senator ELLENDER. What recreation facilities will you have there? 
I notice that the amount is estimated at $537,008. 

General Porrer. That is total, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Yes. 

General Porter. The annual expenditure has been in the neigh- 
borhood of $50,000 or $60,000. 

Senator ELLENDER. What is that for? 

General Porrer. Access roads, parking areas, and tree plantings 
for areas of extensive public use. We are also providing plantings 
for replacement of wildlife habitat. We have eliminated thousands 
of acres of trees and brush on the bottoms and we are providing 
about 1,000 acres of plantings for replacement of habitat. 

Senator ELLENDER. Is that within the inundated area? 

General Porrrr. No, sir; it is within the Government holdings, 
however. 

Senator ELLENDER. Why are you doing that? 

General Porrer. So that the Fish and Wildlife people, who have 
agreed with that, by the way, will still feel that pheasants and small 
wildlife will have a place to continue to protect. themselves and grow. 

Senator Youna. Is this a customary thing to do with these big 
dams? 

General Potrsr. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELtenpsr. I notice here that the estimate for buildings 
and grounds and utilities is $9,326,800; $9,161,900 has been appro- 
priated. What do you expect to do with the rest of it? 

General Porrrr. I believe that our construction is largely done. 

The $9 million is for the town. We will still require some minor 
structures for operational use. 

Senator ELLENDER. You have quite a little city and town? 

General Portrr. Yes, sir. 
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Senator ELLeENpDER. Will that remain there for the benefit of thoso 
who operate the project? 


General Porrer. Part of it will, sir. We are interested in dealin, 


with the State of North Dakota to see whether they can find a us. 


for that town. 

Senator ELLENDER. Who owns the land there? 

General Porrer. The Government. 

Senator ELLENDER. It owns everything? 

General Porrer. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Powerplant? 

General Porrer. Powerplant, water plant, sewage plant and every- 
thing. 

Senator ELLENpER. As to the decision to protect or to purchase the 
lands involved about which Senator Young talked awhile ago, do you 
think you can get that settled this year? 

General Porrer. I am hoping very much that it can, sir. 
like to have been able to settle it before I left. 

Senator Young. May I ask another question, Mr. Chairman? 

If we include these amendments again this year as we did last vear, 
would the total iggy haem for Garrison Dam have to be increased? 

General Porter. I do not believe so. I believe that by the time 
that we could establish new negotiations, sufficient funds could be 
found to go ahead on an adequate basis. 

Senator Youna. I would like to see the matter resolved, too, before 
you leave. This isa controversy which has extended over 3 or 4 years. 
We are down to 1 or 2 now. 

Senator ELLENDER. I cannot for the life of me see how they would 
lose anything by the Government buying that land and renting it back 
to them for little or nothing. 

I raised that point last year. I was surprised they did not go for 
that. 


T would 


JUSTIFICATION 


The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—MULTIPLE-PURPOSE PROJECTS 
INCLUDING POWER 


GARRISON ReEseRvorR, N. Dak. 
(Continuing) 


Location.—On the Missouri River, 1,455 miles above the mouth; in McLean 
and Mercer Counties, N. Dak., about 77 miles upstream (northwest) from 
Bismarck, N. Dak., and 11 miles below (south) of Garrison, N. Dak. 

Authorization.—1944 Flood Control Act. 

_ Benefit-cost ratio.—1.37 to 1.! 


1 A reevaluation of flood-control benefits is underway. As soon as this review is completed a revised 
benefit-to-cost ratio will be furnished. 
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Summarized financial data 


| Accumulated 
Amount | ord —_ = 
Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost (ultimate installation) _------.....---.-.---.-- $294, 000, 000 | 
Estimated non-Federal cost. -...------.------ eae ote So otd 0 | 

Cash contribution ieee tee eat bcia aide masiaa thei abieel 0 | 

RE nies are an ences amen dniienncae pion sansn -- 0 | 
elt PE Msc ocean osc anidcicedne wns tnsuseneeia 294, 000, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955 ae ee berieio ts aioe aparece — gaia 231, 681, 000 | 
Anpropristions fer teens yeOr 1006...- ...-.- -.-- - 252-2552 eaenee | 20, 100, 000 | 
Appropriations to date s abteneicedora nia 5 251, 781, 000 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957-- : aaa e 16, 000, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957- - - - . ----| 26, 219, 000 |-- 








PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 

Type: Rolled earth fill. 

Height: 210 feet (height above stream bed). 

Length: 11,300 feet (at crest). 

Spillway: 

Type: Gate controlled, concrete ogee weir with stilling basin. 
Capacity (maximum pool): 827,000 cubic feet per second. 

Reservoir capacity: Acre-feet 
Flood control 4, 250, 000 
Multiple purpose, including flood control, power, irrigation, 

navigation and other purposes__....-...-.-..-.---------- 13, 850, 000 


Dead storage 4, 900, 000 


23, 000, 000 
Power installation: 


Initial: 5 units at 80,000 kilowatts—400,000 kilowatts. 

Ultimate: 5 units at 80,000 kilowatts—400,000 kilowatts. 
Presently planned: 5 units at 80.000 kilowatts—400,000 kilowatts. 
Nominal head: 162 feet. 
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Status (Jan. 1, 1956) 


Percent Completion scheduk 


Entire project 83 | Entire project, Apr. 30, 1960 
Acquisition of reservoir area 89 | Land acquisition, June 30, 195% 
Relocations including the completed Snake Creek em- 60 | Relocations, Dec. 31, 1958, 
bankment subimpoundment. 
Dam including completed construction of embankment 95 
stages I, II, ITI, IV, excavation of intake and outlet 
channels, excavation of spillway channel and stilling 
basin tunnels and closure of embankment, also including 
construction of intake structure, regulating gates, hoists | 
and other necessary equipment construction of spillway, 
spillway stilling basin, highway bridge, spillway gates, 
hoists, and necessary operating machinery. 
Penstocks and surge tanks-- 


Dam, Apr. 30, 1960. 


Penstocks and surge tanks, Dee. 3] 
1959, 

Powerhouse including construction of powerhouse and Powerhouse and switchyard, Apr 
switchyard, procurement of necessary accessory elec- 30, 1960. 
trical and miscellaneous equipment. 

Procurement of five 88,000 horsepower turbines, five Turbines and generators, Apr, 30 
80,000 kilowatt generators and governors for 5 units, | | 1960. 
including installation. | 


Buildings, grounds, and utilities including completed C Buildings, grounds, and utilitie 
construction of the town of Riverdale, school, heating, June 30, 1958, 
and powerplant, utilities, and administration buildings; | 
also construction of boatyard, public facilities, dam and 
road lighting, and unit substation. 
Reservoirs, including clearing of reservoir area of trees, Reservoir clearing, June 30, 1957 
shrubs, and other detrimental to the reservoir operation. Habitat replacement, June 30, 1958 
Construction of roads and bridges 5 | Roads, bridges, and recreation 
Planting of trees, construction of access road, parking A facilities, June 30, 1958 
areas, and other necessary facilities for recreational use 
and public health and safety. 
Procurement of necessary equipment for efficiently operat- | Permanent operating equipment 
ing and maintaining the completed dam and reservoir. June 30, 1958. 
Water in intake channel, Apr. 1 
1953. 
Dam closure, Apr. 15, 1953 
Power on line: 
ist unit, January 1956 
2d unit, February 1956 
3d unit, May 1956. 
4th unit, October 1959. 
5th unit, April 1960, 


JUSTIFICATION 


The necessity of immediate completion of flood-control reservoirs on the main 
stream of the Missouri River has been sharply emphasized by major floods in 
recent years. Floods of 1943, 1944, 1945, and 1952 caused damages exceeding 
$294 million. Alone, the Garrison Reservoir will substantially reduce floods on 
the Missouri River and in combination with other key units of the comprehensive 
plan, including loeal protection works, will provide protection in the Missouri 
Valley against floods equal to those of record. 

The Federal Power Commission and the Bureau of Reclamation have found 
an urgent need for installation of additional electrical power in the area that cai 
be served by the Garrison powerplant at the earliest practicable date. Already 
the Bureau of Reclamation has applications for power in excess of all that can 
be provided by the ultimate plant capacity. These applications have been made 
despite new generating facilities recently completed by local power companies 
and electric power cooperatives. The Federal Power Commission on May 28, 
1954, recommended in-service dates of July 1, and November 1, 1960, for power 
units 4 and 5 and in a letter dated July 15, 1955, concurred that a construction 
program should be maintained which will assure that units 4 and 5 ean be placed 
in operation by 1960. The Bureau of Reclamation on June 11, 1954, stated that 
the fourth power unit would be economically justified by March 1957 and the 
fifth unit by March 1959 and in a letter dated October 10, 1955, stated that, 
“There will be by 1959, a very substantial market for, and revenue from, the 
power that can be produced by the fourth and fifth units at the Garrison power- 
plant.” The large block of electrical power which will be produced by the 
Garrison powerplant will be a tremendous asset in the development of the mineral 
and industrial resources of North Dakota, northern South Dakota, and portions 
of Minnesota and Montana, ; 

The availability of water for irrigation together with availability of electrical 
energy for pumping will provide the necessary means for agriculture, now the 
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rimary product of the region, to keep pace with the recent step-up of the industrial 
development occasioned by the discovery of oil in North Dakota. 

In addition to flood control, power production and irrigation benefits, the storage 
of previously disastrous flood peaks will provide aid to navigation and for pollu- 
tion abatement. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $16 million will be applied to: 
Continue acquisition of lands in the reservoir area tin cmaniic’ Pky aOp ee 
Continue relocations stucmnccae tp Bawe oOo 
Complete construction of earth ds um and spillwe ay. 3, 389, 900 

‘ontinue construction of powerhouse and switchyard and accessory 

equipment __ - : 5 425, 200 
‘ontinue construction of pe nstucks and surge tanks_____- : 425, 000 
‘ontinue procurement of turbines and generators_ - --__- ; 381, 700 
‘ontinue and essentially complete buildings, grounds, and utilities Be 70, 700 

Complete reservoir clearing : ee en i 32, 300 
Continue habitat replacement 90, 300 
Continue construction roads, bridges, p: wrking | areas, public facilities 253, 900 
Continue procurement of permanent operating equipment - - - 188, 500 
E ngineering and design___- ~~~ 3 650, 000 


Supervision and administration _-- : : 1, 035, 000 


Total Se Baeaee EERE eee ce es ere aes 16, 000, 000 


The earliest possible completion of Garrison Dam is essential in providing 
necessary flood control for prevention of damages in the Missouri Valley down- 
stream from the dam and in meeting the forecasted power requirements. With 
the funds requested for fiscal year 1957, the spillway structure will be completed, 
and construction of power units 4 and 5 including penstocks and surge tanks will 
be started. Also relocations and protective levees for Williston and the irrigation 
district will be advanced at the scheduled rate in order to assure that the reservoir 
is = ‘:d to power pool elevation for maximum power. 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 


OAHE RESERVOIR PROJECT, SOUTH DAKOTA 


MULTIPLE-PURPOSE PROJECT, INCLUDING POWER 


Status of funds 


Unobligated | Unexpended 
balance balance 


June 30, 1955._- -.----| $1,023,750 | $3, 650, 961 
Mar. 31, 1956 4,851,004 16, 209, 251 
June 30, 1956 (estimated) 2, 200, 000 7, 500, 000 


Senator ELLENDER. The next is Oahe. 

Senator Munprt. I have a question or two. 

Senator ELLENDER. The appropriation for this project last year 
was $30,384,000, and the budget estimate for 1957 was $30 million, 
but it has been revised and reduced by $2.5 million to $27,500,000. 

Why was that done, General? 

General Porrer. We have had the hardest winter in recorded time 
in the upper basin. We had our earliest freezeup and it has lasted 
longer in the spring. 

As an example of that, at Oahe we did not start work again until 
10 days ago. As a result, our progress on going contracts has been 
less than we anticipated last year. 

We can get along with $27,500,000 and still keep the dates of 1958 
for closure and late 1961 for initiation of power if future appropria- 
tions make it possible. 
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BENEFIT-COST RATIO 


Senator ELitenper. I notice that the project has a benefit-cos; 
ratio of 1.08 to 1 for the initial installation, and with the bene. 
power installation 1.35 to 1. 

General Porter. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLenpeER. Is that in your opinion going to remain constant 
or improve? 

General Porrer. It might even improve. 

Senator ELLenDER. You do not expect it to be lower than that? 

General Porrrr. No, sir. 

Senator Munpr. Mr. Chairman, I have some questions. 

Senator ELLENDER. Certainly, Senator. 

Senator Munpr. On the appropriation for the current fiscal year 
coming up the main thing, of course, you want to do is to get to the 
target date of completion? 

General Porrrr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpr. Do you feel it would be desirable to add a little 
money so that you can be sure to do that, or are you positive that the 
figure mentioned will be adequate? 

General Porrer. Senator Mundt, the important appropriation is 
next year’s appropriation. That is the one which will determine 
whether we can keep our 1958 closure and 1961 power dates. 

Senator Munpr. In other words, you come to a big stage of the 
construction next year? 

General Porrer. Wide open, sir. 

Senator Munpr. About how much would you envision you would 
require then? 

General Porrer. Something in the neighborhood of 35 to 40 million 
dollars. 

Senator ELLENDER. Would it be helpful to take a piece of that now? 

General Porrrer. It would just be in the bank, Senator Mundt. 

Senator Munpr. You are confident that if you get what you require 
next year you can complete it on schedule? 

General Porrer. Yes, sir. 


TOTAL POWER CAPACITY 


Senator Munpr. I notice on the power deal—I was just comparing 
the figures on Garrison and Oahe. The Garrison is going to produce 
a total of 400,000? 

General Potter. Yes. 

Senator Munprt. Let me ask you whether—I am talking about the 
engineering construction—it would be possible to generate more power 
out of Oahe provided the proper Government agencies determined 
the need for additional power? 

General Porrer. In order that next year’s witness may not surprise 
you too much, may I say that we have studies underway at the present 
time which are approaching completion which indicate that it might 
be possible to put in seven units in Oahe. Seven units would increase 
this from 425,000 kilowatts to over a half-million kilowatts. 

We are not sure yet whether the seventh unit would be economic rally 
justified and those are the studies that are going on at the present 
time, sir. 
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That will, of course, increase the price of the project. 

Senator ELLENDER. How about the cost-benefit ratio? 

General Porrrer. The cost-benefit ratio, I would presume, up 
through 6 units, would stay about the same, and with 7 units might 
decrease a little. 

Senator ELLENDER. What would be the idea of building a seventh 
one, then? 

General Porrer. It would still be up in the neighborhood of 1.2 
to 1.3 to 1 for that 1 unit. 

If it were that high, it would reduce this total benefit-cost ratio 
slightly but the overall installation would still be well justified. 

Senator Munpt. It would be 7 units at 85,000 kilowatts each? 

General Porrer. Yes. 

Senator ELLENDER. How much is in the cost estimate for contin- 
gencies? 
~ General Porrrr. There is almost $45 million for contingencies. 

Senator ELLENDER. Why did you increase it from $18 million? 

General Porrer. Last year we got a pretty good appropriation 
for Oahe and we were able to advance our engineering much faster 
than we have in the past, and get deeper into the problem. 

Last year the contingencies were, I believe, underestimated and a 
decision was made, and I must say that I was largely responsible for it, 
to take this project which is now in its rather initial stages and go to 
our normal practice of having approximately 15 percent contingency 
in the early stages until we are sure how the foundation and other 
things work out. 

Senator ELLENDER. Why did you increase your contingency from 
$18 million to $45 million? 

General Porter. It was to get the project on a normal basis, let us 
say. 

‘You notice we did not increase the cost of the project at all. We did 
decide, though, that the project cost should include normal contin- 
gency amount, 15 percent for projects in the early stages. 

Senator ELLENDER. By increasing these contingencies you leave 
your original estimate the same, but it does not mean that all of the 
contingencies for which you have set aside money would be required? 

General Potrer. No; they probably will not. 

Senator Munpt. It give you more flexibility of operation? 

General Porrmr. Yes. 

Senator Munpt. This current study which is underway on power, 
General, is that directed toward the objective of determining the 
maximum amount of power that could be developed from this project 
from the standpoint of engineering feasibility? 

General Porrer. Yes, sir; engineering and economic feasibility, sir. 

Senator Munprt. I realize that the Army engineer does not make 
the determination as to the need for the power, but you do make the 
determination if the need for power were unlimited, how much power 
a particular project can generate? 

General Porrrr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpt. My question was, is your present study directed 
toward the goal of determining if there were an unlimited need for 
power, what is the maximum amount of power you can get out of 
that project? 
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General Porrrr. Yes, sir. 

General Irscuner. And which can be justified economically. 

Senator Munprt. Economically from the standpoint of engineering. 
not from the standpoint of need of the area? 

General IrscHNER. That is correct, without regard to need 
demand for power. 

General Porrrr. The Federal Power Commission and Bureau of 
Reclamation make their separate studies as to the need for the power 

Senator Munpr. So that you would say if it develops, as you 
anticipate it may, that engineeringwise and economicwise, you coul\ 
develop seven units, you do not envision the possibility of an eighth 
unit? 

General Porrrr. No, sir. 

Senator Munpt. That would be the top? 

General Porrer. Yes, sir; I believe so. 

Senator ELLENDER. Well, in estimating your power development, 
what weight do you give to the feasibility of generating electricity 
from all of that lignite you have in that area? Do you give weight 
to that? 

General Porrrer. Yes; we analyze the hydropower as against a 
similar installation by other means of generation. 

Senator ELLENDER. I see. 

Senator Munpt. What about the recreation facilities at Oahe? 
What do you have in mind there? 

General Porrrr. Similar to Garrison, sir. The master plan is not 
yet fully worked out, but I would say it would be about the same as 
the project north. 


SETTLEMENTS BY COURT COMMISSIONERS 


Senator Munpr. I have one other question. It is related to the 
one that Senator Young asked, but due to the different problems 
affecting landowners, our landowners are constantly beleaguering me 
with this proposition. That both at Gavin’s Point and Randall Dam 
and Oahe, whenever we have projects in the State, wherever the 
landowner resists the offer made by the Army engineers and takes it 
to court, it is usually settled by a group of commissioners appointed 
by the court. These commissioners or the court have allowed from 
30 to 60 percent more than the Army Engineers have been willing to 
offer. 

Now, these landowners tell me, and it makes sense to me, that if the 
Army engineers would up their offer for the land a little bit; No. | 
it would save the Government the cost of having to fight it out in 
court; No. 2, instead of having to pay a 30 to 60 percent. increase, 
probably if you offered them 10 or 15 percent more than you are now 
offering them, they would be willing to settle by your magneton 
basis; No. 3, the landowners would get the money instead of the 
lawyers representing them, who now get a big bite out of this. 

So that while it costs the Government a lot more it does not provide 
as much for the landowner. 

Now, the question is: Would it not be in the interest of economy for 
your appraisers or your attorneys or whoever represents you with the 
landowners perhaps to be a little more realistic in the offering price 
for the land in view of the fact that consistently the courts and the 
commissioners have held out there that your offers are too low? 
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INDEPENDENT APPRAISERS 


General Porrer. Sir, we tested that last year. We hired some 
independent appraisers of the highest technical qualifications, people 
in private life who had no interest in the corps. We even got 1 from 
Kansas City, 1 of the biggest in the country, to go up and appraise 
10 selected lots on each side of Gavin’s Point. Their appraisal was 
made some 3 years after our appraisal. 

Their prices, on the average, were about 5 percent higher than our 
earlier appraisal; however, there have been increases in land costs 
over a several-year period. We have changed our appraisals at 
Gavin’s Point to come up to the current appraisals, but it is only 
5 percent increase, as I said. 

Senator Munpt. My question, Mr. Chairman and General, deals 
exclusively with farmers whose lands are being taken by the Gov- 
ernment. The farmer loses that entirely and forever. It is all a 
matter of how much the farmer receives for the land which is being 
taken away from him by the right of eminent domain. 

Now, my question—and I think it is a very important one—is that 
we would save money as a Government by raising the offering price a 
little bit so that the landowner would not have to go to court and get a 
court settlement—and you correct me if lam wrong, but I think your 
records will show that the court settlements have been 30 percent, 
50 percent, even higher at times, more than the Government has 
offered, and you are stuck with it. 

The only difficulty is that instead of the farmer getting the benefit 
of it, the lawyers, properly so, get a big bite out of it because they 
handled it in court. 

The farmer would get more and the Government would save money 
if we offered them a little bit more realistic current prices. How 
about that? 

General Porter. Sir, the operation of taking of real estate is set up 
by law and precedent established by court cases, which we cannot 
violate. 

Senator Munpr. It is the precedent by court cases that I want you 
to recognize. Facing those conditions would not the Government 
save money and the landowner be better off if we recognized the kind 
of world in which we live and the realities involved? 

General IrscHNerR. I would say, Senator Mundt, that our real 
problem is that we are procuring real estate on the theory of a willing 
buyer and willing seller and our sellers as a rule are not willing sellers, 
particularly in these days when they get fairly good prices for their 
land. 

Senator Munpt. If they have river bottom land, good land, home- 
stead, you cannot blame them. 

General Irscuner. So there is a discrepancy in our procedures. 
Senator Munpr. It seems to me that an average that high, whether 
right or wrong, should be recognized by your appraisers and your 
operators and we would save a considerable amount of money in the 
aggregate for the Government and benefit the landowner. 

And no place in the Pick-Sloan Act was it anticipated that among 
the beneficiaries would be the lawyers of the area involved, but it is 
working out that way. 

General Potter. They are doing all right. 
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Senator Munpr. I wish you would give some serious thought to 
the fact that this is an economy. 

Senator ELLeENDER. He does not have much leeway. There aye 
certain procedures he must follow. 

Senator Munpr. It is all a matter of latitude. 

When you get down to the meat, somebody wearing a uniform 
arrives at a figure. 

General Porrrer. But the lawbooks are full of these court casos 
where, even up to the Supreme Court, they have said that the valyp 
of land to the Federal Government will be on the basis of a willino 
seller, willing buyer, and that the going prices will determine what 
the land is worth. 

Senator Munpr. The going price is gradually being determined by 
the verdicts being issued by the courts and commissions. 

General Porrer. You, sir, are practically right. In practice yoy 
are right, but in practice as far as taking the real estate, I am impelled 
to do it in a certain way. 

General IrscHnerR. Senator Mundt, I would like to call your atten- 
tion to the fact, though, that when we do hire outside appraisers who 
are not necessarily working for us, as in the case of Senator Young’s 
Lewis and Clark and Buford-Trenton Irrigation Districts, where local 
people selected one of the appraisers, and we selected the other man, 
they came to complete agreement. That price was not satisfactory 
to the local people and probably was about in the range of those that 
you considered to be inadequate. 

So apparently it is not so much the latitude that the appraisers have 
as the rules and policies under which they are working. 


NATIONAL APPRAISERS INSTITUTE 


General Potrer. There is an institute called the National Ap- 
praisers Institute and not all appraisers can get in it, sir. They are 
just as proud of their profession as a doctor or lawyer or a Senator. 
I know of a case where a high ranking officer tried to get an appraiser 
to change his figure and the appraiser worked for him, but the 
appraiser would not. 

Senator Youne. Mr. Chairman, with respect to these two irrigation 
projects, the matter was finally taken to the Secretary of the Army. 
The Secretary would not offer one dime more than the appraisers 
offered even though the Federal Government would save around $8 
million. Remember, too, the appraiser’s figure did not take into 
account going-concern value. 

I think the Secretary of the Army was dead wrong in not offering 
at least something more than the appraisers figure in this case. 

Senator ELLENDER. You know, this is a good example, one that 
stands out; it demonstrates that when a project of this nature is in 
contemplation and to be built, we ought to have all that settled before 
we start. 

Senator Youna. You are absolutely right. None of these projects 
should be started until we have acquired the property. 

Senator ELLenper. That is right. That is one thing I wish you 
gentlemen would take note of. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—MULTIPLE PURPOSE PROJECTS 
INCLUDING POWER 


OauHE Reservoir, 8. Dax. anp N. Dak. 
(Continuing) 


Location.—Mile 1123.4 Missouri River; in Hughes and Stanley Counties, 
S Dak.; about 6 miles northwest of Pierre, S. Dak. 
uthorization.—1944 Flood Control Act. 


Benefit-cost ratio.—1.081 to 1 for initial installation, 1.35! to 1 for ultimate 
installation. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Amount 


Estimated Federal cost (initial installation)... ----- $321, 000, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost - - - - ---- waaad ; ae 0 
Cash contribution. ----.---- ‘ abactins at pas Ee 0 
Other costs --- aol heed gis sue 0 | 
lotal estimated project cost - --- a ‘ ies 321, 000, 000 
Estimat ed Federal cost for ultimate installation is $35 eee. 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955 ‘ ; ; ‘ ; 33, 605, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956-. .......--------- ; 30, 384, 000 
Appropriations to date. - .-- en cme 63, 989, 000 
Appropriations requested for fiscal ye ar 1957 pica 5 3 ke 30, 000, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 -- - - d Eee ----| 227,011, 000 


wel, 


PHYSICAL DATA 

Dam: 
Type: Rolled earth fill embankment. 
Height: 242 feet. 
Length: 9,300 feet. 

Spillway: 
Type: Uncontrolled concrete ogee weir. 
Design capacity: 319,000 cubic feet per second. 

teservoir capacity: Acre-feet 
Exclusive flood control______- 1, 100, 000 
Annual flood control and multiple use 2, 400, 000 
Carryover multiple use _... 14, 600, 000 
Inactive capacity . 5, 500, 000 


_. 23, 600, 000 
Power installation: 


Initial: 2 units at 85,000 kilowatts; 170,000 kilowatts. 

Ultimate: 5 units at 85,000 kilowatts; 425,000 kilowatts. 

Presently planned: 2 units at 85,000 kilowatts; 170,000 kilowatts. 
Nominal head: 170 feet. 


A reevaluation of the flood-control benefits is underway. As soon as this review is completed a revised 
denefit-to-cost ratio will be furnished. 
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Status (Jan. 1, 1956) 


Percent Completion schedule 


Entire project ____- seeker pies eet ks oi 14 
Acquisition of reservoir area : 34 | Land acquisition, June 196: 
Relocations J “a ‘ ; 0 | Relocations, December 196! 
Access road and railroad to the right abutment a 100 
Embankment as a whole (stages I and II complete, stage 33 | Dam closure, July 1958 

III, 99 percent; stage LV, 43 percent; stages V and VI re- Power on line: 

maining). Ist unit, 85,000 kilowatts, De. 
Construction of the outlet works consisting of 6 intake 30 cember 1961. 

towers, upstream and downstream tunnels, control 2d unit, 85,000 kilowatts, Apr 

shafts, and stilling basin. 1962. , 
Switchyard, accessory and miscellaneous equipment, and 

tailrace (completed work consists of sorbiedag trans- 

formers, circuit breakers, etc.). 
Power facilities and spillway._-- 
Recreation facilities, reservoir clear 

operating equipment. 


Entire project, 1963. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The reservoir will be operated as a unit in the comprehensive plan for flood 
control, navigation power development, conservation, and other purposes in the 
Missouri River Basin. The comprehensive plan will protect Sioux City and 
Council Bluffs, lowa; Omaha, Nebr.; and the Kansas Citys, Kans. and Mo.: as 
well as other urban and rural areas in the valley below the dams from severe 
floods such as those of 1844, 1881, 1903, 1909, 1915, 1935, 1942, 1943, 1944, 1945, 
1947, 1950, 1951, and the recordbreaking flood of 1952, and from smaller floods 
originating upstream and occurring practically every year. Flood damages 
along the main stem of the Missouri River between the dam site and the mouth, 
from 1942 through 1953, inclusive, amounted to approximately $550 million. 
The plan will provide flood protection to 1,875,000 acres of land subject to flooding 
between Fort Randall Dam and the mouth of the river. The Oahe Reservoir has 
one of the largest storage capacities of the proposed multiple-purpose reservoirs 
on the Missouri River. The capacity is sufficient to effect substantial reduction 
in flood discharges from the 59,600 square miles of drainage area between Oahe 
Dam and Garrison Dam. At the time the capacity of the Fort Randall spillway 
was established, construction of the Oahe project had been initiated and was 
scheduled for completion within a few years following completion of the Fort 
Randall project. Accordingly, the Fort Randall spillway capacity was established 
with consideration of the protection by the Oahe Reservoir against major floods 
of unprecedented magnitude. Oahe provides the necessary storage capacity for 
sediment which would otherwise be deposited in the Fort Randall Reservoir to 
cause depletion of the limited storage available in that reservoir and is essential 
to the full realization of multiple-purpose benefits from Fort Randall and Gavins 
Point. The project will produce a large amount of hydroelectric power to suppl) 
a growing market in the adjacent area and will also benefit navigation, irrigation, 
recreation, and low-flow regulation. The Federal Power Commission and the 
Bureau of Reclamation concur in the view that additional generating capacity 
will be needed in the area by the time power can be made available and that the 
ultimate installation will be needed within a comparatively short period after 
provision of the initial installation. Based on at-site unit values estimated by 
the Federal Power Commission, the power to be generated at Oahe will have an 
average annual value of $16,793,000. Additional important benefits will result 
from more dependable flood control, increase in system conservation storage for 
navigation and other beneficial downstream uses, increased power generation at 
Fort Randall and Garrison due to reduction of flood control requirements at those 
projects, and fish and wildlife and recreational developments. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $30 million will be applied to: 


Continue acquisition of lands in the reservoir area_ - * _ $3, 000, 000 
Continue relocations_____________- ss J A ss abe 5, 700, 000 
Continue earthwork on main dam_ - - aie eke! 4, 000, 000 
Continue flood-control tunnels - - — _ - : ; 3, 100, 000 
Continue control shafts____-_- Ree ee ; / 4, 000, 000 


Continue stilling basin 3, 100, 000 


Continue and initiate supply contracts required for the outlet works 830, 000 
Continue spillway excavation 2, 470, 000 
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Initiate power tunnels and intakes__- semis ' $800, 000 
Continue the access road to the left abutment______ 100, 000 


Engineering and design-- Seals ee ‘ =e t 200, 000 
Supervision and administration________ sree ee: 1, 700, 000 


Total eee ‘ So pee ra 30, 000, 000 


The funds requested for fiscal year 1957 will permit continuation of construction 
and supply contracts required for the outlet works, continuation of the earthwork 
stage [V and V contracts in the powerhouse and intake areas on the left bank, the 
aecess road required on the left bank for movement of materials and equipment 
to the powerhouse area, and excavation for the spillway; initiation of power 
tunnels and intakes; continuation of land acquisition, and relocations required 
in the reservoir area; and continuation of engineering and design, and supervision 
and administration of the project. The funds requested are the minimum re- 
quired for execution of a construction schedule which will permit diversion in 
1958, with resulting increased benefits in sediment retention, flood control, and 
initial power production in 1961. 

Von Fe deral costs.—None. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Senator ELLENDER. Now, we will go to operation and maintenance. 

What is your backlog in maintenance, General? 

General Porrer. Sir, we will have used our maintenance money up 
almost without exception, almost 100 percent, by the time the fiscal 
year expires. 

Senator ELLENDER. Do you have a considerable backlog? 

General Porrer. We have a considerable backlog. On the 
Missouri River from Omaha to the mouth, our backlog of maintenance 
is in the neighborhood of $10 million. 

Senator ELLenperR. Will the amount provided in this budget 
enable you to reduce your backlog of deferred maintenance? 

General Porrrer. No, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. How much have you allocated out of that 
$10 million we have been discussing for that purpose, General, if and 
when we give you the money? 

General Irscuner. We have allocated $600,000 out of that $10 
million for the Missouri Basin. 

Senator ELLENDER. What has been the result in the past of the lack 
of sufficient money in order to properly maintain these facilities, 
General? Has it in any wise affected the proper utilization of all 
these projects built for navigation? 

General Porrer. For navigation it has caused us to carefully make 
an analysis to see which ones must get the maintenance first and which 
we will defer longer. 

It brings up again the question that Senator Thye asked. Some- 
times we must take a chance on a dike or revetment lasting 1 more 
year before we get to it. 


EFFECT OF DEFERRALS OF MAINTENANCE 


Senator ELLENDER. Now, there is another question I would like to 
ask you: 

What effect have these deferrals, that is, the fact that Congress did 
hot appropriate sufficient money to properly maintain these projects, 
have on the cost of reducing your backlog? Will it not cost more in 
the future in order to bring them back to the point where they will 
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serve the purposes they were originally intended to serve, than jf 
we had kept up to date on this work? 

General Porter. Yes, sir; it is the same as though you give up 
painting your house for a few years. 

Senator ELLENDER. It costs more? 

General Potrer. Yes, sir; it costs more. 

Senator ELtenper. I think it is false economy. I think it is wrong 
for us to spend millions of dollars to erect facilities for navigation and 
other uses and then neglect the maintenance to the point where these 
facilities cannot provide the benefits we intended. 

Do you not agree to that? 

General Porrser. Or if we lose something that we have spent money 
on, sir, and good money, if we lose it merely because we have not 
spent 10 percent to maintain it. 

Senator ELLENDER. These losses to which you referred awhile 
ago are due to the fact that we did not appropriate enough money 
to accomplish enough of the job, but what I am talking about is the 
loss we sustain by insufficient maintenance after the project is 

completed. 

General Porrrr. That is right, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. In most cases, we have neglected that work. 
The neglect in the past has not only made it impossible for the facilities 
to be used to the best advantage, but when we go to repair and put 
them in order it costs much more than it would have cost had we 
properly maintained them in the first place; is that right? 

General Porrrr. That is right, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Senator Mundt and Senator Young, I stated 
on 2 or 3 occasions that in order to help take care of this backlog 
that we have been hearing about—amounting to about $65 million— 
that this year we intend to find $10 million somewhere so as to begin 
reducing it, and continue to do so over a period of 4 or 5 years; we 
should clean that up so that we can start from scratch again. 

That, of course, is a situation facing us all over the country. Main- 
tenance has been neglected to the point where these works are not 
serving the purposes for which they were erected. 

Are there any further questions? 


LIST OF HARBORS AND CHANNELS 


General Porrer. Mr. Chairman, I could give you a list of harbors 
and channels. 

Senator ELLENpER. Yes, sir. Do that so that we can justify the 
request for $10 million this year and spread the rest over 5 or 6 years 
so that we can catch up. Please put that information in the record. 

(The information referred to appears on page 1055.) 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLenpER. The justification for maintenance will be placed 
in the record. _ 
(The justification referred to follows:) 
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Missouri BAsIN—JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL, FISCAL YEAR 1957 


1, Navigation 

(a) Channels and harbors.—The work proposed to be accomplished under this 
activity consists of maintenance of dike and revetment works to maintain control 
of the channel and channel dredging; and periodic inspections and surveys to 
determine the condition of the projects for programing purposes and providing 
navigation interests with adequate information on existing conditions; all as 
authorized in the laws adopting the projects. 

The budget estimate of $5,950,000 for fiscal year 1957 is required to stabilize 
the banks of the Missouri River in order to afford protection to the agricultural 
levees and locally owned farm levees, permit the construction of levees under 
flood-control authorization, in the interest of navigation and the protection of 
other valuable properties against loss erosion. The project has been subjected 
to an economic analysis and it was determined that continuing maintenance is 
justified. Commerce on the river is increasing at a substantial rate. During 
calendar year 1954 the net total traffic, exclusive of Government materials was 
123,605,000 ton-miles, an increase of 107 percent over 1953. Commerce during 
1954 included the movement of about 100,000 tons to Omaha. The amount of 
funds appropriated in recent years for this activity has not been sufficient to 
provide for the adequate and timely maintenance of all justified work and has 
lel in a substantial backlog of dike and revetment work. This condition 
continues to exist particularly in the river above Omaha which has essentially 
reverted to its original wild state. 

Tentative allo- 


cation, fiscal 
Project year 1957 


Iowa: Missouri River, Kansas City, Mo., to Sioux City $3, 050, 000 
Missouri: Missouri River, mouth to Kansas City 2, 900, 000 


Total, channels and harbors 5, 950, 000 


Total navigation 5, 950, 000 


2. Flood control 


(a) Reservoirs.—The budget estimate of $363,000 provides for the operation 
and ordinary maintenance of 4 Corps of Engineers flood-control reservoirs includ- 
ing nondeferrable rehabilitation work, and for the scheduling of flood-control 
reservoir operations, at 15 operating reservoirs, and studies on flood-control 
storage allocations and benefits, at 32 scheduled reservoirs, Bureau of Reclama- 
tion projects in the Missouri Basin during fiscal year 1957. The Corps of Engi- 
neers is also responsible for the collection, transmission, and analysis of hydrologic 
and weather data. The amount requested in fiscal year 1957 is approximately 
$48,000 more than the amount available in fiscal year 1956 and is necessary for 
minimum operation and maintenance and flood-control scheduling of these 
yrojects. 
si Tentative 

allocations 
Project 
Colorado: Cherry Creek Reservoir 
Kansas: Kanopolis Reservoir. .......----- ie sora ae ied ove Siang alae 
Nebraska: Harlan County Reservoir 
South Dakota: Cold Brook Dam (Fall River Basin) 
Scheduling of flood-control reservoir operations 


Total flood-control reservoirs 363, 000 


(b) Other (including channel improvement projects, miscellaneous maintenance 
tems, and inspections).—The budget estimate of $52,000 provides for the minimum 
requirement of regular maintenance on completed structures in the Missouri 
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River, Kenslers Bend to Sioux City, lowa, project and for inspection of 
pleted projects or project units within the basin. 


Project 


Iowa: Missouri River, Kenslers Bend to Sioux City, Iowa_ 
Inspection of completed works 


Total, flood control. other___--- 59 
04, ON) 


Total, flood control 115. 000 
8. Multiple-purpose projects including power 


The budget estimate of $1,558,000 for the operation and maintenance of 4 
multiple-purpose projects in the Missouri Basin during fiscal year 1957 jg ¢}, 
minimum amount necessary for operational requirements. It contemplates 
deferment of other than indispensable ordinary maintenance and rehabilitatio, 
work. As additional construction features on 3 of the projects are being con. 
pleted and placed in maintenance status in fiscal vear 1956, the amount requested 
is an increase of approximately $297,000 over the total available in fiscal yea; 
1955. This increased amount includes approximately $247,000 for the increased 
operation and ordinary maintenance needed at 3 projects approaching completion: 
and, approximately $50,000 for urgent rehabilitation work at the older project 

The completion of power-generating facilities at these projects will add 100,000 
kilowatts of installed capacity during fiscal year 1957, bringing the total capacity 
of all Corps of Engineers multiple-purpose projects in the Missouri Basin to 
total of 745,000 kilowatts. 

Tentatire a 
cation, fise 

year 1957 
Montana: Fort Peck...........~.- sip A peee neces! -. $398, 000 
Nebraska: Gavins Point Reservoir__-_--- at : eed : 218. 000 
North Dakota: Garrison Reservoir _. 400, 000 
South Dakota: Fort Randall Reservoir--_- aoe : 542, 000 


Project 


Total multiple-purpose projects including power-_----_------- , 558, 000 


Grand total, Missouri Basin iat edn eat cr sans cine 


General Potrrer. Can you give me 1 minute? 

Senator ELLENDER. Yes. 

General Porrer. We have two projects that are completed so far 
as appropriations are concerned unless something exceptional develops 
in future years. 


FORT RANDALL AND GAVIN’S POINT 


I would like to show this committee the pictures of Fort Randall 
and Gavin’s Point that you have been appropriating for many, many 
years. 

It will not take 2 minutes to do it. This is Fort Randall. 

Senator ELLENDER. Are those actual photographs? 

General Porter. Yes, sir. Fort Randall has eight 48,000-kilowatt 
generators on the line. The reservoir storage capacity is 6,300,000 
acre-feet, 3 million acre-feet of which is filled and we are holding 
the rest open for any snow that might melt and come out. 

Senator Youne. How many acre-feet? 

General Potter. There are 3 million in it now. 

Senator Youne. What does it hold? 

General Porter. 6,300,000 acre-feet. 

Senator ELLENDER. How long will it take to fill it? 

General Porrer. We have up to 3 million acre-feet already. 

There is no problem to fill that other three. It depends on letting 
it out of the upstream reservoir. 
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We are going to maintain 3% million acre-feet through the flood 
season and then build it up next fall. 

[ thought you would be interested in seeing some of your handiwork. 

Senator ELLENDER. You mean your handiwork. We just fur- 
nished the money. 

General Porrer. Yes, but we had to convince you it was a good 
job. E 2 . a 3 

The other is Gavin’s Point. We have enough money to finish 
this. The closure that we told you about last year was made over 
here. 

Here is one of those boat basins that Senator Mundt mentioned 
that is now under contract and will be finished this summer. 

A little power house over here of 100,000 kilowatts, consisting of 
three 33,000-kilowatt units, the first to go on the line in October. 

Here is this spillway operating. 

That little project has only a capacity of a half million acre-feet, 
but we have 400,000 in it at the start of the season this year which 
we have drawn down so that we can work on these boat basins. 

Senator ELLENpDER. All of this water is being used over and over? 

General Porrer. Every bit of that water. By the time it gets to 
Gavin’s Point it will be worn out. 

One more chart that will particularly impress Senator Ellender. 
You a d me about saving the water, Senator. 

| showed you these charts last year. That gray is where the water 
would have flowed down the Missouri if we had not had the water in 
storage at Fort Peck and Garrison. 

‘he black 1s stored water saved and released when we needed it. 

But more important, sir, that black with the exception of 1954, at 
these two peaks, that black is the difference between success and failure 
at St. Louis. 

And you used that at Memphis, Vicksburg, Baten Rouge, and New 
Orleans. You can see how important it was in 1955. 

On this stretch here and that stretch there that was the difference 
between success and failure on the Mississippi River at St. Louis. 

Senator ELLENDER. | wonder if we could have these put in the 
record 

General IrscHnErR. Yes, sir; we will. 

Senator ELLENDER. With explanations. 

General IrscHNER. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. That is very important. 

General Porrer. That is water conservation. 

(The documents referred to follow:) 
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LOW FLOW REGULATION AT OMAHA 
1953 


MAIN STEM 


RESERVOIR WATER ACTUAL 
FLOW 


MAIN STEM RESERVOIR WATER 
1955 


MAIN STEM RESERVOIR WATER. 


1953 


MISSOURI RIVER 
» RESERVOIR WATER ACTUAL 


MISSOURI RIVER 1954 
RESERVOIRB WATER 


i955 
MISSOURI RIVER 
\ RESERVOIR WATER, 


AUG. 





lLOOO C.F.S. 
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SOURIS-RED BASIN 


Senator ELLENDER. All right. 

Senator Munpt. While you are standing up, will you outline the 
source of Souris-Red Basin? 

General Porrer. The Souris-Red is this area right in here. Here is 
the Souris. 

Senator Munpr. That is the river? 

General Porrer. Yes, sir. The diversion unit will bring water 
over into here into the Jamestown area and eventually over into the 
Red basin. 

Senator ELLENDER. Are there any further questions? 

If not, the committee will stand in recess, to meet in this room 
tomorrow at 10 a. m. 

(Thereupon, at 12:20 p. m., Thursday, April 26, 1956, the com- 
mittee was recessed, to reconvene at 10 a. m., Friday, April 27, 1956.) 
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FRIDAY, APRIL 27, 1956 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, D.C. 
The subcommittee met at 10:20 a. m., pursuant to recess, in room 
F-82, the Capitol, Hon. Allen J. Ellender, 
committee, presiding. 
Present: Senators Ellender, Young, and Dworshak. 


chaiman of the sub- 


CIVIL FUNCTIONS—DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
Rep River or THE NortH BASIN 


STATEMENTS OF MAJ. GEN. E. C. ITSCHNER, ASSISTANT CHIEF OF 
ENGINEERS FOR CIVIL WORKS; BRIG. GEN. LOUIS H. FOOTE, 
DIVISION ENGINEER, NORTH PACIFIC DIVISION; AND MAJ. F. R. 
GARRETT, ASSISTANT CHIEF OF CIVIL WORKS FOR POWER 


EXAMINATIONS AND SURVEYS 


Senator ELLENDER. The committee will come to order. 

General Foote, you are the division engineer for the North Pacifie 
Division? 

General Foorr. That is correct, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. We are glad to see you. 

General Itsechner, I understand you are going to testify on the 
Red River of the North. 

General IrscunerR. Yes, sir. 


Status of examination and survey funds 


Unobligated | Unexpended 
balance balance 


ine 30, 1955 a 0 
Mar. 31, 1956 $47, 400 
e 30, 1956 (estimated) | 0 


| | 


Senator ELLENpER. | know that we are providing the total esti- 
mated Federal cost for survey of the Red River Basin, Minn. and 
NX. Dak., which is $55,000; $38,000 has already been allocated. You 


are now asking for $17,000 to complete the work. On Lake of the 
Woods the total estimated cost is $63,000 and you are now asking 
for $20,800 which will also be sufficient, according to the material | 
have before me, to complete the survey on that project. 


1661 
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General Itscuner. Yes, sir; those amounts will complete those 
two surveys, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Now, the Red River Basin, General, the totg| 
amount to make the survey there, is $50,000, and you have already 
obtained $10,000; you want $25,000 more. ; 

With that, you expect to bring the studies almost to completion, 

General ItscHNER. Yes, sir; there would remain $15,000 to com. 
plete that study. 

Senator ELLENDER. Those studies are important? 

General IrscHnErR. Yes, sir; it is a desirable study. We don't 
know what the results will be. 

Senator ELLENDER. That will be sufficient to do the work cop- 
templated? 

General ItscHNmER. Yes, sir. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLeNpDER. The justification will be placed in the record, 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


Souris AND RED DRAINAGE AREA—JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 
GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS, FISCAL YEAR 1957 


1. Examinations and surveys 

(a) Navigation studies.—None. 

(b) Flood control studies —The amount of $62,800 is requested for prosecution 
of 3 studies in the Souris and Red Drainage Area during fiscal year 1957. This 
amount will permit completion of 2 reports and progress on the remaining one 
The tentative allocations by studies follow: 


Total Allocations | Tentative | Additional 
Study estimated prior to allocation nplete 
. 3 Federal fiscal year fiscal year 

| 1957 


57 1957 


Minnesota: 
Red River Basin, Minn. and N. Dak., | 
Crookston (interim) $55, 000 
Lake of the Woods 63, 000 
North Dakota: Red River Basin, Devils Lake 
(interim) 50, 000 


168, 000 | 
168, 000 








RED RIVER OF THE NORTH DRAINAGE BASIN 


Status of funds 


Unobligated Unexpended 
balance balance 


June 30, 1955 
Mar. 31, 1956. 
June 30, 1956 (estimated) 


Senator ELLeENpER. Now, we come to Red River of the North 
Drainage Basin. 

Senator Youna. Are you doing some construction work in the Red 
River Basin? 
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General IrscHNER. Yes, sir; that is an authorized project, a rather 
extensive one, which we call our Red River of the North project. 

It is given on page 4, sir, as a construction project. 

Senator YounG. You have not been working on the dikes at Grand 
Forks for about 2 years, is that right, General? 

General IrscHNER. We have been working on the Grand Forks and 
the East Grand Forks projects for about 2 years—a little bit more. 
The work was actually placed under contract there early in 1954. 

Senator Young. The work on the dikes at Grand Forks has been 
held up, though, hasn’t it? 

General IrscHNER. Yes, sir; the work on the dikes at Grand Forks 
has run into extreme difficulty due to slippage of the levee into the 
stream. 

Senator YounGc. Do you have enough money on hand to complete 
the dikes there? 

General IrscHNER. No, sir; we do not have enough money on hand 
to complete the dikes. The total cost of the dikes at Grand Forks 
and East Grand Forks-—— 

Senator Youna. I was referring only to Grand Forks. Have you 
started working on the dikes at East Grand Forks? 

General IrscHNER. Not yet. But we do carry this as one unit in the 
project. That is why I mentioned the latter. 

We do have funds on hand, if added to the amount that we have 
requested in fiscal year 1957, to accomplish the work that has been 
started at Grand Forks. 

Senator Younc. How much do you have in the budget for dikes? 

General Irscuner. The overall budget request is for $225,000, of 
which $52,100 is for Grand Forks. 


PROBLEM FACING GRAND FORKS 


Senator Youne. Mr. Chairman, about a month ago, when you were 
occupied in the Agriculture Committee, we had a special meeting at 
which the Mayor of Grand Forks, Oscar Lunseth, appeared. He 
outlined the problem facing the city. Because of the failure of a 
levee the city of Grand Forks is required to purchase additional land. 
The city has no legal authority or means to acquire this land. There- 
fore, they are asking for $100,000 for this purpose. 

Senator ELLENDER. You mean in addition to the $225,000? 

ae Youna. Yes, and if that is granted the work can be com- 
pleted. 

General Irscuner. I can give you an explanation on that problem, 
because it is a little complicated. 

Senator Younc. Mr. Chairman, I would like to have General 
Itschner review the problem we have at Grand Forks, if he will. 

General Irscuner. The Grand Forks project is a segment of the 
entire project for the Red River of the North. There are a good 
number of different parts to this overall project. 

The original plans for the Grand Forks project provided for con- 


ir haga of a levee in the vicinity and along the waterfront of Grand 
OrKs, 


Construction was started in the early spring of 1954 and about 50 
percent of the embankment had been placed by August of that year 
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when a slide occurred which took into the river about 400 feet of th, 
levee foundation. 

The nature of the soil there is such that foundations are very yp. 
stable. It is on a glacial moraine with very, very fine silt. 

Senator ELLENDER. Had the city provided for the right-of- ay? 

General Itscuner. That is correct, sir, according to the authoriz. 
ing document they were required to provide the real estate for thjs 
levee and they had done so. 

Senator ELLENDER. Now, who was at fault on this? 

General Itscuner. I think it would be hard to say that anybody 
was at fault, sir. The Government in trying to build the ¢ heapest 
possible project, and also having in mind that the city should be re. 
quired to provide only as much real estate as required, located the 
levee riverward of the place we now know it should have gone. 

Senator ELttenperR. I presume since this was sloughed in and the 
city had previously made available land to erect this levee the re quest 
is now being made for $100,000 to be furnished by the Government 
in order to obtain other lands? 

General Itscunsr. In order to obtain substitute real estate. 

Senator ELLENDER. I have never seen that happen before, but | 
guess it is all right. 

Senator Youna. There is no legal authority for the city to furnish 
the land. 

Senator ELLENDER. I understand. We did not do it before? 

General Itscunger. The city states that they do not now have 
authority to provide for more real estate, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. What about the land previously submitted? 

General Irscuner. They had a city ordinance which enabled them 
to procure that real estate. They realized, of course, they could put 
the problem up to the voters again, but they are afraid that the voters 
would not agree to the proc urement of additional real estate. 

Senator ELLENDER. In your experience have you ever had such a 
situation occur where the land was made available and work was 
started and then the land sloughed in? 

General Itscuner. I have never heard of anything like that. 

Senator ELLeNpDER. It seems to be an equitable request, would vou 
agree to that? 

General Irscuner. I think from the city standpoint, sir, 
equitable. 

Now, whether as a matter of national policy we should relinquish 
some of our requirements that were stated in the 1936 Flood Control 
Act, or not, is a matter for Congress to decide. 

Senator ELLENDER. But here is a situation where the city and the 
people complied with the law, furnished you the land, and said, 
“General, here it is; now you go on and take it from here out. 

You did that and something happened in the meantime and you 
could not get it completed. 

It strikes me it puts a different light on it. It really is the same 
project for which the people voted to tax themselves to donate this 
land, make it available to you, but the department was unable to 
deliver. 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir; it puts a burden on the taxpayers of 
that city which they did not anticipate at the time they made their 
agreement. 
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Senator YounG. Even more than that; it would require a change 
‘nthe state laws to make it possible for the city to levy for additional 
funds. 

General IrscHner. I did not understand that, but I am sure you 
have the information. 

The CLerkK. We have a letter in the record to that effect. 


ESTIMATED COST 


General IvscHNER. I can give you the figures on the added cost, 
{ you like, or I can insert it in the record, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator ELLENDER. I have here before me the estimated Federal 
cost Which is $12,300,000 exclusive of the cost of the additional land; 
the non-Federal is $2,660,000, a total cost of $14,960,000. 

Up to date we have appropriated $4,736,000, and you are now 
asking for $225 thousand. 

With the additional asked by Senator Young that would make it 
§325,000. I am right in that? 

General IrscHnNER. Yes. 

Senator ELLeNDER. Would you recommend it? 

General IrscHNrER. Yes, sir; under the circumstances, I would 
recommend it as an exception to policy. 

Senator ELLENDER. I thought you would, that is why I was specific 
in asking you. 

Senator Youna. I understand that the Corps of Engineers followed 
their regular engineering procedure in the building of these dikes. 
It is a situation that would occur only very infrequently. 


LANGUAGE FOR ACQUISITION OF REAL ESTATE 


Senator ELLENDER. General, will you have your legal staff prepare 
necessary language that will permit you to acquire this real estate? 
I imagine you will have to have such authority. 

General [rscHNeR. Yes, sir; we will have to have special authority. 

Senator ELLENDER. You prepare it and submit it to the committee 
and we will consider including that language. 

Let us be certain now that the amount you ask will be sufficient to 
provide the real estate necessary to complete the project. 

General IrscHNER. Yes, sir; it is adequate, I am sure. 

Senator ELLENDER. Fine. 


BENEFIT-COST RATIO 


Now, the benefit-to-cost ratio of that project is still 1.5 to 1? 

General IrscuNerR. Yes, sir; it, of course, would decrease very 
slightly with the increase in cost of $100,000 which has not been in- 
cluded in the overall cost of the project. 

Senator ELLENDER. Will the cost remain where it is now? 
_ General IrscHner. So far as we know now, it will remain where it 
isnow. The bids that we have received recently have been somewhat 
under the Government estimate, so I think the estimate is adequate. 

Senator ELLENDER. To go back to this slide, would you say it was 
an act of nature that was unforeseeable? What would you say was 
the cause of this slide? Who was at fault, if anybody? 
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General Irscuner. We feel that it was a natural condition tha 
could not have been foreseen. We recognized the poor nature of the 
foundation because of the silt that exists in that area, but we did fe¢| 
that it was well worth the risk of trying to construct the cheaper leye, 
rather than set that levee back or build an extremely expensive flood 
wall. 

Senator ELLENDER. How much money will the Government haye 
spent aside from the $100,000 here, in other words, moneys that you 
will have to spend in the future in order to replace work destroyed by 
the slide? 

General Irscuner. The amount of work that was accomplished oy 
the levee that slid in cost us $11,000. So it is a very small amount. 
relatively. That is completely lost. 

Now, if we had decided to set it back originally it probably would 
have cost about the same as it is going to cost now. So there is only 
$11,000 lost. ; 

Senator ELLENDER. General, the amount of land that you now con- 
template purchasing, if authority is given, will that be about the 
same amount that should have been furnished under the law by the 
city in order to accomplish the purposes here? 

General Irscuner. The city furnished land for the levee as it was 
originally located, which cost $15,000, approximately. The land 
which is to be furnished for the setback levee is estimated to cost at 
this time $65,000. 

Senator ELLENDER. Why so much more? 

General ItscHNErR. Because it is back farther from the river and it 
goes through some houses, it actually cuts right through some houses. 

Senator ELLENDER. Your recommendation is that the project be 
located there? 

General IrscuNnzr. Yes, sir; that is the only place we can put the 
levee. It is right in the city. We had contemplated and a plan was 
drawn up which would provide for a demountable aluminum flood wall 
along the curb line of the first street back of the bank as a substitute, 
but that was unsatisfactory because there were some houses riverward 
of the wall. 

Senator ELLENDER. Even with this additional cost and the loss 
sustained so far the benefit-to-cost ratio would still be about the 
same? 

General IrscuHNner. It would be slightly below 1.5 to 1. 

Senator ELLENDER. Not appreciably below it? 

General IrscunER. Not very much below it. 

Senator ELLENDER. Now, is it the view of the engineers that the 
new plan will do the trick? 

General IrscHneR. We are reasonably certain, sir, that the new 
plan will be satisfactory. The levee will be set back on solid ground. 

Senator ELLENDER. What about the residents of that area that 
will be between the bank of the river and where you propose to put 
the levee? 

General IrscHNER. With this plan, sir, there will be no habitations 
riverward of the levee. We do have to cut through 2 or 3 houses. 

Senator ELLENpDER. Those will be moved back? 

General ItscHNER. Those will be paid for and moved or salvaged. 

Senator ELLENDER. So there will not be any habitation, then, be- 
tween the levee and the river? 
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General IrscHNER. No, sir; not in this region, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Aside from that portion of the project we are 
now talking about, are there any other portions that would be ready 
for work, ready for construction at the moment? 


SAND HILL AND WAHPETON-BRECKENRIDGE CHANNELS 


General IrscunerR. Yes, sir; the estimate includes working on two 
other segments. 

The Sand Hill River channel-improvement project will be worked 
on, and also the Wahpeton-Breckenridge channel improvement. 

Senator ELLENDER. What is the status of planning on the units 
that have not been placed under construction? Have they suffi- 
ciently advanced so as to warrant construction money? 

General IrscHneER. No, sir; not at this time, other than for 
Wahpeton-Breckenridge for which funds are requested to initiate 
construction. 

But beyond that is the problem of obtaining local assurances in those 
other areas which we have done. 

Senator ELLENDER. What kind of cooperation are you obtaining 
from those people with regard to those units that have not been 
started where they are to furnish the land? 

General IrscHner. We have not yet been able to obtain from people 
in the other areas where work has not started the local cooperation 
required. So that is why we have not requested funds for the con- 
struction of them. 

Senator ELLENDER. Senator Young, do you have any further 
questions? 

TYPE OF WORK 


Senator Youne. What type of work do you have in mind for the 
Wahpeton-Breckenridge area? 

General IrscHNER. At Wahpeton-Breckenridge it would be a 
channel-improvement job. 

Senator Youna. I might say, Mr. Chairman, there is another 
rather bad flood on the Red River in the Grand Forks-Winnipeg area 
again this year. Floods there are getting to be almost a yearly 
occurrence. 

JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


Rep RIvER oF THE Nort, MINN. AND N. Dak. 
(Continuing) 
CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


Location.—Improvements for local protection on the lower Maple and Rush 
Rivers, tributaries of the Sheyenne River and the lower Sheyenne River, a tribu- 
tary of the Red River of the North in North Dakota; on the Otter Tail, Wild 
Rice, Marsh, and Sand Hill Rivers, tributaries of the Red River and the Mustinka 
River, tributary to the Bois de Sioux River in Minnesota; the Red River of the 
North at Wahpeton-Breckenridge, Fargo-Moorhead and Grand Forks-East 
Grand Forks in North Dakota and Minnesota; and a flood-control and water- 
seenerreiats reservoir (Orwell site) In the Otter Tail River near Fergus Falls, 
Minn. 

Authorization.—1948 and 1950 Flood Control Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.50 to 1.0. 
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Summarized financial data 


Accumulat 
percent 
mated F 


Amount 


Estimated Federal cost $12, 300, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 2, 660, 000 

Cash contribution 0 

Other costs 2, 660, 900 
Total estimated project cost , 960, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955 , 086, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956 650, 000 
Appropriations to date 4, 736, 000 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957 225, 000 


440, 


Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957____- 7, 339, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Orwell Dam: 
Dam: 
Type: Earth fill with concrete control works. 
Height: 47 feet. 
Length: 1,355 feet. 
Spillway: 
Type: Concrete, gated. 
Capacity: Maximum, 20,400 cubic feet per second. 
Reservoir capacity: icre-feet 
Flood control _ _- = . eas 13, 100 
Minimum storage___-_- ; 1, 000 


Total __ : ea ota : 14, 100 


Levees and flood walls 


Channel improvement (includes clearing, deepening and widening, and in most 
cases, straightening): Length, 226 miles. 


Fargo Moorhead | Grand Forks} ©*s 


Average height of levees ‘ f 15 | 
Total length of levees 1, 800 
Average height of walls None 
Total length of walls 

Pumping plants - ‘ 1 
Interceptors, storm sewers and outfalls 1, 126 


Status (Jan. 


Percent 


lie 


Complet yn 
hedt 


sc 


Orwell Reservoir and Dam (dam in operation October 1954 
Otter Tail River unit September 195° 
Wild Rice-Marsh River unit June 1956 
Sand Hill River unit -- ; | June 1957 
Mustinka River unit ¢ June 1956 
Sheyenne River unit (construction not initiated) 3 | June 1964 
Rush River unit-__-- : Pes oe June 1956 
Maple River unit (construction not initiated) - - ; ‘ June 196! 
Wahpeton-Breckenridge unit (construction not initiated) - ; June 1959. 
Fargo-Moorhead unit (construction not initiated) .........-..-.-----------| June 1961. 
une 1¥o:. 


a June 1964. 
Entire project --__---- A teera Do. 
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Justification.—The project is a basinwide flood control and water-utilization 
project in eastern North Dakota and northwestern Minnesota involving the Red 
River of the North and its tributaries. The troublesome water problems in the 
basin are prolonged flooding of large areas of rich agricultural land and several 
jarge industrial urban areas, and lack of sufficient water of suitable quality for 
water supplies in both urban and rural areas and for pollution abatement during 
neriods of low flow. Seven major floods have occurred since 1881, the most recent 
being the extensively damaging floods in the springs of 1950 and 1952. Construce- 
tion of the project will alleviate these critical conditions, and by storing flood 
fows will provide increased low flows for water supply and pollution abatement. 

Damage from the 1950 flooding in Grand Forks and East Grand Forks area 
amounted to over $1,200,000. These two cities form a major population area in 
yorthwestern Minnesota and northeastern North Dakota and serve as a major 
distributing center for a large consuming region. They are in the center of 
important agricultural areas, and a transportation hub, and have many food- 
processing and other industries. Damage from flooding at Fargo, N. Dak., and 
Moorhead, Minn., from the Red River has also been serious in recent years, the 
most recent being in the spring of 1952. Flood losses in the last decade have 
amounted to over $2,200,000 in the two communities. These cities are the center 
of a large trade area having several important food-processing and other indus- 
tries, including a nationally known beet sugar factory as well as a large wholesale 
and retail business. A large hospital is also affected by flooding almost annually. 
\gricultural and urban areas adjacent to proposed improvements at other loca- 
tions have also suffered considerable damage. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $225,000 will be applied to: 


Complete improvements at Grand Forks Se _ $52, 100 
Initiate construction of Wahpeton-Breckenridge unit 118, 100 
Engineering and design—Maple River unit ; BY 54, 800 


Total - is ; * 225, 000 
The $225,000 requested for fiscal year 1957 is required for orderly progress of 
construction, These funds will permit completion of the improvements at Grand 
Forks; initiation of construction on one additional unit, the Wahpeton-Brecken- 
ridge improvement; and accomplishment of basic design work on the Maple River 
init 
Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $2,660,000 broken down as 
follows: 


Lands__- , ; , $1, 773, 800 
Relocation of roads and bridges MR : 886, 200 


Total _ _ - be ks : meh ... 2,660, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the several units upon 
their completion except for Orwell Reservoir. The annual cost for maintenance 
and operation is estimated at $62,500, 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Senator ELLENDER. I| see that you are requesting $1,000 for naviga- 
tion condition surveys and $75,000 for operation of flood-control 
reservoirs. Will that take care of your current requirements in that 
area? 


General Imsconer. Yes, sir. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(he justification referred to follows:) 
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Souris AND Rep BasIN, JUSTIFICATION OF EsTIMATE 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL, FISCAL YEAR 1957 


1. Navigation 


(a) Channels and harbors.—The work to be accomplished under this actiyity 
consists of condition survey operations at navigation projects in Lake of th, 
Woods and Rainy Lakes areas to determine the condition of the projects for pro- 
graming purposes and providing navigation interests with adequate informatio, 
on existing channel conditions as authorized in the laws adopting river anq 
harbor projects. 


Tentative allocation 
Prete fiscal year 1957 


Condition surveys $1, 000 


Total navigation 
2. Flood control 


(a) Reservoirs.—The budget estimate of $75,000 provides for the operation and 
ordinary maintenance of five flood-control reservoirs in the Souris and Red Basin 
during fiscal year 1957. All rehabilitation work has been deferred. The amount 
requested in fiscal year 1957 is approximately $55,000 less than the amount 
available in fiscal year 1956, and is necessary for minimum operation and main- 
tenance of the projects. 


; Project Tentative allocation 
Minnesota: fiscal year 1957 


Orwell Reservoir $15, 000 
Red Lake outlet structure 8, 000 
North Dakota: 


25, 000 
10, 000 
17, 000 


75, 000 
75, 000 
76, 000 


Co.tumBIA River Basin 
POTENTIAL FLOOD CONDITIONS 


Senator ELLENDER. General Foote, can you prognosticate what 
will happen because of the heavy snow cover you have in your divi- 
sion? 

General Foorr. Mr. Chairman, I would be very loath to make 
any firm predictions. Flood flows on the Columbia River of course, 
historically, are the result of snowmelt. 

Starting 15 years ago a system of snowfield surveys was inaugurated 
to determine in advance the water supply available to the Columbia 
Basin. 

This year the snow pack is far above the average of the period of 
record, roughly 15 years. 


RUNOFF POTENTIAL 


In some instances the snow pack is as much as 200 percent of the 
normal. The overall average for the basin indicates that we have a 
runoff potential for this water-year of approximately 138 percent of 
normal. 

Now, what that may develop in the way of flood crest is unpre- 
dictable because the rate of runoff will depend on the weather. 

The normal flood period is late May or early June. 

Senator ELtenpEeR. Do you not have facilities to hold back that 
water? 
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General Foorr. No, sir; we don’t have the storage facilities. The 
best indications at present are that flood flows in the lower river will 
he on the order of magnitude of 700,000 to 850,000 second-feet. 

Senator ELLENDER. What is your normal flow? 

General Foote. Our normal flood flows, if there is any such thing 
as normal, would be under 700,000 around 550,000 to 650,000. 

Senator DworsHak. You said 138 percent potential now. What 
was it in 1948, that flood year? 

General Foorr. Senator Dworshak, I cannot give an exact figure 
in 1948, but it was less than 138 percent. 

General IrscHNER. We might add that it also has been greater 
than that amount on April 1 every year since that time with the 
exception of one, so 1t is really very difficult to say so far in advance 
what the chances of a flood are. 

General Foorr. I might add that the weather and flows during 
the last 2 weeks, Mr. Chairman, have been very favorable. We have 
had rather unusually warm weather for Apri, so that streamflows 
are well above normal for this time of year. 

For the optimists, and I am one of those, there is evidence to sus- 
tain a feeling that maybe we will get by without a severe flood. 


ST. JOE FLOOD 


Senator Dworsnak. You had a flood recently on the St. Joe? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. That is unusual in that section; is it not? 

General Foorr. It occurs possibly once in 10 years up in that area, 
Senator. 

With all the snow we have had in the basin we are certain to have 
serious flooding at various spots throughout the basin, but it is not 
yet certain that we will have serious flooding in our main damage 
center on the lower portion of the river. 

Senator ELLENDER. I am certainly glad to hear that. It is my 
hope that before my tenure in the Senate ends—and I hope that will 
be quite a few years yet—you will be able to complete all those great 
projects in that section. 

[I am satisfied if and when they are completed that we will be able 
to hold back most of the water that now goes to waste. 

General Footr. That is the solution to this problem. 


AREAS OF GREATEST RUNOFF 


Senator DworsHak. Where do you expect the greatest runoff in 
the upper Columbia Basin, Clearwater, Salmon, Snake? 

General Footr. We expect the greatest runoff, Senator Dworshak, 
from the eastern slope of the Cascade Mountains. 
_The next greatest area, that is above normal, will be from the 
Canadian snowfields. 

Senator DworsHak. On the main Columbia? 
_ General Foors. Yes, sir. The runoff from the Clearwater and 
Salmon watersheds will also be above normal, but not as much so as 
some of those other tributaries. 


75008—56—pt. 2——21 
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MIDDLE SNAKE AND CLEARWATER SURVEY 


Senator DworsHak. General Foote, I recall that a year ago thi 
committee provided $50,000 for the specific purpose of continuing 
survey work in the middle Snake and particularly on the Clearwater 
River and that the corps has recommended that both Bruces E ddy 
and Pennycliff Dams on the Clearwater be constructed. 

Can you give us some information as to the current status of those 
recommendations? There has been no authorization because while 
your 308 report did include authorization of practically every poten- 
tial project in the upper Columbia River Basin, as well as in the 
lower, those projects on the Clearwater were overlooked in that 
report because there had been no extensive survey work until about 
3 years ago; is that correct? 

General Foorre. That is correct, and both Bruces Eddy and 
Pennycliff projects were submitted in a special report on the middle 
Snake River. 

Senator DworsHak. About 2 years ago? 

General Foorr. A report was submitted approximately 2 years 
ago, sir, and the report is now before the Public Works Committee 
for consideration and authorization. 

Senator DworsHak. You did recommend a Federal authorization 
at first, and I do not know what the current status is, whether it is a 
proposed partnership plan, or what, but the corps, notwithstanding the 
details, the corps does feel that it will be extremely difficult to control 
floodwaters on the Clearwater until we have a sizable flood-control 
structure; is that correct? 

General Foorr. That is correct, sir. 

The Clearwater River is the major producer of flood flows in the 
Snake River Basin. 

Senator DworsHak. And there are no dams on it at the present 
time? 

General Footr. There are no control structures on the river at the 
present time, and we feel that it is most desirable, if not imperative, 
that in order to obtain control of flood flows in the Columbia River 
and lower Snake River, we have flood-control structures on the Clear- 
water River. 

Senator DworsnHak. Is the corps planning to testify at the hearings 
on the omnibus bill before the Public Works Committee? 

General Footer. I am sure they will. 

General Itscuner. Yes, sir. 

Senator Dworsuak. On the essential need of control on th 
Clearwater? 

General IrscHNner. Yes, sir; we have a tentative date of May 8 for 
testifying on the Clearw ater projects. 

Senator DworsHak. There is no money requested for continu: ution 
of engineering work because there is no authorization. Is that correct’ 

General Foorr. That is correct. 

Senator DworsHak. We tried to get the money last year, but it was 
deleted by the conference committee, although we had the support of 
the chairman of the committee and in the past year the corps has done 
absolutely nothing so far as engineering work is concerned on the 
Clearwater dams. 

General Foorr. Absolutely nothing, sir, but we hope for prompt 
and favorable action. 
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Senator ELLENDER. Has the survey advanced to the point where 
vou are recommending that work be done and that it could be 
authorized? 

General IrscHNER. Yes, sir; the survey report has been with the 
Public Works Committee for a year and a half. 

Senator ELLENDER. What is the difficulty there? 

General IrscHNER. They have an omnibus bill, an authorizing bill, 
only every 2 years, and this is the first opportunity they have had to 
incorporate it within an omnibus bill. 

Senator ELLENDER. Suppose we find out, Senator, what the 
prospects are of getting the omnibus bill through. Although we 
may complete hearings on this bill early next month, it would be my 
purpose to hold the report on it until we get the foreign aid bill out, 
we want to find out what Congress may do in that respect. In the 
meantime we might be able to get authorization of the project in 
which you are so vitally interested. 

Senator DworsHak. I appreciate that suggestion very much, 
\fr. Chairman, and I hope we can make some progress on that before 
the Public Works Subcommittee. 


COLUMBIA RIVER NAVIGATION 


Senator ELLENDER. General, before we begin on the examinations 
and surveys, can you give us a little thumbnail sketch of the naviga- 
tion situation that is developing on the Columbia River above Bonne- 
ville Dam? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman. 

You will appreciate, of course, that the development of the Colum- 
bia River for navigation is still underway, it is still in the process, so 
that as an artery of commerce the Columbia River is a young one 
and in the very early stages of development. 

But it is encouraging to note that there is a consistent steady 
growth of tonnage on the Columbia River above Bonneville and the 
last records which I have indicate annual commerce approaching a 
million tons a year. 

[t is now in the order of magnitude of 750,000 to 800,000. 

Senator ELLENDER. What was the goal set? 


ANNUAL TONNAGE 


General Foorr. We anticipate that we will finally have tonnages 
there of approximately 5 million tons annually. 

Senator ELLENDER. What is the attitude of the local people in 
regard to the development of navigation in that area? 

General Foorr. They, Mr. Chairman, are somewhat frustrated 
because the development does not proceed more rapidly. They are 
very anxious and very keen for the development to proceed. 

Senator ELLENDER. So they are all willing to work in unison so as to 
provide navigation on all those rivers that are capable of development. 

General Foorr. To the maximum extent practicable; yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. I am glad to hear that. I am sure that such 
a development will certainly aid the economy of those sections. 
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EXAMINATIONS AND SURVEYS 


Status of examination and survey funds 


Unobligated Unexpended 
balance balance 





June 30, 1955 ahi irabaiia aenammae wet cennbieen tnethatie ance —$807 | 


— $53. 
Siamese sae a aoa 38, 240 co 


38, 306 


June 30, 1956 (estimated) ReGen kee een 5, 000 | 5, 00 


Senator ELLENDER. Now, we go to examination and surveys. 

First, navigation studies, in fact, there are none. Why is that, 
General, since it is important? Why do you not have some navigation 
studies in this area? 

General Foorre. The navigation studies for initial development 
have been completed, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator ELLENDER. That is from the mouth of the Columbia on 
up how far? 

General Foorr. That is up to the Pasco area, the Pasco-Kennewick- 
Richland area and on up the Snake River to Lewiston, Idaho. 

Our studies are well ahead of our construction at the present time 

Senator ELLENDER. That is fine. 


KOOTENAT RIVER, IDAHO 


Senator ELLENDER. Now, the flood control studies, first in Idaho, 
Kootenai River. The total estimated cost is $50,000. 

You have spent 10 and you are now asking for $20,000 more. 

General Footrr. Yes, sir; that will insure orderly progress. 


UPPER SNAKE RIVER 


Senator ELLENDER. Now, the Upper Snake River. That has been 
studied for quite some time. The total estimated cost of this is 
$1,025,000. You have already spent $98,700. You are asking for 
$30,000. 

Is that sufficient, or could you spend more? 

General Foorr. We could spend more on that. 

Senator ELLENDER. How much more could you spend? 

General Footr. We could spend an additional $50,000, sir, on that 
study, a total of $80,000. 

Senator ELLENpDeER. A total of $80,000? 

General Foore. Yes, sir. 


DOWNWARD REVISION OF COST ESTIMATE 


Senator DworsHax. At that point may I ask whether the total 
estimated Federal cost of slightly more than $1 million has not been 
revised downward? 

General Foorr. Senator, we are in the process of revising that 
downward. 

At the present time the figures have not been submitted and 
approved. We expect that it will go down to a figure of approximately 
$400,000. 
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Senator DworsHak. You had $50,000 for that work this past year? 
This past fiscal year? . . 

General Footr. I believe it was $50,000 sir. I would like to check 
that 

Senator DworsHak. You have not submitted the report on that 
vet so that we have any indication of what may be essential for flood 
sontrol work in that upper Snake? 

General Foorr. No, sir; that study is still in the very early stages. 

Senator DworsHak. How soon do you expect to submit that, 
(jeneral? 


SHORTAGE OF COMPETENT ENGINEERING PERSONNEL 


General Foorr. That, again, depends entirely on the continued 
rate of financing of the study and also on another factor that we are 
becoming keenly aware of these days, the acute shortage of competent 
engineering personnel for this type of work. That is the reason. 

Senator DworsHak. You do appreciate the need of pursuing those 
studies and you did have $50,000? 

General Foorr. We did have. 

General IrscHNeER. I can verify that $50,000 is the correct figure. 

Senator Dworsyuak. You would like to have $80,000 more this 
fiscal year? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Could this money be spent with the force you 
have, or would you have to find new talent? 

General Foorr. We can use this money, sir, with the force that we 
have. We are constantly in the field for new talent. If we are suc- 
cessful we can proceed more rapidly. 


LUCKIAMUTE RIVER AND RICKREALL CREEK, OREG. 


Senator ELLENDER. The next is in Oregon, Luckiamute River and 
Rickreall Creek. 

The amount estimated cost is $5,600, and you are asking for that 
sum. 


General Foorr. Yes, sir; that will complete that study. 


COLUMBIA RIVER REVIEW 


Senator ELLENDER. Now, in Oregon for the Columbia River 
review, Washington, Oregon, and Idaho, the amount of money 
required is $430,000. 

You are asking for $250,000. 

What does that constitute? Is that a reevaluation of that area? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir; it is a complete review of the compre- 
hensive plan for development on the Columbia River. 

Senator ELLENDER. Is that with a view of maybe getting more 
dams in there? 

General Foorr. It is with a view, sir, of reconstituting the main 
control plan. I mentioned earlier, Mr. Chairman, that we do not 
have anything even approaching adequate storage for flood control 
on the Columbia River. 
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REVISION OF 1%8 REPORT, HOUSE DOCUMENT 531 


Even worse, it now appears that some of the elements of the play 
proposed in the 1948 report, House Document 531, now may not bp 
feasible of attainment, so that the plan requires revision and bringins 
up to date. 

Senator ELLenper. As I recall, there was some evidence produced 
before our committee some time ago that with respect to a good man, 
of the facilities that have been erected (such as Bonneville, The Dalles. 
and others that are yet to come on the Columbia) the power gener ate d 
by those dams is to be firmed by building dams in the upper reaches 
of those rivers so as to retain the water and provide a more constant 
flow, thus having upstream water serve the purpose of steam plants 

Of course, we ‘do not want to build any steam plants there, but a 
the same time, if we can conserve and preserve that water and not 
let it go down the river and let it serve two purposes, firm the electricity 
you are now developing there and at the same time give flood pro- 
tection, I think it is something in which the whole Nation will be 
vitally interested, particularly people of that locality. 

General Foorer. That is included in the plan. 

Senator ELLENpDER. I hope you can devise some scheme that is not 
too costly in order to put barriers there so that water will be retained 
and used before it goes down to the ocean. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The justification for examinations and surveys will be placed in the 
record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


CoLumMBIA BAsIN—JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 
GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS, FISCAL YEAR 1957 


1. Examinations and surveys 


(a) Navigation studies.—None. 

(b) Flood-control studies.—The amount of $55,600 is requested for completion of 
1 study and continuation of work on 2 studies in the Columbia Basin. 

The tentative allocations by studies follow: 


| 
Total | Allocations | Tentative Addi 1 
Study estimated prior to allocation to complete 
. : Federal fiscal year fiscal year fter f 
cost 1957 1957 ye 





| 
Idaho: | 
ITI i en cnennnawemmes $50, 000 $10, 000 | $20, 000 
Upper Snake River---_-- . 1, 025, 000 98, 700 | 30, 000 
Oregon: Luckiamute River and Rickreall | 
I le re 4 ole as 5, 600 | 5, 600 


1, 080, 600 108, 700 | 55, 600 
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(c) Special studies—The amount of $250,000 is requested for work on the 
Columbia River review study during fiscal year 1957. 


Study 


Total 
estimated 
Federal 


Allocations 
prior to 
fiscal year 
1957 


Tentative 

allocation 

fiscal year 
1957 


Additional 

to complete 
after fiscal 
year 1957 


\ il imbia River review, Oregon, Wash- | 
a ; 1 $430, 000 | 0 


stun, and Idaho. $250, 000 | $180, 000 


Total total .- 1, 510, 600 $108, 700 305, 600 1, 096, 300 


Exclusive of $220,000 for Columbia River (Rock Island Dam to Chief Joseph Dam) for which funds were 
yriated in fiscal year 1956 under flood-control studies. 


ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DESIGN 


RIVER BETWEEN CHINOOK 
OREG. 


COLUMBIA AND HEAD OF SAND ISLAND, 


AND WASH. 


Senator ELLENDER. The next is advance engineering and design. 
In Oregon you have the Columbia River between Chinook and the 
Head of Sand Island, Oreg. and Wash. 

The total estimated cost is $240,000 and you are asking for $13,000. 
Is that all you can spend in that area? 

General Foorr. That is the amount required to complete the 
planning, sir, so that we will be in a position to request construction 
funds the following fiscal year. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


| 


Additional 
required 
after fiscal 
year 1957 to 
complete pre- 
construction 

planning 


Additional 
| to complete 
| after fiscal 

year 1957 


Tentative 

allocation, 

fiscal year 
1957 


Allotments | 
prior to fiscal | 
year 1957 


| Total esti- 
| mated Fed- 
eral cost 


Project 


Navigation Projects: 
Oregon: Columbia 
between Chinook 
Head of Sand 
Oreg. and Wash 


River | | 
and 

Island, | 
setae $240, 000 


$13, 000 $227, 000 0 


Because of its proximity to the mouth of the Columbia River, Chinook Harbor 
is strategically located as a base for commercial fishing boats. The benefits to 
be received are the elimination of delays to fishing vessels using the existing 
harbor; increased catches due to increased time on the fishing grounds, and 
elimination of damage to boats in the harbor. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.36 to 1. 


FLOOD CONTROL PROJECT, PENDLETON, OREG. 


Senator ELLENDER. The next is a flood-control project at Pendle- 
ton, Oreg. The total estimated cost is $675,000. You have already 
spent $20,000 and the original budget was $45,000 and the revised 
budget is $25,000. 

General Foorsr. Yes, sir. 





1678 PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 


Senator ELLENDER. That will be $20,000 less. Why was tha; 
done? 

General Foorr. The project in Pendleton, sir, involves the main 
portion of the city of Pendleton, the State hospital area downstream 
from the main portion of the city and a suburban type of residentia] 
development known as the Riverside area upstream of the main part 
of the city. 

LOCAL CONTRIBUTION PROBLEM 


The benefits that would accrue from the construction of this project 
in the Riverside area contain a rather substantial enhancement feature 
with the result that the local contribution presently estimated at 
$16,000 would be required from the residents of that area. 

They feel that they are unable to meet that local contribution. 

Senator ELLENpDER. Of only $16,000? 

General Foorr. Yes. 

Senator ELLENpDER. I was in Pendleton last fall. It appeared 
to be a prosperous community. 

General Footer. It is a prosperous community as such, but this 
local area of Riverside does not feel that it can participate. 

So we will drop that part of the project in order to go ahead to 
provide protection for the main portion of the city in the downstream 
area. That is the reason we need less funds for design and construc- 
tion planning of the abbreviated project. 


PROTECTION PLAN 


Senator ELLENpDER. What is your plan of protection in the area? 

General Foorr. Levee protection. 

Senator ELLENpDER. The fact that this community you are speaking 
of cannot put up the money, will not affect the work in the other area? 

General Foorr. No, sir: it will not affect the rest of the project at 
all. It is a separate segment of the project. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


= 
| 


Additional 
f : ] nae required 
mn . | ants 7e i 1 . . 
Total esti- | Allotments | sn —— after fiscal 
Project mated Fed- | prior to fiscal | Sscal veer | after ooo year 1957 to 
eral cost year 1957 ae i eee “ee | complete pre- 
| 1957 year 1957 ; 
° construction 
| planning 


| 
Flood-control projects: 
Oregon: Pendleton $675, 000 $20, 000 $45, 000 | $610, 000 


The city of Pendleton, population 12,000, is situated in the flood plain of 
Umatilla River and is dependent upon existing levees of limited capability for 
flood protection. The city and adjoining areas contain residences, major trans- 
continental railroad and highway routes and important food processing and 
industrial establishments which are subject to flood damage. Existing channel 
capacity is 15,000 cubic feet per second compared to estimated standard project 
flood of 28,000 cubic feet per second. Flood damage resulting from a major 
levee failure could amount to $5 million and loss of life is a possibility. The 
flood of 1949 with a peak discharge of 15,000 cubic feet per second severely 
taxed the existing structure. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.6 to 1. 
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GREEN PETER RESERVOIR 


Senator ELLENDER. The next is the Green Peter Reservoir. That 
is one for which we put in some money last year despite the fact 
there was no budget estimate. 

The total estimate cost of this project is $58,400,000. The amount 
appropriated to date is $215,000 and you are now asking for $100,000. 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Will that amount be sufficient so as to warrant 
a start in construction next year? 

General Foorr. No, sir. There is substantial additional precon- 
struction planning required on this project. 


BENEFIT-COST RATIO 


Senator ELLENDER. I notice that the benefit-cost ratio is 1.39 to 1. 
Will that remain constant in your view, or is it likely to deteriorate? 

General Foorr. While it may vary slightly, it will remain sub- 
stantially at this figure. 

Senator ELLENDER. Up or down? 

General Foote. It may vary up or down. As the benefits are re- 
computed from time to time, the basic figures that go into the bene- 
fits may vary slightly, but I am sure there will not be a material 
change. 

Senator ELLENDER. How much more money could you spend on 
this project so as to accelerate this construction? 

General Foorr. We could advance the construction planning by 1 
year, sir, if we could have an additional $400,000, a total of $500,000 
for this project for fiscal year 1957. 

Senator ELLENDER. That will be an additional $400,000? 

General Foorsr. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Could you spend that much money with your 
own force? 

AMOUNT OF FIELD WORK 


General Footer. Yes, sir;wecan. That was the type of work which 
requires a substantial amount of field work and field work is very 
expensive, 

Senator ELLENDER. That would make it possible, then, to start 
construction the next fiscal year? 

General Foorr. We would still have to complete preconstruction 
planning. However, that could possibly be accomplished during 
the first part of the fiscal year with construction being initiated late 
in the fiscal year. 

Senator ELLENpDER. Could you go on this year with $100,000? 
Could you do so and then let us give you enough next year to complete 
the planning? Would that be possible? 

General Foorr. We could make a start on that basis in 1959; 
yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Even if we provide the $400,000, you could 
not start until 1958? 

General Foorr. No, sir. 

Senator DworsHak. General, when was that particular project 
authorized? 
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General Foorr. The revision of the project, including power 
that is, to add power to the previously authorized project, was mad 
in the Flood Control Act of 1954. 

The original authorization, Senator Dworshak, for a basic floo4 
control project was in the Flood Control Act of 1950. 

Senator Dworsuak. Is there currently some controversy oye 
whether it should be a straight Federal project, or a partne rship plan’ 
General Foorr. I believe I am correct in saying, Senator, a 
there is no controversy. Approximately a year ago, or something 
over a year ago, a proposal was made for partnership construction. 
of this project, but within the last year I heard nothing more of it. 

The legislation I believe was introduced authorizing construction 
of the partnership project and I think I am correct_in stating that that 
legislation is still in the committee. 

Senator DworsHak. You are proceeding, then, on the basis of a 
straight Federal project as originally authorized? 

General Foorr. That is the basis we are proceeding on, sir, though 
there is substantially no difference between the planning and con- 
struction of the project as a Federal project or as a partnership projet et 

Senator DworsHak. The engineering would be the same under an 
procedure except that when initial funds are requested to start con- 
struction, then there would probably be some determination? 

General Foorn. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. What is the current necessity for this project’ 

General Foorr. Largely flood control. That is the overriding 
consideration. 

MULTIPLE-~PURPOSE PROJECT 


Of course, it is a multiple-purpose project. It provides other 
benefits of which power is a large part of it. 

Senator ELLENDER. What percentage of the cost would be charge- 
able to flood control? Do you know? 

General Foore. Flood control would cost, percentagewise, 39 per- 
cent of the total cost. 

Senator ELLENDER. What are the other costs? 

General Foorr. Power, 56.8 perc ent. 

Senator ELLENDER. Irrigation? 

General Foore. Irrigation, three and a half percent. 

Senator ELLENDER. ‘Anything else? 

General Foorr. Navigation, 0.7 percent. 

Senator DworsHak. What would be the total storage there? 

General Foorr. The total storage in this project is 360,000 acre-feet 

Senator DworsHak. That is not much flood control. 

General Foorr. No, sir; but it is flood control on the South Santiam 
River, where we need it very badly, and where we have none at all at 
the present time. 

Senator Dworsnak. I am thinking in terms of flood control on the 
Columbia. 


FIRMING DOWNSTREAM POWER 


Senator ELLtenpeEr. Is that project so located that it would assist 
in firming power of any dams below it? 

General Footer. Yes, sir; there is a small downstream power! 
advantage. 
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Senator ELLENDER. Who operates that project?; could you point 
‘t out on the map? 

General Foorr. That is the Green Peter project. 

Now the downstream powerplant is down at Willamette Falls. 

Senator ELLENDER. Is that a Federal project? 

General Foorr. No, sir; it is privately owned. 

Senator ELLENDER. Do you charge anything to that by way of 
benefits? 

General Footr. We take advantage of the benefit of the added 
ceneration downstream, sir, in computing the project economically. 

Senator ELLENDER. If the Federal Government had it? 

General Foorr. No, sir; in computing the economics we take 
advantage of it whether it is Federal or private. It is a gain. It 
does not stand as a Federal gain without the application of the terms 
of the Federal Power Act which permits the Federal Power Com- 
mission to assess a charge against the downstream beneficiary as a 
result of the upstream regulations. 

Senator Ettenper. All right. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


Additional 
| Totalesti- | Allotments | Tentative | Additional an bead 
; | ccaakaoe a a aoe allocation, | to complete a ee 
Project | mated Fed- | prior to fis¢ al | fiscal vear | after fiscal year 1957 to 
| eralcost | year 1957 - 1987 ~ two Sa | complete pre- 


| } construction 
| | planning 
| | 


7 

| | 

iltiple-purpose projects— | | 

neluding power: | | | 
n: Green Peter Reser- 


$58, 400, 000 | $215, 000 $100,000 | $58,085,000 | $635, 000 
| 


The Green Peter project is a multiple-purpose reservoir in the interest of hydro- 
electric power, as well as flood-control and other purposes in the comprehensive 
plan for the Willamette River Basin. Flood damages to and frequent interrup- 
tions of operations at several sawmills, plywood plants and a large cannery in 
Oregon, will be reduced. The proposed power installation including White 
Bridge reregulating reservoir will provide 96,000 kilowatts of urgently needed 
power generating capacity in the Santiam Valley, where the lumber industry is of 
national importance. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.389 to 1, including White 
Bridge reregulating dam. 


JOHN DAY LOCK AND DAM, OREGON AND WASHINGTON 


Senator ELLENDER. Now, the next is the John Day lock and dam. 

The estimated cost of this project is $310 million. 

General Foors. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. You have already spent $550,000 toward engi- 
neering and you are now asking for $500,000 more? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELtenper. Will that sum, if made available, be sufficient 
to advance the planning to a point where you might start construction 
this next fiscal year? 

General Foors. No, sir. 
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Senator ELLENDER. How much more could you spend in order ty 
attain that end? 

General Foorr. We could use an additional $950,000. 

Senator ELLENDER. Additional? 

General Foors. Yes, sir; total of $1,450,000. 

Senator ELLENDER. Could you spend all of that with your ow 
force? 

General Foorr. No, sir; I am quite certain it would be necessary 
on such items as powerhouse design, to hire private architect-engineer 
firms to assist in the design of some segments of the project on which 
the engineering can be contracted for quite readily. 

Senator ELLENDER. How much would that advance the completion 
of the project, 1 year or more? 

General Foorr. One year. 

Senator ELLENDER. I notice you ask for the whole amount. That 
will complete the preconstruction planning but a good deal of the 
planning will still have to be done from construction funds? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir; once the project gets under way. 

Senator ELLENDER. Why do you say you need the additional 
$950,000? 

General Foorr. This is an extremely large project, sir, and it in- 
volves a great deal of relocation work, railroads, main highways. 

There is a tremendous number of engineering items that must be 
done before we can start construction. 

Senator ELLENDER. Well, on the basis of the work you have done so 
far on this project, are you ready to say whether or not the estimated 
cost is firm or will it be more? 


General Foorr. We feel that it is reasonably firm. 

Frankly, I feel that the estimate is adequate. 

I would anticipate, in view of our experience, both above this site 
and below this site, that we will construct this project for something 
less than the present estimate. 

Senator ELLENDER. You would say it is on the high side? 

General Footer. Yes, sir. 


COST-BENEFIT RATIO 


Senator ELLENDER. I notice that the cost-benefit ratio there is 1.69 
to 1. Would you say that will remain constant, or deteriorate? 

General Foorr. I would say it will remain constant. 

Senator Dworsnak. Is that a straight Federal authorization? 

General Footr. That is the basis upon which we are proceeding 
with our planning, although here as well as the Green Peter project 
it would make little or no difference in the engineering or construction 
whether it is built as a Federal project or partnership project. 

Senator DworsHak. You are proceeding without any delays on 
the basis that the Federal Government will construct it and again 
if there should be any subsequent partnership arrangement it would 
probably become effective at the time initial funds were requested 
for starting construction. 

General Foors. It could come either at that time or in the case of 
this project, Senator, it could come later in the stage of construction 
of the project. 

Senator DworsHak. It was authorized when? 
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General Foorsr. It was authorized’in 1950. 

Senator DworsHak. You are proceeding as a straight Federal 
project? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


Additional 
fries bate .} | required 
Total esti- | Allotments | —s Fecomnenen ed | after fiscal 
Project mated Fed- | prior to fiscal] foCcivear | after fre 7 | year 1957 to 
eralcost | year 1957 | 1957 = 4 ae 5067 complete pre- 
| | , = “s construction 
| | | planning 


John Day lock and dam, Oregon 
and Washington...--.-..----.-] $310, 000, 000 $550, 000 $500, 000 | $308, 950, 000 $950, 000 


Continued development of Columbia River in the interest of navigation, 
power generation, and flood control is essential to the growth and development 
of the Pacific Northwest, and is especially important in view of the need for 
additional power installations to meet the growing demands of industry and 
defense projects. Because of proximity to major load centers, the transmission 
problem will be relatively simple and transmission losses will be at a minimum. 
Initial generation can be accomplished more rapidly at John Day Dam than at 
any other undeveloped site in the region,offering,a,comparable,amount of power. 
The benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.69 to 1. 


CONSTRUCTION 
COLUMBIA RIVER AT THE MOUTH, OREGON AND WASHINGTON 


Status of funds 


Unobligated | Unexpended 
| balance balance 


| 


June 30, 1955..... 0 | 0 

Mar. 31, 1956. . ; $637, 269 $651, 147 

June 30, 1956 (estimated) - - - oe ee : : 7) 1Q 
| | 


‘In addition to status of project funds shown, it is estimated that $150,000 will be obligated and expended 
from funds loaned to this project. 


Senator ELLENpER. The next project is Columbia River at the 
mouth. That is a navigation project for which this committee gave 
you some money last year, although it was unbudgeted. 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Can you tell us what you did with what we 
made available to you? 

General Foorr. We completed our design work on this project, sir, 
and have started construction. 

Senator ELLENDER. Now, the budget estimate for this year is 
$1,300,000. 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Is that about what vou could economically use? 

General Foors. I feel it is, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. You could not use any more? 





1684 PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 


General Foorr. This project falls into very definite categories of 
dredging work on the one hand and of jetty construction on the other. 
The jetty construction properly should be deferred until we haye 
a chance to observe maintenance experience on the dredged channel 
The funds we have requested will take care of the dredging. 


INCREASE IN COST ESTIMATE 


Senator ELLENDER. What is the reason for the increase over your 
last estimate, about $300,000? 

General Foorr. In further studying this project and considering 
the possibility of eventual construction of this jetty we concluded 
that it will be very advisable to make provision for the cost of g 
model study. 

If our maintenance experience is unsatisfactory, we must proceed 
very carefully with that jetty construction insofar as its location jis 
concerned, or we may waste a terrific amount of money. 

Senator ELLtenpER. How far out will this jetty extend? 

General Itscuner. Fifty-five hundred feet, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. That will be built of rock? 

General IrscuneR. Dumped rock. 

Senator ELLenpER. Have you let any contract yet for dredging? 

General Foorr. No contract, sir; this is a dredging job that requires 
hopper dredges. 

We presently have the Corps of Engineers largest hopper dredg 
which has been brought from New York Harbor to the mouth of th 
Columbia River, and it is dredging there now. 

Senator ELLENDER. It is owned by the Government? 

General Foorer. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Have you actually started there? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. You are proceeding all right? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Exnenper. Fine. I wish you a lot of luck. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 
Co._umBiA RIVER AT THE MOuTH, OREGON AND WASHINGTON (48-FooT CHANNEL 
(Continuing) 
CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGATION) 
Location.—Located at the mouth of the Columbia River, 13 miles westerly of 
Astoria, Oreg. 


Authorized.—1954 River and Harbor Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio: 1.13 to 1. 





PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 


Summarized financial data 


| 

| Accumulated 
Percent of 

| estimated Fed- 

| eral cost 


Amount 





Fstimated Federal cost----- 5 pe _..| $8,940,000 |_- 
Fstimated non-Federal cost - --- .-------- ext , oe 0 
~ Cash contributions - E ; : 0 
Other costs - . . . kenambaue 0 
Total estimated proj . — 8, 940, 000 
ypropriations to June 30, 1955 Pte ’ 0 
ropriations for fiscal year 1956 - - - : 750, 000 
ropriations to date : ; 750, 000 
priations requested for fiscal year 1957 See ; 1, 300, 000 
o complete after fiscal year 1957 - - - - : ; ae 6, 890, 000 


P 


A} 
Ay 
4] 
At 


PHYSICAL DATA 
48-foot channel: 
Outer bar channel: About 6,000 feet long, not less than one-half mile wide. 
Clatsop Spit Channel: About 11,000 feet long, not less than one-half mile 
wide. 
Status (January 1, 1956): 
{8-foot channel: Not started. 
Jetty: Not started. 
Completion schedule: 
{8-foot channel: October 1957. 
Jetty: Indefinite. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The mouth of Columbia River is the gateway for all foreign and domestic com- 
merce entering or departing from Columbia River. An adequate channel at the 
mouth of the Columbia River is essential to the economy and industry of the 
entire northwest region of the United States. Deepening the channel to 48 feet 
is necessary to meet the requirements of modern shipping. The first phase of 
the improvements would involve deepening the entrance channel by dredging. 
After a few years of experience in maintaining the deepened channel by dredg- 
ing, the need for the jetty will be determined. Benefits are based primarily on 
reduction of lay-time caused by weather conditions. Increased channel depths 
would tend to reduce the amplitude} of| pitch of vessels in rough water, and 
at the same time increase the range of conditions through which vessels can 
navigate the entrance channel with safety. Other benefits include avoiding im- 
position of restrictions on ship operations by marine underwriters, safety and 
‘onvenience of existing and future navigation, and other considerations that affect 
the use of a port by maritime interests. Within the last 5 years, commerce over 
the entrance channel has totaled between 9 and 10 million tons per year. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $1,300,000 will be applied to con- 


pS ia 
t 


tinue dredging of 48-foot channel by use of Government-owned dredges. 


COMPLETED MODIFICATIONS—COLUMBIA RIVER AT THE MOUTH, OREGON AND 
WASHINGTON 


Work completed consists of a channel across the bar, 40 feet deep at mean 
lower low water not less than one-half mile wide, obtained by dredging and by 
converging rubble-mound jetties, the south jetty being about 7 miles long and 
the north jetty about 24 miles long, terminating 2 miles north of the south jetty. 
lhe total Federal cost of this completed work is $11,360,000. 


REMAINING AUTHORIZED MODIFICATIONS—COLUMBIA RIVER AT THE MOUTH 
None. 


Non-Federal costs.—The 1954 modification does not require local cooperation. 
In connection with previous modifications, the port of Portland contributed 
5475,000 and the port of Astoria $25,000, the greater part of which was applied 
to the purchase of stone for the north jetty. 

Local interests have expended large sums for port facilities, the amount of 
which is not known, except that the Port of Portland Commission has expended 





1686 PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 


about $8,500,000 on development and maintenance of the river channel leading 
to Portland Harbor. 


In addition, a permanent anchorage basin with shore installations for the 
reserve merchant fleet of the United States Maritime Commission and a United 
States Navy small craft base have been constructed on the river. 


AMAZON CREEK, OREG. 


Senator ELLtenperR. The next is Amazon Creek in Oregon. The 
estimated cost of this project is $953,000 for the Federal Govern. 
ment, and local and cash contributions aggregate $340,000 for a total 
of $1,293,000. . 

You have had appropriated to date $620,000, and you are now isk. 
ing for $100,000? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 


BENEFIT-COST RATIO 


Senator ELLenpeR. Will you tell us a little bit about this project? 
I notice the benefit-cost ratio is 1.88 to 1. 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLenpER. Will that remain constant? 

General Foorr. Reasonably so. It was reduced from last year 
It was 1.96 last year. 

The benefit was scaled down somewhat. We have had a small 
increase in cost resulting in a decrease in our benefit-cost ratio. 

This is a local project for the city of Eugene, and outlying land 
north and west of Eugene. 

The lower portion of the project has been completed. That 
involved a diversion channel and channel improvement into the 
western edge of the city. 

Senator ELLENDER. How about the uncompleted part? 

General Foorr. The uncompleted part of the work requires a 
concrete-lined channel for a substantial reach through the more 
heavily developed portion of the town and then some further improved, 
but unlined, channel for a short distance upstream from there. 

Senator ELLENDER. How about the local cooperation? Good? 

General Foors. It is excellent. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLeNpeER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


AMAZON CREEK, OREG. 
(Resumption) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


Location.—On Amazon Creek, a tributary of the Long Tom River, beginning at 
a point south of the city of Eugene, Oreg., and extending through the city along 
the natural course of Amazon Creek downstream to a diversion structure. From 
that point, a diversion canal extends to Fern Ridge Reservoir on Long Tom River 
upstream from the original confluence of Amazon Creek and Long Tom River. 

Authorization.—1946, 1950, and 1954 Flood Control Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.88 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 


| 
| Accumulated 
percent of esti- 
mated Federal 
cost 


Amount 


Estimated Federal cost $953, 000 

Fstimated non-Federal cost : Be lecccsacnedesauds 
Cash contribution | WTO io kcknentncnawes 
i  pnckc dei ndaewadecdentsenaasensachsoneawcece pices ; 283, 000 | 

Total estimated project cost. .........-..---- cake pomene tenes 1, 293, 000 | 

Appropriations to June 30, 1955......----.--------- A Rais ee ne eee 598, 000 |_- 

Appropriation for fiscal year 1956... .....-..---.------------- : 22.000 |.... 

Appropriations ee nn mane = ee | 620, 000 | 

\ppropriations requested for fiscal year 1957 nee eee 100, 000 

Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 233, 000 





PHYSICAL DATA 


Diversion canal, Fern Ridge Reservoir to diversion structure: 
Length: 3.8 miles. 
Bottom width: 60 feet. 
Depth: 9.6 feet. 
Side slopes: 1 on 2. 
Improved channel, diversion structure to concrete-lined section: 
Length: 5.7 miles. 
Bottom width: 45 to 30 feet. 
Depth: 9.5 to 8.8 feet. 
Side slopes: 1 on 2, 
Concrete-lined channel: 
Length: 5,800 feet. 
Width: 22 feet. 
Depth: 7 to 6.2 feet. 
Side slopes: Vertical. 
Channel improvement upstream from concrete-lined section. 
Length: 5,655 feet. 
Width: 22 to 20 feet. 
Depth: 4.7 to 7.2 feet. 
Side slopes: 1 on 2. 

Status (January 1, 1956): Channel downstream from concrete-lined section is 
completed except for reach through Lane County fairground which will be 
improved by sponsoring agency contingent with the construction of the remain- 
ing part of the project. No Federal work has been accomplished on the 
ee section or the channel rectification upstream from the lined 
channel, 

Completion schedule: Entire project: December 1957. 


JUSTIFICATION 


_The project has the primary purpose of reducing flood damages in the city of 
Eugene and in agricultural, housing, and industrial areas lying northwest of the 
city. The flood plain, prior to improvement of the channel extended from about 
one-half mile south of Eugene to the mouth of Amazon Creek, a distance of 21 miles, 
and varied in width from about 500 feet to 144 miles. Floodinginundatesupto 8,500 
acres, part of which is developed residential, commercial, and industrial area. 
Because of the flat gradient and obstructions in the stream, low areas were subject 
to frequent flooding between the months of October and April. The work com- 
pleted represents a substantial investment by both Federal and non-Federal 
interests in the overall project and is essential to the realization of flood-control 
benefits in the major damage areas. The uncompleted work at the upstream end 
of the project passes through a highly developed residential area in Eugene. 
lhe area also includes local commercial properties, schools, streets, and a part of 
the county fairground. Minor floods affect about 50 city blocks by seepage and 
backwater. The flood of 1948 flooded about 30 blocks, affected about 200 blocks 
by seepage and backwater and in addition inundated a veterans’ housing project 
and 150 acres adjacent thereto. Annual flood-control benefits for the project are 
estimated to be $98,500. The city of Eugene and the Amazon Creek Water 
Control District have expended approximately $272,000 for furnishing rights-of- 


75008—56—pt. 222 
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way, other requirements of local cooperation for the completed work, and 
reconstructing bridges over both the completed and incompleted imrrovements 


Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $100,000 will be applied to: 


Initiate construction of channel upstream of station 5134-95 
Engineering and design 
Supervision and administration 


Total 100. 000 


Funds programed for fiscal year 1957 will permit initiation of construction on 
the remaining channel work through and upstream from the city of Eugene i, 
highly developed residential and industrial area in the city of Eugene. 

Non-Federal costs.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated as follows: 

a and damages ; 97. 000 

ash contribution, 11.5 percent of construction in the city of Eugene _- 57, 000 


“Sener cing Bee ___ 186. 000 


Total 340, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. The annual cost of maintenance and operation is estimated at $6,780 

In addition to the items of local cooperation specified in the authorizing legis- 
lation, local interests must further improve a reach of the existing improved 
channel through the Lane County fair ground to bring that portion up to project 
standards. The channel was not excavated to full width at the insistence of th 
sponsoring local agency, which desired to avoid rights-of-way and utility reloca- 
tion difficulty in the area until upstream improvement through the city of Eugene 
made complete rectification of the channel necessary. 


JOHNSON CREEK, OREG. 


Senator ELteNpgER. The next is Johnson Creek in Oregon. 

This is a local flood-control project with an estimated “Federal cost 
of $522,000, with local costs aggregating $275,000. 

The benefit-cost ratio is 2.88 to 1. That is very high. 

Last year we appropriated $35,000 for preconstruction planning 
and this year the budget request is $150,000 to start construction? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Etuenper. Is that sufficient? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir; the sponsor of this project is a new 
organization. While I have no misgivings at the present time as to 
local cooperation, I feel that we should be rather orderly and make a 
slow start. 

Senator ELLeENpDER. What is the type of improvement? 

General Foorr. It is channel improvement, sir, with some channel 
cutoff work. 

Senator ELLENDER. What do you mean it is a new organization’ 
A new town? 

General Foorr. No, sir. The town is old, but this involves a 
portion of the town of Milwaukee and a portion of the city of Portland. 
It also involves the town of Gresham so that they have had to create 
a special organization. 

Senator ELLENDER. A separate organization to furnish the local 
cooperation? 

General Foorr. It is a water-control district. 

The city of Portland and towns of Gresham and Milwaukee are 
separate municipalities, so that this special organization is sponsoring 
this project which is representative of all the area affected. 

It has been formed and they are functioning quite effectively. 
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Senator ELLENDER. Are the municipalities you mentioned benefit- 
ing by this? 

- . x y ° 

General Foote. Yes, sir. In part. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


JOHNSON CREEK, OREG. 
(New start) 
CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL——LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


Location.—On Johnson Creek, a tributary of the Willamette River, which 
flows through parts of the cities of Gresham, Portland, and Milwaukie, Oreg. 
The project is divided into 2 units; 1 in the city of Gresham between miles 14.27 
and 15.26 and the other on the lower 10.3 miles of Johnson Creek. This lower 
reach joins the Willamette River at the northwesterly city limits of Milwaukie, 
Oreg., and extends northerly and easterly generally along the southeast boundary 
of Portland, Oreg. 

Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio. —2.88 to l. 


Summarized financial data 


| Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 


Amount 


ated Federal cost pias $522, 000 

ated non-Federal cost. ....-.------------ : 275, 000 
Cash contributions... ennacust 0 
Other costs 275, 000 

estimated project cost_---- 3; , 000 |_ 
propriations to June 30 1955 0 
propriations for fiscal year 1956_ - - : ; : 35, 000 | 

ippropriations to date__- : ee 35, 000 

priations requested for fiscal year 1957_ ‘ : 000 

e to complete after fiscal year 1957 ; 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Below mile 10.3: 
Channel clearing: 
Length, 8 miles. 
Channel rectification: 
Length: 0.78 mile. 
Depth: 7 feet. 
Bottom width: 50 feet. 
Side slopes: 1 on 2. 
Auxiliary channel: 
Length: 1.19 miles. 
Depth: 9 feet. 
Bottom width: 11 feet. 
Side slopes: 1 on 2. 
Gresham area: 
Channel rectification: 
Length: 0.99 mile. 
Depth: 6.5 feet. 
Bottom width: 18 feet. 
Side slopes: 1 on 2. 
Status (January 1, 1956): 
General design memorandum studies underway. 
Construction: Not started. 
Completion schedule: 
Project below mile 10.3: November 1957. 
Project in Gresham: December 1962. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


Below mile 10.3, for which funds are requested, flood damages will be prevented 
in the urban area of Portland, Oreg., and adjoining suburban developments, 
The average period of overbank flow lasts from 24 to 72 hours, following periods of 
heavy precipitation. Separate periods of overbank flow may occur within 
periods of a few days and may recur several times a winter. The period of con- 
centration is very short and little advance warning of inundation is possible. 
Flooding closes one major highway and numerous local streets, damages extensive 
residential districts, and closes industrial and commercial establishments. Tota] 
area inundated covers about 1,250 acres. Actual damages in the affected areg 
have been determined for recent floods as follows: January 1954, $92,000; January 
1953, $37,000; November 1950, $39,000; and February 1949, $116,000. Many 
other smaller’ floods occurred ‘during this period. A recurrence of the flood 
experienced in 1916 would do an estimated $195,000 damage. Preliminary estj- 
mate of 1955 flood damages total $106,000. 

The average annual benefits for the reach below mile 10.3 are estimated at 
$86,200. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 3.20 to 1. Construction of the project at a 
early date is needed to prevent recurring flood losses. Local interests have formed 
an organization under Oregon law specifically for the purpose of providing the 
required local cooperation. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $150,000 will be applied to the 
reach below mile 10.3; 


Initiate channel clearing and rectification $139, 500 
Supervision and administration 10, 500 


Total 150, 000 


The programed funds for fiscal year 1957 will permit initiation of construction 
on part of the project, thereby reducing flood damages. 

Non-Federal costs.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is as follows: 


Below mile Gresham 


‘ia 
10.3 | area Total 
De 


Lands and rights-of-way - ----- ? atid mca wea acted $78, 200 $56, 300 $134, 500 





Mensa ttetocetesntaseecancacsuncenceseaaeoe aie es am 85, 000 


| 
| 
| 
| 
Alteration of bridges and utilities - 111, 800 28, 700 = _ 1, 500 


275, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. The annual cost of maintenance and operation for reach below mile 10.3 
is estimated at $4,600, and for the reach through Gresham $800. 


WILLAMETTE RIVER BASIN, OREG.—-BANK PROTECTION 


Status * funds 


7 
1U nobligated | Unexpended 
balance balance 


June 30, 1955____- . I a a rd 9, 93 $20, 565 
Mar. 31, 1956. - -- ee 
June 30, 1956 (estimate) 





Senator ELtenperR. Now, the Willamette River Basin, Oreg., bank 
protection. 

This is also a local flood-control project consisting of bank protec- 
tion. 

The Federal estimated cost is $11,300,000, with $260,000 non- 
Federal. 
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We have appropriated to date $6,002,000, and the amount requested 
is $300,000. 

How long has work been going on in this project? 

General Footer. Since 1938, about 20 years. 

Senator ELLENDER. It strikes me it has been delayed too long. 
Has anybody suffered by this delay? 

General Foote. Yes, sir. They suffer annually from this delay. 

Senator ELLENDER. I guess you are ready to say that if Congress 
had given you the money we might have had it completed and much 
damage saved? 

General Foorsr. I feel that if we had had more adequate funds we 
would have made much better progress, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator ELLENDER. If we had just taken less than 1 percent of the 
amount of money that we have been spending abroad for the past 
8 or 10 years, we could have completed many of these projects. 

General Foorr. It is interesting to note that the amount budgeted 
for the fiscal year 1957 is the same amount as the amount of the 
increase in the estimate since last year. 

Senator ELLENDER. That is what I was going to ask you. 

General Foorr. It would indicate financially that our $300,000 
would not advance our completion. 

Senator ELLENDER. How much more money could you spend on 
this project? 

General Foorr. We feel that we could use an additional $500,000 
in fiscal year 1957 to very good advantage. 

Senator ELLENDER. At the rate you are going, if your costs keep on 
increasing as they did this year, you will never complete it. If it is 
that important, we ought to complete it. 

General Foorr. It is an important project. Certainly it will even- 
tually be completed and it should be completed as promptly as possible. 

Senator ELLENDER. We will see if we cannot give you a few more 
pennies and take it off the Aswan Dam. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The justification will be inserted in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


WILLAMETTE River Basin, OrEG.—BANK PROTECTION 
(Continuing) 
CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


Location.—Along the banks of the Willamette River from New Era to a point 
above Eugene at the confluence of the middle fork of the Willamette and the coast 
fork, a distance of 152 miles, and along 287 river-miles of the lower reaches of 9 of 
the major tributaries. These tributaries are the coast fork of the Willamette 
River, Row River, middle fork of Willamette River, McKenzie River, Calapooya 
River, Santiam River, Molalla River, Pudding River, and the Clackamas River. 

Authorization.—1936, 1938, and 1950 flood control acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio—The benefit-to-cost ratio of those locations proposed for 
fiscal year 1957 is estimated at 1.42 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 


Estimated Federal cost__-__- 
Estimated non-Federal cost 

Cash contribution_-- 

Other costs ___- ” 
Total estimated project cost 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956 
Appropriations to date ; : 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957_ 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 


1957 


Amount 


$11, 300, 000 


260, 000 
0 
260, 000 


11, 560,000 | 


5, 702, 000 


300, 000 | 


6, 002, 000 
300, 000 


4,998, 000 | 


Accumulated 


perce 
estimated 
Federal cost 


PHYSICAL DATA 

Bank stabilization—The plan of improvement provides for clearing, sloping 
and revetting river banks, construction of pile and timber bulkheads and drift 
barriers, and minor channel improvements. Individual locations vary in length 
from 300 to 6,000 feet and in height from 5 to 40 feet. Materials used in stabiliz- 
ing the slope include local gravels, gravels bound with asphalt or cement sand, 
and quarry stone. 

Status (January 1, 1956).—Bank stabilization—281,608 linear feet complete 
to date at 119 locations. During remainder of fiscal year 1956 work will 
initiated at one additional location. At the end of fiscal year 1956 the proj 
will be 53 percent complete. Completion is scheduled for fiscal year 1964. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Continuation of the bank-protection program at critical location is essential i: 
the prevention of erosion of river banks and flooding of highly developed u 
and agricultural areas. The river banks along the main stream and lower rea 
of its tributaries are composed of deep alluvial soils disposed to erode with stream 
flows approaching bankfull. Construction of bank-protection works on the main 
stream provides channel stabilization, thereby securing a measure of flood control 
through increased carrying capacity of the channel. 

This project is an integral part of the comprehensive plan for flood control and 
other purposes in the Williamette River Basin. Control by reservoirs or levees 
will not be adequate to protect these banks as erosion takes place below bankfull 
stage. Prolonged periods of near bankfull flow, which will be a normal condition 
during reservoir releases following floods, will result in additional bank erosior 
Such erosion is a continuing process; the material erodes from one bank forming 
a bar downstream and causing stream flow against the bank at that point, re- 
sulting in additional erosion. This erosion destroys productive farmlands, roa 
bridges, and other improvements. If erosion is allowed to continue avulsions 
through low overflow channels will destroy valuable property and cut off extensiv: 
areas from their normal access to roads and markets and require construction of 
new roads and bridges. The agricultural development of the Willamette River 
Basin has been most phenomenal in recent years. The tremendous increase in 
population of the Willamette Valley has resulted in subdivision of many tracts 
and the smaller units are more intensively cultivated. Curtailment of the bank- 
protection program would result in a substantial loss to regional and national 
economy because of the irreplaceable destruction of the valley’s most fertile land. 
Continued unchecked erosion at such locations not only increases the cost ol 
corrective work but adversely affects downstream locations and channel capacities. 

Fiscal year 19§57.—The requested amount of $300,000 will be applied to com- 
plete the location on which construction is initiated during fiscal year 1956, and 
initiate work at locations tentatively selected, as follows: 


Willamette River and Middle Fork Willamette, complete W. W. Smith 
location, Hoover location_ 

McKenzie River-Conley Place upstream location 

Santiam River-Dewall location and Gunderson location_-_ 

Engineering and design seer es 

unerviIOn BG SMINIsTAION... .... ... ee cccc new eseden-- i 


300, 000 
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The early construction of needed bank stabilization would reduce the number 
of locations of very active bank erosion and eliminate the formation of down- 
stream bars that deflect the stream toward the banks and cause critical erosion 
at new locations. By stabilizing the banks, depositions in downstream channels 
are reduced and ché annel capacities are less impaired. 

Non-Federal costs.—Local interests are required by the Flood Control Act of 
\lavy 17, 1950 to provide all local cooperation spe cified by section 3 of the act of 
June 22, 1936, as amended. All future construction will be accomplished under 
authorization of the Flood Control Act of May 17, 1950 which requires, in part, 
that local interests provide assurances that they will maintain the completed 
vorks. Construction subsequent to fiscal year 1953 has been accomplished under 
this authorization. The initial investment required of local interests is estimated 
to be $260,000 all of which represents the cost of lands. Local interests are re- 

ed to maintain the works constructed under the 1950 Flood Control Act and 
nual cost is estimated to be $75,000 after completion. 


COUGAR RESERVOIR, WILLAMETTE RIVER BASIN, OREG. 


Status of funds 


Unobligated , Unexpended 
balance balance 


), 1955 
31, 1956 ‘ 
30, 1956 (estimated) - -- 


0 
$316, 543 
100, 000 


Senator ELLENDER. The next is the Cougar Reservoir, Willamette 
River Basin, Oreg. This is a multiple-purpose project, including 
power and flood control, 

Last year we provided $500,000 to make a start on construction 
in the face of no budget estimate. How did you use that $500,000? 

General Foorr. We have carried on our preconstruction planning, 
sir. We have a call out for bids now for construction of the diversion 
tunnel. We will call for bids very shortly on some clearing operations 
at the site. 

With $500,000 to start construction, I am sure the chairman will 
appreciate that we had to delay our start until rather late in the 
fiscal year so that we could pay our bills from the contractors. 

Senator ELLENDER. I agree. We should have given you more last 
year, 

Senator DworsHak. Is that a straight Federal project or any part- 
nership involved in that? 

General Foorr. There is no partnership involved in this project at 
this time. It is proceeding as a straight Federal project. 

Here again there is little difference, if any difference, between the 
engineering and construction of a Federal or a partnership project. 

Senator DworsHak. I did not know whether it was in the same 
category as Green Peter. 

General Foorr. Yes, sir; it is. I believe you will recall that the 
city of Eugene requested partnership participation in this project and 
legislation to that effect was introduced and as far as I know it is 
still in the committee. 

Senator DworsHaAk. You are proceeding not only with the designing 


and engineering work, but aciually starting construction of this 
project? 


General Footer. Yes, sir. 





1694 PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 


Senator Dworsuak. Is that about all you could use this year 
$1,500,000? sis 

General Footr. No, sir; we feel we could use an additional $950.09 
on this project to good advantage. 

Senator ELLENDER. Economically? 

General Foote. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Now have you had a change in your estimated 
cost? Are you on the high side or what is the situation in that regard? 

General Foorr. There have been, of course, in our engineering 
studies, many changes, but we came out with the same total that we 
had last year. 

COST OF FISH FACILITIES 


Senator ELLENDER. I notice here that the cost of the fish facilities 
have increased about $375,000. What is that due to? 

General Foorr. It is due to reconsideration of the fishery problem 
in connection with this project with the Federal Fish and Wildlife 
Service, and with the Oregon State fisheries people. 

We have a very excellent working understanding and arrangement 
out there with the fisheries’ interests. They feel, 1n connection with 
these projects which are coming along a little bit more rapidly than 
was indicated a couple years ago, that is, Hills Creek, Cougar, and 
Green Peter, that we should consider earlier than had previously 
been contemplated a provision of some alternate hatchery installation 
to compensate for the damage to the fisheries. 

Senator ELLeENpDER. Were those people not consulted when you 
made your estimate previously? 

General Foorsr. Yes, sir; we are in constant consultation with them. 
However, they have their problems of keeping abreast of what the 
impacts are of these various projects. 

Senator ELLENDER. You mean on fish and wildlife? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir; and the McKenzie River is a wonderfully 
nationally known fishing stream. 

Senator ELLtenpeER. Is that commercial or sport fishing? 

General Foorer. Sport fishing. Although, of course, a tremendous 
amount of salmon, spawning in the McKenzie, is of commercial value. 
We feel these projects must be built without any serious adverse 
impact on that nationally known sports fishing stream. 

Senator DworsHak. Do you think you have solved it there so 
there will not be any deleterious effect on the fisheries of that high 
dam? It is very high, is it not? 

General Foorr. Very high, and the hatcheries are presently con- 
sidered the best as the compensating factor. 

Senator Dworsnak. Will that obstruct the migration of the fish 
upstream at that point? 

General Foore. Yes, sir. . 

Senator DworsHak. There will be no fish ladders to take care 0! 
that? 

General Foorr. Not a fish ladder, but means of conveying adult 
salmon up over that dam is under consideration at the present time. 

Senator ELLENDER. How will that be done? 

General Foorr. Mechanical elevator. 

Senator Dworsuak. Is that dam 435 feet high? 

General Foote. Yes, sir. 
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HEIGHT OF BRUCES EDDY DAM 


Senator DworsHak. What is the proposed height of the Bruces 
Eddy Dam? Can you tell me that? 

| mention that, Mr. Chairman, because there has been a great deal 
of agitation and opposition to the proposed Bruces Eddy Dam on the 
basis that it would seriously interfere with the migration of salmon 
and steelheads upstream. 

General Foore. It is 570 feet high. 


BENEFIT-COST RATIO 


Senator DworsHak. Can you give us the benefit-cost ratio of 
Bruces Eddy? I did not ask you before? 

General IrscHNeR. That benefit-cost ratio is 1.74 to 1. 

Senator DworsHak. That must be the highest benefit-cost ratio of 
any project in the entire basin, is that correct? 

General IrscHNner. It is a very high ratio. I am not prepared to 
say it is the highest. 

Senator ELLENDER. Cougar is 1.6 to 1. I notice here that the esti- 
mated cost of vour engineering and design has gone up about $700,000 
from last year. What is the reason for that? 

General Footr. The only explanation of that, sir, is that we sim- 
ply did not have enough money in our earlier estimates. 

Senator DworsHAk. Has that affected your estimates? 

General Footr. There is no change in total cost, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. In other words, you put in enough at the 
beginning to take care of all these contingencies; is that right? 

General Foote. We try to get an estimate that will cover our cost 
of construction, sir, to start in with, and then, of course, there are 
hound to be many adjustments of the various elements that go into 
the overall construction cost as we go along. 

Senator ELLENDER. Have any bids been let yet? 

General Foorr. There has been no award. The diversion tunnel 
is out for bids at the present time. 

Senator ELLENDER. It is not let yet? 

General Footr. Not yet. 


PERCENTAGE OF COST CHARGEABLE TO FLOOD CONTROL 


Senator ELLENDER. Percentagewise, how much of this project is 
chargeable to flood control and to power development, and so on? 

General Footer. Flood control, 63.6 percent; power, 30.7 percent; 
navigation, 1 percent; irrigation, 4.7 percent. 

Senator DworsHak. Does that mean that more than 60 percent 
of this cost will be nonreimbursable? 

General Foorr. That is right. 

Senator ELLENDER. Now, would it not be possible to develop more 
electricity at this project? 

General Foorr. No, sir. We have studied the power installations 
very carefully here, sir, and we believe that the presently planned 
(wo 12,500-kilowatt units are the proper size installations. 

Senator ELLENDER. Will that be operated along the same lines as 
Bonneville, and all be tied in together? 
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General Footer. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELtenpER. Will the erection of this dam have the tendeye V 
of firming power as to other projects in that locality, and, if so. 
what exte ent? 


FIRMING OF DOWNSTREAM POWER 


General Foorr. There are two power developments downstream 
from this. It will assist them. One of them is owned by the city 
of Eugene, Oreg., and the other is a privately owned plant aj 
Willamette Falls. 

Senator Dworsuak. Is it true that both Cougar and Green Petey 
will not firm up power of any downstream Federal dams? 

General Foorr. That is correct. 

Senator ELLenpER. Now, those benefits, although you consider 
them in fixing your ratio, still the ones who receive ‘the benefits evi- 
dently are those who now own the downstream plant? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. You do not get any compensation from them? 


COMPENSATION UNDER SECTION 10 (F) 


General Footr. The proc edure, sir, for that compensation is through 
the application of section 10 (f) of the Federal Power Act, which 
authorizes and empowers the Federal Power Commission to determine 
the cash value of those benefits and to bill the downstream operator 
for the value of the benefit obtained from this upstream installation. 

Senator ELLENpDER. Has that been done in the past? 

General IrscHnerR. It has not, to our knowledge, been done, but 
there is that authority. 

Senator ELLENDER. Have we ever had occasion to exercise that 
authority? 

General Itscuner. Yes, sir; there have been instances where it 
might have been. 

Senator ELutenpeER. It might have been, but it was not exercised? 

General ITscHNER. Yes, so far as I know. 

Senator ELLENDER. I would like to see it exercised. Certainly if 
those people benefit to that extent to the point where it will make 
your ratio rise, it strikes me we ought to have them cough up some 
of the money. 

Senator DworsnHak. Mr. Chairman, I think the record should show 
that while the Federal Power Commission has taken no action along 
this line of existing authorization, proposals have been made and 
currently there is a bill pending before the Interior Committee of the 
Senate to reallocate and exchange the potential benefits as between 
federally owned and operated dams and privately owned dams. 

Senator ELLENDER. You mean to change the yardstick? 

Senator Dworsuak. To make it workable both ways, so if there 

should be a Federal dam downstream from a privately owned dam, 


that privately owned dam might charge benefits for firming power in 
the Federal dam. 


Is that right, General? 

General Irscuner. That is correct. 

Senator ELtenper. I agree with that. I think that ought to be 
done, but, at the same time, it strikes me that if the authority now 
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exists and it has not been exercised, somebody is sleeping at the 
switch. = 

Senator DworsHak. How many years has that authorization been 
available? 

General Foor. It has been available since 1920, but you have a 
very serious problem there. 


PROJECTS SUBJECT TO BENEFIT PAYMENTS 


Senator ELLENDER. In this connection, General, I wish you would 
vive me the facilities that we have built in which the Federal Power 
Commission would be authorized to pursue and obtain from the private 
or any interest that have facilities below these dams that we are 
building? 

I think if the law is there and these people benefit they ought to be 
willing to compensate in some way. 

So let us see who is sleeping at the switch. 

General Irscuner. We will give you that information. 

Senator ELLENDER. I wish you would. I am talking about any 
project which in your opinion would come within the purview of the 
law just referred to by the general, or any other law that may be 
applicable. 

If in figuring this cost-benefit ratio, you raise it because of a benefit 
that you do not get, I think that whoever does benefit should con- 
tribute a little cash. 

General IrscHNER. We certainly agree, sir. What I meant to say 
was that we will give you that information for all Federal projects, 
including Bureau of Reclamation. We will get that from them. 

Senator ELLeNnpER. All of them. Then I will take it up with the 
Federal Power Commission and see why it is that they have not 
taken steps to recover this money. 

General Foorr. The present legislation is that if a private interest 
should develop a storage project upstream and improve and regulate 
the flow to Siatil downstream, then that private interest may not 
bill the Federal project. 

Senator ELLENDER. They may not bill the Federal Government? 

General Footr. Thatisright. It is a sort of one-way arrangement. 

Senator ELLenpeErR. I have always had the belief, and I am still of 
the same belief, that this great national resource, water, belongs to 
all the people of the country and ought to be developed by the Federal 
Government for the benefit of all the people. 

It is such a huge business that we ought to get the most benefit that 
is obtainable. 

As arule, private industry takes the cream, and if there is anything 
left the Federal Government steps in and develops that. I would 
rather see the Federal Government develop all of it for the benefit 
of all of the people. That development should be done to maximum 
capacity. 

(The information referred to follows:) 


Non-FepERAL Prosgects BENEFITED BY STORAGE AND HEADWATER IMPROVE- 
MENTS OF THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 


_ Payment to the United States for benefits from projects constructed by the 
Federal Government is provided in section 10 (f) of the Federal Power Act. 
hat section is as follows: 
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“(f) That whenever any licensee hereunder is directly benefited by the 
struction work of another licensee, a permittee, or of the United States of 4 stor- 
age reservoir or other headwater improvement, the Commission shall require as 
a condition of the license that the licensee so benefited shall reimburse the owner 
of such reservoir or other improvements for such part of the annual charges for 
interest, maintenance, and depreciation thereon as the Commission may deem 
equitable. The proportion of such charges to be paid by any licensee shal] }, 
determined by the Commission. The licensees or permittees affected shal] pay 
to the United States the cost of making such determination as fixed by the 
Commission. 

“Whenever such reservoir or other improvement is constructed by the United 
States the Commission shall assess similar charges against any licensee directly 
benefited thereby, and any amount so assessed shall be paid into the Treasury 
of the United States, to be reserved and appropriated as a part of the special 
fund for headwater improvements as provided in section 17 hereof. 

“Whenever any power project not under license is benefited by the construc- 
tion work of a licensee or permittee, the United States or any agency thereof, the 
Commission, after notice to the owner or owners of such unlicensed project, shal] 
determine and fix a reasonable and equitable annual charge to be paid to the 
licensee or permittee on account of such benefits, or to the United States if it be 
the owner of such headwater improvement.” 

There are a number of hydroelectric projects owned by non-Federal interests 
which may receive significant benefits by existing developments of the Federal 
Government now in operation upstream as listed below. Actual benefits cannot 
be determined, however, until after they have occurred. Dates when power or 
storage regulatory operations were initiated are also shown in the table. 


Col- 


Federal project 


Non-Federal project benefited 
Project and State Initial operation 


Philpott, Va_-_-- September 1953 _-| Plant at Martinsville, Va.; Spray, N. ©.; and 
Danville, Va. 

John H. Kerr, Va-- : -| November 1952-- Roanoke Rapids.! 

Allatoona, Ga- ‘ | February 1950_..-.| Lay, Mitchell, and Jordan. 

Blakely Mountain, Ark _..| September 1955___| Carpenter and Remmel. 

Clark Hill, Ga. and S. C January 1953- .| Stevens Creek and plants at Augusta, Ga, 

East Branch Clarion River, Pa December 1952- Piney plant. 

Albeni Falls, Idaho- -- August 1952-- | Rock Island, Metalline Falls, and Box Canyon. 

Detroit, Oreg_-_----- ; July 1953._........| Plants at Oregon City, Oreg. 

Lookout Point, Oreg December 1954- Do. 

Isabella, Calif--_- ; April 1953 7 Borel, Kern River No. 1, and Kern Canyon. 

Canyon Ferry Hauser, Holter, Black Eagle, Rainbow, Ryan, 

| | and Morony, Mont. 

Grand Coulee. | Rock Island, Wash. 

Hungry Horse---- : : ...| Flathead and Thompson Falls, Mont.; Cabinet 
Gorge, Idaho; Box Canyon, Metalline Falls 

| and Rock Island, Wash. 


1 Initial operation in 1956. 
2 Initial operation in 1955. 


Activities of the Federal Power Commission with respect to headwater benefit 
determinations are reported in the Commission’s annual report for 1955, as follows: 


“HEADWATER BENEFIT DETERMINATIONS 


‘‘An investigation was continued of headwater benefits involving the Blakely 
Mountain project, under construction by the United States, and two projects 
downstream owned by the Arkansas Power & Light Co. The projects are located 
on the Ouachita River in Arkansas. 

The Commission issued an order dated August 8, 1954, fixing the amount of 
headwater benefits payments for the calendar years 1950, 1951, 1952, by the 
Alabama Power Co. for benefits received by its three plants on the Coosa River 
as a result of operation of the upstream Federal multiple-purpose Allatoona 
project. 

“A headwater benefits investigation was continued relative to certain licensed 
projects in the Columbia River Basin and the Grand Coulee, Hungry Horse, and 
Albeni Falls projects, owned by the United States. 
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“A headwater benefits investigation was continued involving the federally 
owned Canyon Ferry project and six downstream projects owned by the Montana 
Power Co., all located on the Missouri River in Montana. 

“A headwater benefits investigation was continued relative to the Clark Hill 
project, owned by the United States, and certain downstream projects owned by 
the South Carolina Electric & Gas Co., and the city of Augusta, Ga., all located 
on the Savannah River, in Georgia and South Carolina. 

“An investigation was commenced to determine the headwater benefits provided 
by the East Branch project, under construction by the United States, to the 
Piney plant on the Clarion River, in Pennsylvania, owned by the Pennsylvania 
Electric Co. 

“\ headwater benefits investigation was commenced relative to the Borel and 
Kern River No. 1 plants of the Southern California Edison Co., the Kern Canyon 
plant of the Pacific Gas & Electric Co., and the Federal Isabella project.”’ 


BENEFITS ACCRUING UNDER COUGAR AND GREEN PETER 


Senator DworsHak. General, could you give us the potential down- 
stream benefits accruing in the case of both Cougar and Green Peter? 

General Foorr. At Cougar the downstream power benefits are 
evaluated at $36,800, annually. 

General IrscHnerR. Out of a total of $2,851,300. 

General Foore. Downstream power at Green Peter is valued at 
87,500, out of a total annual benefit of $3,873,400. 

Senator DworsHak. Actually these two dams are not comparable 
tomany on the Columbia River where much of the potential benefits 
stem from the fact that downstream power generation will be firmed 
materially. 

General Foorr. No, they are quite different, sir, from the Columbia 
River. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows: ) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—MULTIPLE PURPOSE PROJECTS IN- 
CLUDING POWER 


CouGarR RESERVOIR, WILLAMETTE River BASIN, OREG. 
(Continuing) 


Location.—On the South Fork McKenzie River, 4.4 miles above the mouth, 
about 42 miles easterly of Eugene, Oreg. 

Authorization.—1950 and 1954 flood control acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.61 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


| 
| 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Amount 


Estimated Federal cost (initial and ultimate installation) _- : | $37,400,000 | 

Estimated non-Federal cost._........__. ? 0 
Cash contribution . : ; wine 0 
Other costs - Stee ‘ : 0 | 


Total estimated project cost__........__-- ; aan | 37,400,000 | 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955- as : : 266,000 | pe 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956-__- Hs : 500, 000 | -- 
Appropriations to date _- : "766, 000) 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957___._____ Je eee 1, 500, 000 | 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 , BO ADR ass ois as cx 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 


Type: Rockfill with upstream sloping earth core. 
Height above streambed: 435 feet. 
Length of dam: 1,550 feet. 
Spillway: 
Type: Gated chute with flip bucket. 
Design capacity: 86,000 cubic feet per second at pool elevation 1,699 feet 
Reservoir capacity: Acre-feet 
Iau UN 002 nt od isk Se ce a 155. 000 
Power storage 10. 000 
Dead storage 55, 000 


Total storage 29 


0, 000 
Power installation: 
Presently planned: 2 units at 12,500 kilowatts, total 25,000 kilowatts. 
Average head: 321 feet. 

Flood-control storage will be filled after the flood season and water released in 
the interest of power, irrigation, navigation, and other conservation uses during 
low runoff periods. 

Status (January 1, 1956): The following design memoranda have been completed: 
1. Plan and estimate memorandum 
2. Hydrology and meteorology 
3. Diversion tunnel 


Construction has not been initiated. 


Completion schedule: 
ntire project: January 1961 
Land acquisition: All in Federal ownership 
Relocations: June 1960 
Flood-control storage: October 1960 


Power on the line: 2 units, total 25,000 kilowatts, November 1960. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Cougar Reservoir is an important unit of the overall Willamette Basin project 
and an essential unit of the McKenzie River development. In addition to pro- 
viding flood control and power, this project will provide extensive benefits to 
navigation, irrigation, pollution abatement, and domestic water supply. Storage 
at this reservoir will contribute to flood control not only on the McKenzie River 
but throughout most of the length of the Willamette River, affording increased 
protection to several cities and their suburbs, and to about 171,300 acres of 
agricultural lands which are subject to overflow. Power to be produced at this 
site is needed to help meet the demands of the rapidly growing power market in 
the Willamette Valley, and to help relieve the power shortages on the Columbia 
River system. Other benefits will accrue to storage because of increased flow 
available at downstream non-Federal powerplants; increased flow during low- 
water period for navigation, water for irrigation of Willamette Valley lands, 
abatement of pollution, and domestic and industrial water supply. Total benefits 
creditable to Cougar Reservoir will amount to $2,851,300 annually. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $1,500,000 will be applied to: 


Continue transfer of federally owned lands $1, 000 
Initiate relocations of United States Forest Service roads 170, 000 
RNS AER owed eneebimccecemawcans 657, 100 
Initiate main dam construction 50, 000 
Construction facilities 120, 000 
Engineering and design 400, 000 
Supervision and administration 101, 900 


1, 500, 000 


Funds requested for fiscal year 1957 are required to complete the construction 
of the diversion tunnel and to award contracts for relocation of Forest Service 
roads and construction of the dam. Early completion of Cougar Reservoir is 
essential to provide needed flood control, not only on the lower reaches of the 
McKenzie River where several large lumber manufacturing and remanufacturing 
plants are located and where severe erosion of farmlands has resulted from over- 
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bank stages, but also throughout the length of the Willamette River below the 

confluence of the McKenzie River. The additional generating capacity to be 

prov ided at this site will assist in meeting the power demands of the region. 
on-Federal costs.—None. 


HILLS CREEK RESERVOIR, WILLAMETTE RIVER BASIN, OREG. 


Status of funds 


Unobligated Unexpended 
balance balance 


ne 30, SO ceeesen moments ee . ae 0 0 


March 31, 1956 ae LO: : é Se ee $105, 905 | $107, 905 
Tine 30, 1956 (estimate i). candld kee asa ek , jotemsas 10 10 


In addition to status of project funds shown, it is estimated that $100,000 will be obligated and expended 
m funds loaned to this project. 


Senator ELLENDER. Next is Hills Creek reservoir in Oregon. 

This is another project for which this committee provided money 
last year which was unbudgeted. 

I note that the cost of it is $33 million and the benefit-cost ratio is 
1.98 to 1. 

We made available to you last year $310,000. And you have a 
request for $2 million. 

Will you tell us what has been accomplished with the funds we 
made available to you last year, General? 

General Foorr. We have gone forward with our design studies 
with foundation explorations. We have completed plans and specifi- 
cations and have now called for bids on the diversion tunnel. 

Senator ELLENDER. You have not awarded any contract yet? 

General Foorsr. No, sir; we have not awarded those contracts. 
The bids will be taken the first half of next month. 

A small amount of clearing at site has been done and harvesting of 
timber at the site has been started. 

Senator ELLENDER. I notice that the estimate of the salvage value 
has decreased from $1,060,000 to $523,000. What is the cause of 
that? Certainly it could not be the value of the timber. Lumber is 
selling now as high as it ever did. 


PERCENTAGE OF TIMBER SALVAGE VALUES 


General Foorr. We have had to reduce our percentage on these 
salvage values. The figure quoted last year was 100 percent of the 
value of the timber. We have reduced that this year to 60 percent. 

Senator ELLenper. Why? How about the value of the land? 
Has that decreased any, or did it increase? 

General Foorr. That is due to the problem in salvaging timber, sir, 
and there is 100 million board-feet in this reservoir. The local 
mills and operators are prepared to handle just so much, working at 
capacity, in the course of a year. They have plans made for timber 
supplies; they have contracts written and signed with other sources. 

We are forced then, to 

Senator ELLENDER. To sell to them at half price? 

General Foorr. No, sir; it is not quite that bad. 

Senator ELLENDER. But that is what you are doing. 
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General Foorr. The timber has to go farther to be milled. 

Senator ELLENDER. Why? Why is it necessary to cut that timber, 
immediately? Could you not do it gradually and ‘supply them as they 
need it? 

Certainly if you left the trees standing there for a few years before 
vour dam is actually built, it would not hurt anything ; would it? 

General Foorr. During the construction period, sir, we take full 
advantage of all the time that we can. 

Of course, there is another element, Mr. Chairman, of timber values 
The value that we used last year was based on a timber cruise evalua- 
tion of the total stand which was correct. 

Senator ELLenpeEr. If it has not varied you are just selling them this 
timber at a bargain? 

General Foorr. The total amount of timber has not varied, but 
on further analysis and particularly when we start marketing this 
timber, we have to face up to the fact that quite a high percentage 
of this total timber is immature and does not come at the high market 
price. 

Senator ELLeNpeER. | wish they would do that when they sell it. 
You know they do not. I hope you get your full value there, General. 

General Foote. We have devoted a tremendous amount of time 
and effort, Mr. Chairman, to this timber salvage problem. 

Senator ELLENDER. They sometimes take advantage of the situa- 
tion. They know you have to sell it and they are just waiting for a 
bargain to come around. 

I would just as well see it inundated and thrown away than for a 
bunch of people in that locality to take advantage of that situation. 

General Foorr. We would have to clear it anyway. It is to our 
advantage to sell it. 

Senator ELLENDER. It is to your advantage to sell it for a dollar 
rather than nothing, I know that, but here there is valuable timber 
of which there is a shortage and we need it, but yet the people in that 
locality presumably are saying to themselves—maybe, for all you 
know, there is a combine—the Government has to sell it, therefore, 
let us bide our time and get it for two bits on the dollar. 


INCREASE COST OF ENGINEERING DESIGN 


Now, I notice here that your engineering and design has gone up 
by almost a million dollars. What is the cause of that? 

General Footrr. There, again, sir, our earlier estimate was not 
adequate and coupled with the fact that we are having some prob- 
lems with the left abutment of this dam, we are doing some extensive 
studies, field exploration work- 

Senator ELLENDER. How will ‘that affect the overall cost? Did 
you add enough to take care of that? 

General Foorr. We think we are going to be able to handle that 
within our present estimates. 


APPORTIONMENT OF TOTAL COST 


Senator ELLENDER. How is the cost of this apportioned between 
power and navigation, if any, irrigation and flood control? 

General Footr. Power bears 34.6 percent of the cost; navigation, 
1.2 percent of the cost; flood control, 61.5 percent of the cost; and 
irrigation, 2.7 percent of the cost. 
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JUSTIFICATION 

Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows: ) 

Hitts CREEK RESERVOIR, WILLAMETTE RIvER BASIN, OREG. 
(Continuing) 
CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL——MULTIPLE-PURPOSE PROJECTS INCLUDING POWER 

Location.—On the Middle Fork, Willamette River, at river mile 47.8, about 

45 miles southeast of the city of Eugene, Oreg. 


Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.98 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 


Amount 


Estimated Federal cost (initial and ultimate installation) $33, 000, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 0 

Cash contribution 0 

Other costs 0 

tal estimated project cost 33, 000, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955 596, 000 
{ppropriations for fiscal year 1956 310. 000 
Appr ypriations to date 905, 000 
{ppropriations requested for fiscal year 1957 2, 000, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 30, 094, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Earth-and-gravel-fill with right abutment gate-controlled spillway. 
Height above stream bed: 304 feet. 
Length of dam, including spillway: 2,150 feet. 
Spillway: 
Type: Gate-controlled, concrete chute. 
Capacity: 162,000 cubie feet per second at pool elevation 1,548. 


Reservoir capacity: Acre-feet 
Flood-control storage 200, 000 
Power storage 19, OOO 
Dead storage ___- ; : ert 107, 000 
Total storage ___ __ * 5 ee ; ee __ 356, 000 


Power installation: 

Presently planned: 2 units at 15,000 kilowatts, total 30,000 kilowatts. 

Average head: 256 feet. 

Flood-contro] storage will be filled after the flood season and water released 
in the interest of power, irrigation, navigation, and other conservation uses during 
low runoff periods. 

Status (January 1, 1956): Following design memoranda have been completed: 

1. Hydrology and meteorology. 

2. General design memorandum. 

3. Geology. 

1. Embankment design. 

5. Real estate. 

6. Reservoir regulation. 

7. Diversion tunnel. 
Completion schedule: 

Entire project: June 1962. 

Land acquisition: June 1960. 

Relocations: February 1961. 

Flood-control storage: Partial October 1960; full operation October 1961. 

Power on the line: 2 units, total 30,000 kilowatts, November 1961. 

Construction has not been initiated. 


75008—56—pt. 2——23 
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JUSTIFICATION 


Hills Creek Reservoir is an important unit of the overall Willamette Bag), 
project and an essential unit of the Middle Fork development which will alloy 
full utilization of the Lookout Point project for flood control and power. Oy, ae 
tion of the two projects will be integrated in accordance with the plan set fort] 
in the project document. In addition to providing flood control and power 
this project will provide extensive benefits to navigation, irrigation, pollutio, 
abatement, and domestic water. Storage at this reservoir will contribute 
flood control not only on the Middle Fork of the Willamette River but through, 
the entire length of the Willamette River, affording increased protection to 1) 
cities and their suburbs and to about 173,000 acres of agricultural lands whie} 
are subject to overflow. Power to be produced at this site is needed to help 
meet the demands of the rapidly growing power market in the Willamette Valle 
and to help relieve the power shortages on the Columbia River system. Othe; 
benefits will be increased flow available at downstream non-Federal powerplant 
increased flow during low-water period for navigation, water for irrigation 
Willamette Valley lands, abatement of pollution and domestic and ind 
water supply. Total benefits creditable to Hills Creek Reservoir will amo 
to $2,934,500 annually. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $2 million will be applied to 


+ 
0 


Int 


Acquisition of lands $300. 000 
Complete diversion works 1, 123, 700 
Construction of facilities 16, 000 
Engineering and design___ : 135. 000 
Supervision and administration 95, 300 


Total : Can Wen. 2 000::000 


Funds requested for fiscal year 1957 are programed to continue the land- 
acquisition program which will assure an economical program of timber salvag: 
from the reservoir area. Funds are also programed for continuation of work \ 
the diversion structure, clearing of the dam site, construction facilities, and con- 
tinuation of design. 

Non-F ederal costs.—N one. 


M’NARY LOCK AND DAM, COLUMBIA RIVER, OREG. AND WASH 


Status of funds 


Unobligated | Unexp 
balance balanec 


June 30, 1955 
Mar. 31, 1956 
June 30, 1956 (estimated 


In addition to status-of-project funds shown, $3,381,222 were obligated and $3,144,829 were exper 
from funds loaned to this project. 
2 In addition to status-of-project funds shown, $967,623 were obligated from funds loaned to this pr 
$In addition to status-of-project funds shown, it is estimated that $1,672,100 will be obligated 
$1,571,600 will be expended from funds loaned to this project. 


Senator ELLENDER. Next is the McNary lock and dam, Oregon and 
Washington. The entire cost of this project is $286 million. The 
amount appropriated to date is $279,039,000. 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLenper. And the original budget estimate was for $6 
million and the budget estimate has been reduced by a million and a 
half dollars. Why was that necessary? 

General Foorr. The reduction at McNary, sir, was due to two 
items. One, savings 

Senator ELLENDER. How much of savings? 

General Foote. Approximately $700,000. That comes about when 
we get into the final stages of these contracts, particularly our installa- 
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tion contracts. We see that quantities are not quite as large as 
anticipated. 

Our requirement for contingencies was reduced. We have another 
item of roughly $800,000 due to slippage, due to delay. 

We have not accomplished the work which was anticipated, and it 
looks like we are not going to require those funds for some time. 


ULTIMATE POWER CAPACITY 


Senator ELLENDER. What is the ultimate capacity of this project 
in power production? 

General IrscHner. The ultimate capacity is 980,000 kilowatts. 

Senator ELLENDER. How much of the cost is chargeable to power 
development? 

General Foorr. 92 percent. 

Senator ELLENDER. And with all of that why should the cost-benefit 
ratio be 1.46 to 1? It strikes me, with all that development, the need 
for power there, and the fact that it is going to develop that area 
tremendously, the ratio is a little low. I do not know what your 
yardstick is for measuring the benefit-to-cost ratio. 

' General IrscHner. We use the values given to us by the Federal 
Power Commission, which seem to be reasonable. 

Senator DworsHak. There is very little flood-control storage in 
this project. 

General Foorr. None. 

Senator DworsHak. You have not allocated any cost to flood 
control? 

General Foorr. No. 

Senator ELLENDER. You are developing power there now, are you 
not? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir; we have 11 units firmly in operation at 
the present time, and the 12th one is producing some power, although 
still in test status. 

Senator ELLENDER. What is the total number of units? 

General Foorr. There are two more to go in. 

Senator ELLENDER. Would there be any in addition to that? 

General Footer. We have 12 at the present time and 2 more, which 
gives us a total of 14. 

Senator ELLENDER. They are in the process of now being erected? 

General Foorr. Yes. 

Senator ELLENDER. You have the money for that purpose, what 
we give you now? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir; with these funds we can go ahead with 
them. 

Senator ELLENDER. I presume that your target date has not 
changed? 

General Footr. There has been no substantial change in target 
date. We have had some minor delays. 

Senator ELLENDER. Will you be able to complete the project with 
the money now given you, or will you have something left over to 
do next year? 

General Footr. I would not like to make any firm commitments, 
Mr. Chairman, but I suspect we may complete it with the funds we 
have requested this year. 
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Senator ELLENDER. Why do you not say so and make me feel good? 

General Foorn. I would like next year, sir, if I find I am wrono 
to be able to come back for the remainder. ‘as 

Senator ELLENDER. I am very glad to have been of assistance 
developing these great projects. 

Senator DworsHak. One question, General. How much money 
was allocated to the cost of the McNary lock and dam for the reloe 
tion of highways and railroads? 

General Foorr. $35,412,600. 

Senator DworsHak. How much of that for railroads? 
that broken down? 

General Foorr. Railroads, including railroad _ bridges. 
$27,190,100. 

Senator DworsHak. Thank you. 


in) 
a- 


Do vou have 


sir, 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


McNary Lock anp Dam, OREGON AND WASHINGTON 


(Continuing) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL-~—-MULTIPLE PURPOSE PROJECTS, INCLUDING POWER 


Location.—On the Columbia River, 292 miles above the mouth, 34 miles below 
the mouth of the Snake River, 245 miles upstream from the town of Umatilla 
Oreg. 


Authorization.—1945 River and Harbor Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.46 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 


Federal cost 


Amount 


Estimated Federal cost (ultimate installation) 000, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost: 

Cash contributions 

Other costs 
Estimated project cost 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955 
Appropriation for fiscal year 1956 
Appropriation to date 
Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1957 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 


0 

0 

000, 000 

039, 000 

, 000, 000 
9, 039, 000 
), 000, 000 
961, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Concrete gravity with earth and rock fill abutments. 
Height: 183 feet. 
Length: 7,300 feet. 
Spillway: 
Type: Gate controlled, concrete ogee weir with stilling basin. 
Capacity: (Maximum pool) 2,200,000 cubic feet per second. 
Reservoir capacity: Acre-feet 
Pondage (5-feet drawdown) 185, 000 
Dead storage (below elevation 335)________- : oa e , 160, 000 


Total storage______- pees * ‘ Bee oy 1, 345, 000 
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Powerhouse installation: 
Ultimate: 14 units at 70,090 kilowatts; 980,000 kilowatts. 
Presently planned: 14 units at 70,000 kilowatts; 980,000 kilowatts. 
Design head: 80 feet. 
delocations: 
2ailroads: 
Spokane, Portland & Seattle__- : miles 38. | 
Union Pacific _ — - - - Bees Bae do 23. 81 
Northern Pacifie_________-- ; a do___ 7. 04 
Union Pacific-Northern Pacific joint operation do..:.. 1k G3 
Highways: 
Biase Or \erewon.. .........«.- ’ do 12 
State of Washington : Sone do _ 24. 30 
County roads - - _- 5 lesa es OOO 10. 71 
Utilities...... areas : _..do__- 82. 6 
Cemeteries- - - - - ~ - __._graves- 200 


Navigation lock: 
Type: Single lift. 
Size: 86 by 675 feet. 
Lift: (Maximum) 92 feet. 
Pumping plants: 15 pumping plants with total design capacity of 256,000 gallons 
per minute. 
Levees: 
Average height: 15 feet. 
Length: 19.2 miles. 
Status (Jan. 1, 1956) 


Completion 


In ce 
Percent schedule 


nds and damages ( June 1956 
Re ] atl ms 
Roads December 1957. 
Railroads December 1958. 
Cemeteries, utilities, and structures March 1956. 
Reservoir June 1957. 
Dam December 1957. 
Lock November 1957 
sh facilities June 1957 
werplant 
Powerhouse Do 
lurbines and generators December 1957 
Switchyard, accessory, and miscellaneous equipment, tailrace June 1957. 
Roads and railroads November 1956. 
Channels November 1957. 
Levees 97 | September 1958 
Pumping plants March 1957. 
Recreation facilities December 1956. 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities June 1957. 
Permanent operating equipment Do. 
Entire project. - December 1958. 


JUSTIFICATION 


McNary lock and dam, a navigation and power project, will provide 67 miles of 
slack-water navigation on Columbia River and lower Snake River and 980,000 
kilowatts of power-generating capacity and other multiple-purpose uses. The 
MeNary pool and lock has been estimated to serve the movement of 3,600,000 
tons of commerce annually, principally in petroleum, agricultural, mineral, and 
imber products, and is an essential unit in the navigation development of which 
the constructed Bonneville Dam and the authorized slack-water development on 
the lower Snake River are elements. A restudy of the anticipated waterborne 
commerce of the Columbia and Snake Rivers above the Bonneville Pool is under 
review. This restudy indicates that previous estimates have been very conserva- 
tive. Power demands in the Pacific Northwest region have increased so materially 
that power shortages are retarding industrial and other developments. The 
total estimated peak load requirement for 1957 is estimated at 9,900,000 kilowatts. 
In addition to navigation and power, creation of the pool will benefit development 
of over 244,000 acres of irrigable lands by reduction in cost of pumping plants and 
pipelines. Important incidental benefits will accrue to the project from public 
use of the reservoir. 
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Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $6 million will be applied to: 


Relocations 
Complete reservoir pre paration. 
Continue construction of dam 
Continue construction of navigation lock ; 55. 800 
( ‘omple te construction of fish facilities_____._.-- 5 51. 600 
Continue construction of powerhouse and complete installation of 
power generating units No. 13 and No. 14 . oe - 900 
Complete maintenance and access roads, laune hing, and ~ moora age 
facilities. __. 
Initiate levee revetment re pairs ¢ and construction of additional drainage 
facilities Ske i 
Complete construction of pumping pl: ants. phe 
Complete construction of recreation facilities- a 
‘omplete construction of buildings, grounds, and utilities. 
Complete acquisition of permanent operating equipment- 
Engineering and design 5 : : 95, 000 
Supe rvision and administration Z a 2 3, 000 
tepayment of loans advanced in prior fiscal | years . sos cue B:'042000 


$391, 500 
20, 000 
3S, YOO 


36, 700 


2, 400 
3, 700 
34, 200 
9 700 
», 600 


Total i seks wi. 2a x), 008: 000 


With the funds requested for fiscal year 1957, the scheduled dates for psa g 
power units 13 and 14can be met. The maintenance of the power-on-line sc] edu ile 
is essential in meeting present power deficits and the forecasted power require- 
ments of the Pacific Northwest. Essentially all major construction and supply 
contracts have been awarded on a continuing basis and the funds requested are 
necessary to liquidate those commitments. 


THE DALLES DAM, COLUMBIA RIVER, WASH., AND OREG. 


Status of funds 


| Unobligated | Unexpended 
balance balanc 


June 30, 1955 0 


Mar. 31, 1956 $9, 466, 176 $17. 743 


{ 
June 30, 1956 (estimated) 2, 000, 000 2, 644, 9K 


In addition to status of project funds shown, $9,811,210 were obligated and $8,756,319 were expe! 
from funds loaned to this project. 


Senator ELLENDER. The next is The Dalles, Columbia River, Wash. 
and Oreg. 

The total estimated cost of this project is $270 million, which is a 
reduction of $30 million since the last report of the committee. 

The benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.63 to 1. 

Now, what is the reason for the $30 million reduction? 

General Foore. We have had a great deal of good fortune at this 
project. 

Bids have run under our estimate. Quantities have been less than 
expected. Claims of construction contractors that we felt at one 
time we would have to pay have been solved without difficulty—there 
have been plain savings all along the line. 

We have not reduced the scope of the project. We have not, in 
our opinion at least, adversely affected its quality. We have been 
very fortunate in having extremely favorable construction experience 
there. 
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BENEFIT-COST RATIO 


Senator ELLENDER. I notice the benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.63 to 1. 
Will you expect that that will remain stable? 

Ge neral Footer. Yes, sir; unless there should be some material 
change in power values. 

On this, like the McNary project, a great deal of benefit, of course, 
is in power. If those values should be changed—— 

Senator ELLENDER. In that connection, percentagewise, how much 
is charged to power, flood control, and others? 

General Foorr. To power, 93.7 percent; to navigation, 6.3 percent. 
There is no flood control in this project. 

Senator ELLENDER. I notice that the budget estimate has been 
reduced by $3 million. Why is that? Because of favorable bids, or 
do you anticipate favorable bids? 

General Foorr. There has been a major delay in some land and 
damage payments which has gone into litigation and it may be 
several years yet before we are able to close those out. 

We had planned to include our service building in an early contract, 
and we have rescheduled it into a later contract which deferred the 
requirement for that. 

Again we have savings due to reduced quantitites and reduced con- 
tingenciles. 

And a similar application of savings to our relocation work as dis- 
tinguished from the main dam construction itself. The relocations 
on this project are very substantial and very extensive. 

We have had some excellent bids and excellent construction experi- 
ence. We have not had the adverse developments that so frequently 
come along in the life of one of these big projects. 


INDIAN CLAIMS 


Senator ELLENDER. What about the Indian claims? Have you 
been able to settle them once and for all? 

General Foorr. No, sir; we still have an outstanding claim before 
us. It involves only one of the several tribes. That is the claim of 
Nez Perce Indians. 

Senator ELLENDER. Last year the committee enabled you to trans- 

$210,000 to the Secretary of the Interior, to settle some claims 
there. Will a repeat of that language be necessary? 

General Foorr. No, sir; that applied to an amount of $210,000, 
which was transferred to the Secretary of the Interior. 

Senator DworsnHak. Are there any other tribes besides the Nez 
Percé that still have claims pending? 

General Foorr. No other tribes. We are still processing claims 
by individuals of the unenrolled Celilo pore. They have not been 
paid, but will be paid the coming fiscal y The agreements have 
been reached. 

There are negotiations going on in my office in Portland this week 
with the Nez Percé in an effort to reach an agreement with them. 

[ am hoping we will be successful. 

Senator DworsHak. Are there any downstream power benefits 
from either McNary or The Dalles? 





1710 PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 


General Foorr. No, sir; because neither of these projects js 
storage project. They are run of the river plants. 
Senator DworsHak. Thank you. 


a 


BUILDINGS AND UTILITIES 


Senator ELLENDER. Now, I notice here that you have a little ove; 
a million and a quarter dollars for buildings, grounds, and utilities, 
What constitutes that item? Are they to be permanent buildings to 
be used to operate the project later, or what? 

General Foorr. Yes, they are the permanent operating buildings. 

Senator ELLENpDER. How about facilities for recreation? Have you 
made any provision for that? 

General Footr. The recreation facilities at The Dalles will 
negligible if there are any at all. 

Senator ELLENDER. They have too many around there anyhow, all 
along there. 

What is proposed with the $960,300 requested for 1957? Is that 
for additional structures there, or what? 

General Footer. That is on buildings and utilities? 

Senator ELLENDER. Yes. 

General Foote. An operations building— 

Senator ELLENDER. You cannot use the ones you had there for- 
merly for construction for that purpose? 

General Footr. No, sir; the construction installations at The Dalles 
are all temporary construction, of course, and are over on the Washing- 
ton side ef the river. A portion of them will have to be removed, a 
few of them this fall, when the pool is raised. 

The buildings have served their purpose and will be moved out. 
We will have $504,900 for an operations building; $55,000 for a project 
office. 

We are ending up with quite a hole over on the Oregon side of the 
river where the project office will be located and we have a substantial 
item of $356,900 there for a fill. 


LOCATION OF CONSTRUCTION FACILITIES 


Senator ELLENDER. Would it have been possible to construct a 
more or less permanent building from the inception to take care of 
construction and save some money? 

General Foorr. Occasionally that can be done, but more often, to 
get a project started and to locate your construction facilities where 
the »y will be efficient and serve their purpose does not fit into the desir- 
able location for the similar facility for the continued operation during 
the life of the project. 


GENERATING UNITS 


Senator ELLENDER. How many generating units have you so far 
constructed there, or on which you have contracts? 

General Foote. We have none installed as yet. We have eight 
under contract at this time, sir, for delivery. 

Senator ELLENDER. Out of a total of how many? 

General Foorr. Out of a total of 14. 
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Senator ELLENDER. You have six more to go? 

General Foote. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. You have not contracted for them yet? 

General Foore. No, sir. , 

Senator ELLENDER. Nor have you any bids? 

General Footr. No, sir; we have not taken any bids on that. 

Senator ELLENDER. I presume the placement of these generators 
has been provided for in the general scheme of your construction? 

General Foote. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. "All you would have to do hereafter is simply 
to place the generators in the proper place? 

General Foorer. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. ‘How do your bids compare as to the various 
mits? Are they all about the same? They are the same size, are 
they? 

General Foorr. They are the same size. 

Senator ELLENDER. Are they the same manufacture, or same con- 
cern? 

General Foorr. They may not be. We have eight under contract 
with the General Electric Co. 

On the next six, General Electric may be the low bidder and General 
Electric may not. 

Senator ELLENDER. How is the bidding—brisk? 

General Foor. It is quite brisk, sir. There is foreign competition 
in this work and it becomes very interesting at times. 

Senator ELLENDeER. I do not mind foreign competition as long as 
they pay labor and everybody on the same standards as ours. 

Senator Dworsuak. How does the cost compare now with those 
prevailing in 1945 at the end of World War IL? 

General Irscuner. They are considerably higher. 

Senator DworsHak. Percentagewise do you have any idea? 

General Irscuner. I would say at least 50 percent higher, sir. 

General Foorr. It changes about 6 percent a year. 

Senator DworsHak. Have the iy been stabilized the last few years, 
or are they continuing to increase? 

General Foorse. Continuing to increase, sir. 

General Irscuner. As he said, about 5 or 6 percent a year in the 
last 3 years. 

JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


THe DatuEs Dam, CoLtumBiA RIVER, WASH. AND OrREG. (CONTINUING) 
CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—MULTIPLE-PURPOSE PROJECTS INCLUDING POWER 


Location.—On the Columbia River, which forms the State line between Oregon 
and Washington, at river mile 193 above the mouth of the river and 90 miles east 
of Portland, Oreg. 

Authorization.—1950 River and Harbor and Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.63 to 1, initial installation; 1.60 to 1, intermediate installa- 
tion (phase C); ratio for ultimate installation of 22 units not evaluated. 
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Summarized financial data 


Estimated Federal cost (initial installation) - - feo | $270, 000, 000 | 
Estimated non-Federal cost dance 0 
Cash contribution ; soo ck ieee 0 
Other costs veceaee : sate ; 7. 
Total estimated project cost - - 3 eens ei | 270,000,000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955 : : 92, 676, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956 ; 63, 500, 000 
Appropriations to date ie ptatictnbalne . | 156, 176, 000 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957 50, 000, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 ae ‘ . ------| 63,824,000 


Estimated Federal cost for ultimate installation is $318, 173,000. 


PHYSICAL DATA 

Dam: 
Type: Concrete gravity with rockfill river closure. 
Height from stream bed to top of dam (rockfill section): 279 feet. 
Elevation, top of dam: 185 feet. 
Length: 8,700 feet. 

teservoir: Acre-feet 
Pondage for power 


53, 000 
Dead storage 


264, 000 


‘Total... ae ‘ ae : 317, 000 
Power installation: 

Initial (presently planned): 14 units, at 78,000 kilowatts; total 1,092,000 
kilowatts; substructure for additional 8 units. 

Ultimate: 22 units at 78,000 kilowatts; total 1,716,000 kilowatts. 

Nominal head (average): 81 feet. 

Spillway: 
Type: Tainter gate controlled, concrete ogee section with stilling basin. 
Capacity: 2,290,000 cubic feet per second at elevation 184 feet. 
Navigation lock: 

Type: Single lift. 

Lift (normal): 87.5 feet. 

Size: 86 by 675 feet. 

Fish facilities: 

North fish ladder: 24 feet wide, slope 1 on 16. 

East fish ladder: 30 feet wide, slope 1 on 16. 

Fish lock at east fish ladder: A channel leading from the south end of thi 
spillway to the powerhouse will connect to the east fish ladder; the fish 
collection system along the downstream face and at each end of the power- 
house substructure will also connect to the east fish ladder; normal lift, 
87.5 feet. 
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Status (Jan. 1, 1956) 


Percent | Completion schedule 


| 





Entire project . . 49 | Entire project, November 1960. 
Acquisition (possession) of reservoir area - | 62 | Land acquisition, June 1958. 
Relocations ; 69 Relocations, June 1960. 

Indian negotiations: Agreements have been reached and | Indian negotiations, October 
initial payments of $200,000 to each of the Warm Springs | | 1956. 
ind the Umatilla Tribes, and $600,000 to the Yakimas 
have been made. Negotiations underway with the 
Celilos and Nez Perce. 

Rough excavation of the powerhouse and construction of Dam closure, March 1957. 
powerhouse, cofferdams, procurement of cofferdam steel, Locks in operation, April 1957. 
construction of temporary facilities including temporary Power on line: 
relocation of the S. P. & 8S. Railway around the navigation 2 main units (78,000 kilowatts 
lock site each), November 1957. 

Balance at rate of 1 unit each 
3 months with 14th and 
last unit of initial installa- 
tion being placed on line 
November 1960. 

Concrete spillway, spillway tainter gates, excavation of Fish facilities in operation, April 
ipproach and discharge channel. 1957. 

Phase I, substructure for 14 main units, station service units, 
fish attraction units, and assembly bay, complete. 

Phase III, substructure for units 15 through 22, east fish 
ladder, fish lock and east nonoverflow dam. 

Procure 14 turbines, 2 8. S. turbines, 2 fish attraction water 

rbines, governors, generators, transformers, switchgear. 

Procure powerhouse intake gates, hydraulic operating equip- 
ment, trash racks, draft tube stoplogs, and other mechanical 
equipment. 

Closure dam construction, rockfill Nis 2 - 

Navigation lock, north fish ladder, north nonoverflow dam. 

Phase II, construet powerhouse superstructure for 14 units, 
station service bay, fish attraction water bay, nonoverflow 
between powerhouse and spillway, fish channel, install 
embedded turbine parts, intake gates and machinery, | 
trash racks, and draft tube stoplogs. 
nstallation contract to assemble and install turbines, 
transformers, mechanical and electrical equipment. 











JUSTIFICATION 


The present power-generating facilities of the Pacific Northwest are insufficient 
for the current regional power demand. The project, to be constructed primarily 
in the interest of power development and navigation, will provide an installed 
capacity of 1,092,000 kilowatts for power generation, 25 miles of slack-water navi- 
gation on Columbia River, and minor multiple-purpose uses. The Dalles pool 
and lock, an essential unit in the authorized slack-water navigation development 
of the Columbia and Snake Rivers, has been estimated to serve the movement of 
1,827,000 tons of commerce annually, consisting primarily of grains, petroleum 
products, and industrial products. A restudy of the anticipated waterborne com- 
merce of the Columbia and Snake Rivers above the Bonneville pool is under 
review. This study indicates that previous estimates have been very conserva- 
tive. The projects will submerge the existing Dalles-Celilo locks and canal which 
are inadequate for present traffic. Power demands in the Pacific Northwest are 
increasing so rapidly that power shortages are retarding industrial and other 
developments. Power to be produced at this project is needed to assist in over- 
coming the existing shortage and to provide for increasing future load growth. 
Agricultural lands adjacent to the pool now irrigated or to be irrigated by pumping 
from the Columbia River will be benefited by lower operating costs resulting from 
the reduction in pumping lift by as much as 88 feet. Incidental benefits will 
accrue to the project from public use. The completion of this project will result 
in far-reaching benefits to the national economy in that it will provide a large 
block of power for industry. Of special significance is the fact that The Dalles 
project will function as a peak-load plant and will require relatively short trans- 
mission lines to primary ljoad centers in the Pacific Northwest. 
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Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $50 million will be applied to: 
Continue acquisition of lands in the reservoir area --------- $532, 600 
Payments to Indian groups , , oh 24. 108 800 
Continue relocations 2, 746, 900 
Complete construction of the navigation loc k, East fish ladder, North a 
fish ladder, and nonoverflow dams adjacent to spillway 
Continue construction of the powerhouse Fcc haanaame ure, closure dam, 
cofferdam removal 

Initiate construction of project office and service building, project 
roads and railroads, grading and landscaping 

Continue procurement of mechanical and electrical equipment and 
installation of equipment 

Other appurtenant construction 

Engineering and design 

Supervision and administration 


540, 000 
, $25, 600 
500, 000 


555, 400 
5 15. 800 
900. 000 
744, 900 


MMe de et Sh otk a tafe : sab a : 50, 000. 000 


Fund requirements outlined above for fiscal year 1957 are required to permit 
payments to Indian groups and to complete or continue contracts under a very 
tight completion schedule. Major construction contracts must be completed as 
presently scheduled if power is to be placed on the line in November 1957. Ex- 
tensive work stoppages on several of the major contracts, such as might be caused 
by occurrence of a major flood or severe winter conditions, might preclude meeting 
the scheduled power date because of the tight schedule that now exists between 
work that must be completed before initiation of subsequent construction. As 
now scheduled, the closure dam will be placed during the low water period of 
1956-57 after the upstream migration of the 1956 fish run. Placing of the rockfill 
closure dam will be started in October 1956 and will progressively divert the entire 
flow of the Columbia River through eight skeleton units of the powerhouse, there- 
by raising the upstream water surface. Accordingly, all land acquisition, Indian 
negotiations, relocations, and major structural items of the dam must be essentially 
complete by October 1956. In view of the fact that the closure dam can be 
placed only during the low water period, failure to complete the above work by 
October of 1956 will delay placing of the closure dam 1 year and would also dela: 
the placing of power on the line about 8 months. As the critical power shortag 
also occurs during the low water period on the Columbia River, the use of the 
power generation would be lost, in effect, for a period of 1 year. Mechanical and 
electrical equipment schedules are correspondingly tight and are based on deliver 
dates that allow a minimum of installation time to meet the scheduled power das 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 


CHIEF JOSEPH DAM, COLUMBIA RIVER, WASH. 


Status of funds 


ie U nobligated | | Unexpended 
Date | balance Le balance 


June ' 1955 i wit = : : | 10 | 
Mar. 31, 1956--- ; | $2, 256, 468 
June 30, 1956 (estimate) . ; ae . | 416, 000 


| In addition to status of project funds shown, $4,889,920 were obligated and $4,355,447 were expended from 
funds loaned to this project. 


Senator ELLeNpEeR. Next is the Chief Joseph Dam, Columbia 
River, Wash. 

The estimated cost of this project is $158 million, of which we have 
already appropriated $126,846,000 and you are now asking for $9) 
million. 

I notice that the benefit to cost ratio here is 2.31 to 1. 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. a 

Senator ELLENDER. Will you tell us percentagewise what it 1s 
charged to? 
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General IrscHNER. One hundred percent to power, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Why is it that in this case your benefit to cost 
ratio is so high in contrast to McNary where you have 93 percent to 
power, and your ratio there is 1.46 and here it is 2.3 to 1? That is 
«omething my mind cannot grasp. 

General Foorr. Well, sir, sites for development of hydroelectric 
power Vary tremendously. There are those which can be developed 
very economically and those which, frankly, cannot be developed be- 
cause of lack of favorable economic showing. 

It is purely a matter of the physical w ork that has to be done in 
order to develop the power potential at a site and the Chief Joseph site 
is a wonderful site. 

POWER CAPACITY 


Senator ELLENDER. Tell me how much electricity you will develop 
there in contrast to these others? 

General Foorr. In the same general category. Our initial installa- 
tion at Chief Joseph is 1,024,000 kilowatt-units which puts it slightly 
over a million kilowatts installed capacity. 

At MeNary it is 980,000 kilowatts total. 

The Dalles, 1,092,000 kilowatts. 

John Day will be 1,045,000 kilowatts. 

Senator ELLENDER. I can see that the cost is much che ‘aper here. 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. This is a more economical project. 

General IrscHNER. One big reason for the cheaper cost is that the 
relocations at this site cost only $491,000. 

At McNary these cost $35,400,000. 

At the Dalles, $23,500,000. 

Senator DworsHak. Will any of the storage at Chief Joseph be 
utilized for irrigation? 

General Foote. Yes, sir. 

Senator DworsHak. What is the plan on that? 


FOSTER CREEK IRRIGATION PROJECT 


General Foorr. That is the Foster Creek irrigation development, 
which was authorized by the Congress, I believe at the last session, 
Senator. 

There are provisions in the structure of the dam, for release of 
irrigating water to these relatively small, but still substantial acreages 
below the dam. We are not taking at this time an irrigation benefit 
on this project. We have to know what the development is going 
to be. 

Senator DworsHak. Do you plan to collect any charges subse- 
quently on that, or will that water be furnished free? 

General Foorr. I will have to assume, sir, that there will be a 
collection advantage taken there. 

Senator DworsHak. These diversions will not conflict in any way 
with the flood control or other features of Chief Joseph? 

General Foorr. There is no flood control at Chief Joseph. 

Senator DworsHak. You have storage there? 

General Foors. It is a power project. 

Senator DworsHak. You have 518,000 acre-feet of storage there. 
Will that be normal? 
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General Foorr. That is to provide for power-pool fluctuations. 
Senator DworsHak. None of that is flood-control storage? 
General Foorr. No, sir. 

General Irscuner. The only flood storage is 37,000 acre-feet and 
that is really pondage for peaking operations. 

Senator Dworsuak. The irrigation diversions will have to be made 
in a manner that will not detract in any way from the principal 
operations of the Chief Joseph Dam? 

General ItscHNeR. Yes. 

Senator DworsHak. They will not have priorities of any kind and 
the power will be the primary basic factor at the dam? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir; by virtue of the magnitude of the 
requirements of power as compared to irrigation, certainly power wil] 
be the major benefit from the project. 

Senator Dworsnak. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator ELLENDER. I notice here also that your total estimated 
cost has been reduced by $11 million, which is good news. 

And the ratio of benefits to cost that you mentioned will remain 
constant and will not vary from that? 

General Foorr. That is right. 

Senator ELLENDER. How about the delivery date of power? Has 
that been advanced? 

General Footer. We will meet the targets nicely, sir, on the first 
four units, and then you will recall the Westinghouse Co. had a serious 
strike. Westinghouse is furnishing all of the main power units for this 
project. 

Senator ELLENDER. How do the bids compare between General 
Electric and Westinghouse? 

General Foorr. Those two are very close competitors in every case, 
sir; sometimes one manufacturer is the successful bidder, and some- 
times the other. They are both after the business. 

General Irscuner. They have this foreign competition that they 
always have in mind. 

General Foorr. We are buying an occasional item of foreign equip- 
ment, of course, which tends perhaps to stabilize the market some 

JUSTIFICATION 
Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be inserted in the record 
(The justification referred to follows:) 
CuiEF JoseEpH Dam, Co_tumBra River, WaAsH. 
(Continuing) 

CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—MULTIPLE PURPOSE PROJECTS INCLUDING POWER 

Location.—On the Columbia River, 545 miles above the mouth, 51 miles below 
Grand Coulee near the mouth of Foster Creek, 14% miles upstream from the town 
of Bridgeport, Wash. 

Authorization.—1946 River and Harbor Act. 


Benefit-cost ratio.—2.31 for initial installation, 2.23 for intermediate installation, 
(phase C) (ratio for ultimate installation of 27 units not evaluated). 
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Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Amount 


imated Federal cost (initial installation) - - - - 000, 000 
mated non-Federal cost 0 
ish contribution 0 

‘r costs 0 
timated project cost 158, 000, 000 
jations to June 30, 1955 108, 846, 000 
iations for fiscal year 1956 18, 000, 000 


ijations to date 126, 846, 000 


ropriations requested for fiscal year 1957 9, 500, 000 
lance to complete after fiscal year 1957 21, 654, 000 


Estimated Federal cost for intermediate installation is $178 million. 
Estimated Federal cost for ultimate installation is $216,500,000. 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: Concrete gravity. 
Height: 220 feet (maximum above stream bed). 
Length: 2,264 feet (concrete section, exclusive of intake structure). 
Spillway: 
' Type: Gate-controlled, concrete ogee weir with stilling basin. 
Capacity: (Maximum pool) 1,250,000 cubie feet per second. 
Reservoir capacity: 
Storage, normal full pool, 518,000 acre-feet. 
Power (pondage for 5 feet of drawdown), 37,000 acre-feet. 
Power installation: 
Initial: 16 units at 64,000 kilowatts; 1,024,000 kilowatts. 
Intermediate: 20 units at 64,000 kilowatts; 1,280,000 kilowatts. 
Ultimate: 27 units at 64,000 kilowatts; 1,728,000 kilowatts. 
Presently planned: 16 units at 64,000 kilowatts; 1,024,000 kilowatts. 
Nominal head: 175 feet. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1956) 


Percent Completion schedule 


re project ‘ oe a 76 | Entire project, June 1959. 
isition of lands (reservoir area) 85 | Land acquisition, June 1957 
wations._._- s oe ts 18 | Relocations, March 1956. 
vation of powerhouse intake channel 100 | Water in intake channel, April 
| 1955. 
istruction of access roads and bridges 109 | Dam closure, February 1955. 
ising and administrative facilities for construction period _ | 100 | Power on line (1 unit—64,000 
t stage construction Sass 100 kw.) 3  units—September 
nd stage construction : _—, 100 1955. Balance at rate of 1 
curement of 19 tainter gates and operating machinery, unit every 3 months with 
gates for diversion sluiceways, switchgear. and truck cranes. 16th unit being placed on line 
Construction of powerhouse and intake structure including in December 1958. 
final foundation excavation; placement of concrete for power- 
house and intake structure; installation of embedded turbine 
parts for 16 units; penstocks, and other items. 
rocurement of following powerhouse and intake structure 
mechanical and electrical equipment: wire and cable (ist and 
2d groups), 2 powerhouse bridge cranes and trolleys, intake 
gantry crane, draft tube gantry crane, draft tube stop-logs, 
1160-volt switchgear, station service substation, station 
service control switchboards, 480-volt motor control centers, 
intake gates and operating machinery, station service tur- 
_ bines and governors, and main unit substation for 12 units. 
Procurement of powerhouse electrical and mechanical equip- 
ment now under contract including sixteen 100,000-h. p. tur- 
Dines; ten 64 000-kw. generators; main transformers for 12 
units; turbine governors for 16 units; station service gen- 
erators; main control boards for 16 units; 15-kv. breakers and 
grounding equipment for 16 units; and associated equipment. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


Hydroelectric power potential is one of the great natural assets in the Pac fi 
Northwest and particularly in the Columbia River Basin. Since the end of \\ orl 
War II, construction of dams and reservoirs for power and other purposes has bee 
undertaken on a large scale by public and private soure>s to meet the constan ty 
increasing market for electric power. Chief Joseph Dam is one of th 
projects in this program, and is one of the most economical sources of pow r ir 
the region. The first 3 units were placed in service before September 1. 1955, 
adding 192,000 kilowatts to the Northwest power system. When the 16 ¢ 


ner 
. : es mg noTa- 
tors presently planned are in operation as scheduled in December 1958, 1,024. 999 


kilowatts of installed capacity will b> added tothe system, Acut? power shortages 
during periods of low river flows in the winter months have resulted in brownouts 
and industrial shutdowns. Completion of Chief Joseph Dam as scheduled ; 
essential to alleviate such shortages, as well as to provid? new capacity for fore- 
casted needs. Estimates by the Bonneville Power Administration indicate that 
the Northwest power demand will increase about 3,500,000 kilowatts from 1954 
to 1958. 
Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $9,500,000 will be applied to: 


Complete acquisition of lands in the reservoir area $15 
Continue construction of the dam and powerhouse 861 
Continue procurement of turbines, generators, trans sformers, and other 
machinery and operating equipment_ _ - ‘ 7, 748 
Complete recreation facilities 30. 000 
Engineering and design ; 425 000 
Supervision and administr: ation__ Se £19, 900 


100 
700 


300 


Total : : . ; _____. 9, 500. 000 


Completion of Chief Joseph Dam at th earliest possible dat? is essential to 
meet present power supply deficits and forecasted power requirements. Funds 
in the amount of $9,500,000 are required to meet the present schedule, whic! 
provides for placing 1 unit on the line every 3 months subsequ+nt to plac»m nt of 
initial 3 units in operation September 1, 1955. A delay in m>eting the power 
installation dates for later units is expected as the result of strikes involving th 
power-equipment fabricators. 

Non-Federal costs.—None. 


ICE HARBOR LOCK AND DAM, SNAKE RIVER, OREG., WASH., AND IDAHO 


Status of funds 


Unobligated 
balance 


June 30, 1955 s ‘ — 0 
March 31, 1956 see $47, 107 
June 30, 1956 (estimated) - Saas tered ei act aah 0 | 


Senator ELLENDER. The next is the Ice Harbor lock and dam. 

Now, this is a multiple-purpose project, having an estimated cost 
of $135 million, and benefit-to-cost ratio of 1.15 to 1. 

As I remember, last year this committee recommended without a 
budget estimate a sum of $1 million to initiate construction. 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. You are now asking for $5 million to continue 
that work? 

General Foortr. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELtenper. I am glad that we were able to give you a little 
push there, General. 

General Foorr. I am glad to see the project started. It is going 
along very well. We have built access roads into the site and awarded 
a contract for the construction of the first coffer dam several weeks ago. 
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APPORTIONMENT OF COSTS 


Senator ELLENDER. How much is chargeable to power development, 
flood control, and the like? 

General Foorr. At Ice Harbor the charge to power ts percentage- 
wise 77% percent; to navigation, 22.3 percent; to recreation, two- 
tenths of 1 percent. 

Senator ELLENDER. How much power will you develop there. 

General Foore. Initially we will develop 270,900 or we will install 
270,000 kilowatts rating capacity. 

Senator ELLENDER. What is the ultimate capacity? 

General Foorr. The ultimate will be 540,009 kilowatts. 

Senator ELLENDER. General, I notice that the benefit-cost ratio, as 
[ heretofore stated, is now 1.15 to 1. I remember a couple years ago 
pointing out that the benefit-cost ratio was much less than that. 

Now for the record will you state what caused you to change this 

ratio to the point where it is nov more acceptable than it was 2 
vears ago? 
’ General Irscuner. Mr. Chairman, in making an economic analysis 
of any project, we must project ourselves forward 50 years, which is 
the economic life of the project, and try to take the average annual 
benefits throughout that period. 

In this case of the Ice Harbor lock and dam, we are virtually certain 
that it won’t be too long before there will be some other storage up- 
stream from this project which will provide additional power benefits. 

Senator ELLENDER. These storage projects to which you refer have 
not as yet been authorized by Congress, have they? 


BRUCES EDDY AND PENNYCLIFFS PROJECTS 


General Irscuner. That is correct, sir. Bruces Eddy and Penny- 
cliffs are now before the Public Works Committee. 

Senator ELLENDER. Have studies been made up to now which would 
warrant the Congress authorizing those projects? Is it 2 or 3? 

General Irscuner. Two of them, Bruces Eddy and Pennycliffs, on 
two different tributaries of the Clearwater River. 

Senator ELLENDER. Those two projects have been successfully 
studied so as to make it possible for Congress to authorize them? 

General IrscHNeErR. Yes, sir; the studies have been completed and 
very fine projects have been developed, which are urgently needed 
for not only power, but even more for flood control. 

Senator ELLtenper. In order for you to be able to firm the benefit 
ratio that was referred to as 1.15 to 1, it will be necessary that in time 
these 2 projects be constructed? 

General IrscHnerR. These two projects, sir, are all alternative 
projects. 

Senator ELLENDER. What I mean is they dovetail with this Ice 
Harbor project. 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. It is inconceivable to us that there 
will not be additional storage developed upstream from Ice Harbor 
Dam. 

Then the second part of the benefit is the navigation benefit, sir. 
In that case we also feel that it is virtually certain that navigation 


75008—56—pt. 2———24 
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will be extended to Lewiston, Idaho, by the construction of the threo 
additional dams on the lower Snake River. 
Senator DworsHak. Those have been already authorized? 
General ItscHNER. Yes, sir. 


IDAHO POWER CO. DAM 


In addition there is a dam licensed to the Idaho Power Co. which js 
going to be constructed in the near future at Brownlee, which wil] 
have 1 million acre-feet of flood-control storage which will help 
increase this benefit-cost ratio up to the 1.15. Not all the way. 

Senator ELLtenper. I presume that in time all the projects that are 
in contemplation on the Columbia River and its tributaries and Snake 
River will complement each other and be of assistance to each other 
in firming the power, as was mentioned previously this morning. 

General ItscHNerR. That is correct, sir, and also provide the 
integrated flood-control plan that is required. 

Senator DworsHak. Looking at the map, General, I notice on the 
Clearwater or Salmon you have neither existing dams nor con- 
templated projects. Those are the two streams which furnish much of 
the runoff water for the maximum operation of Ice Harbor and lower 
river dams. 

Is there anything being planned for those two besides Bruces Eddy 
and Pennycliffs, or is the fish situation on the Salmon such that it will 
be probably impossible ever to build storage reservoirs on that river? 

General Irscunrer. The two projects that have been discussed are 
the only ones presently contemplated on the Clearwater. 

As to the fish situation, the Salmon River, you appreciate, is the 
major spawning ground of the Columbia River salmon run. 

Certainly we all agree, I believe, that the salmon industry is too 
valuable and that there are too many alternatives still available to 
contemplate seriously development of any dams on the Salmon River 
at this time. Now eventually things may change. 

Senator DworsHak. You did have in mind the Nez Perce Dam 
below the confluence of the Salmon and the Snake, but that likewise 
would interfere with fish migration. Is that correct? 

General IrscHNer. It would be a serious obstacle to the spawning 
of the salmon. 

Senator DworsHak. That would be because it would impound 
water from both the Snake and Salmon Rivers? 

General IrscHNER. Yes, sir. 

Senator DworsHak. Nothing is being done on that now; it is being 
held in abeyance because of the fish problem? 

General Irscuner. That is correct. 


BENEFITS TO IDAHO 


Senator ELLENDER. I suppose that all of these developments in 
Washington are going to help Idaho some, do you think? 
General ItscHNER. Yes, sir. 


Senator DworsHak. No, Mr. Chairman, the benefits are in reverse. 
I hesitate to say this, but we send our raw commodity, which is water, 
down our various tributaries to the lower Columbia, there to be 


utilized for the generation of power. _ 
There are little, if any, benefits accruing to the State of Idaho. 





he 
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We merely furnish the raw commodity to be generated or processed 
Jownstream for the benefit largely of the lower ‘basin States. 

Senator ELLENDER. A prosperous Oregon and a prosperous Wash- 
ington are bound to assist Idaho. 

Senator DworsHak. A few crumbs come along. It is hard to get 
enefits to flow upstream like it is hard to get water to flow upstream. 

Senator ELLENDER. What is your target date there to get the first 
power out of this project? 

General Foorr. Ice Harbor, sir? 

Senator ELLENDER. Yes. 

General Foorr. The first unit, December 1961. 

Senator ELLENDER. That will be the year my present term expires 
and | hope, my new term begins. 

What is the power situation? Are they still hungry for it? Is 
there still a shortage? 

General Foote. “Yes, sir; it has been necessary to drop some of the 
load, the so-called interruptible load. 

The firm loads are currently being met. It looks as though for the 
very immediate future that we will continue to be able to meet them 
up until, say, about 1960 or 1961. It looks at this time as though we 
are headed into a major deficiency. 


STEAM POWER IN AREA 


Senator ELLENDER. They will keep on growing and I guess before 
long they are going to be asking for steam power in that area. | 
would not be surprised. 

General Foorr. Unquestionably that time will come, but it should 
logically come after the more economical—— 

Senator ELLENDER. I would not say logically, because | hope if it 
ever does come that the local utilities that are now utilizing these 
facilities to mesh their own lines with ours—that is the Government’s 
will supply this steam power. 

| hope the Government is never asked to contribute a nickel. 

General Foors. I was not thinking of Government construction, 
sir, but of steam facilities. 

Senator DworsHak. General, could you give us the current devel- 
opment of the power potential in the (¢ ‘olumbia River Basin compared 
with the ultimate development? 

We talked of steam plants. Certainly we are a long way from the 
maximum use of the potential waterpower in the Columbia River 
Basin. 

General Foorr. Roughly, Senator, the projects, building and imme- 
diately planned, are going to account for slightly over half of our 
economical hydrodevelopment. 

Senator DworsHak. Only half, so we are a long way from the neces- 
sity of building steam plants if we proceed with ‘the orde rly construc- 
tion and use of the available and potential power resources. 

Senator ELLENpDER. I will be glad to back that area as far as I 
can to the end that we can retain in that area all of this water for 
industrial use and development of power and other uses. 

Senator DworsHak. Mr. Chairman, you have been doing a mar- 
velous job and we do appreciate it. 





PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 


TRANSPORTATION ON SNAKE RIVER 


Mr. Etutenper. Thank you, sir. 

Now, let me ask this about transportation in that area: What js 
the nature of the commodities that are transported on Snake River 
now? 

General Foorr. There is very little existing traffic on the Snake 
River under present conditions, sir. Only during periods of high 
water can commercial tows travel on the river. 

Senator ELLtenper. Of course, you will work to the end that the 
Snake will be a navigable stream all the year around? 

General Foorr. That is correct, sir. In fact, the principal com- 
modity is wheat from the tremendous wheat-growing area that ad- 
joins the Snake River, both to the north and south, along the reach 
between Lewiston, Idaho, and the mouth of the river at Pasco, Wash. 

Senator ELLENpDER. The deterrent to navigation there is low water? 

General Foorr. Low water and rapids. 

Senator ELLENDER. There is a way by which we can conquer that. 

General Foorr. These four authorized projects will completely 
remedy that. 

Senator ELLENDER. To what extent, if any, will the erection of this 
project tend to facilitate better navigation on the Snake River? 

General Foorr. This project is the lowest along the river, farthest 
downstream along the river, of the four authorized projects to develop 
slack-water navigation from the mouth of the Snake River to Lewiston, 
Idaho. 

By itself it will overcome one of the worst stretches of rapids along 
the river. 

Senator ELLENDER. Those rapids will be completely inundated. 

General Foorr. They will be inundated. 

Senator ELLeENDER. What depth of water will you have there? 

General Footer. We will have at the site of the worst rapids approxi- 
mately 40 feet of water. 

Senator ELLenpER. All this is bluish water, green water, mountain 
water? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 


BUILDINGS AND UTILITIES 


Senator ELLENDER. Fine. 

Again I would like to ask you about the amount spent for buildings, 
grounds, and utilities, for which you have requested $295,000 in 1957 
Will those be of a permanent nature to be used to operate the fac lithe S 
after it is erected, or merely for construction? 

Senator EttenprEr. That is only for construction, nothing perma- 
nent? 

General Foorr. At the present time only construction facilities will 
be programed. We must provide these permanent facilities. 

Senator ELLENDER. I presume with the fund we appropriated last 
year you have about completed your engineering and you are actually 
starting construction. 

General Foorr. We have actually started construction. 

Senator ELLENDER. So now, that project has its foot in the door, 
we can expect Congress to keep on until we get it. 

General Footr. I hope that will be the case, sir. 
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RAILROAD RELOCATION 


Senator ELLENDER. About the relocation, are you having any diffi- 
eultv with railroads? 

General Foorr. We have a problem, a major problem of railroad 
relocation. 

The Spokane, Portland, and Seattle, the Union Pacific Railroad 
and Northern Pacific Railroad are involved in the relocation problem 
of the Ice Harbor project. 

In negotiation and discussion with the railroads, we have developed 
that, were we to handle the relocation problem of the Ice Harbor 
project and of the next dam upstream, the lower Monumental project, 
as a joint problem, that we could save a substantial amount in the 
total relocation cost of the two projects, an amount tentatively esti- 
mated at approximately $3 million. 

We are continuing our studies with the railroads and if more specific 
data and firmer estimates confirm that saving we propose to submit 
this plan to the committees of Congress for decision and evaluation 
as to Whether or not it would be advisable to undertake the relocation 
for both projects at this time. 

Senator ELLENDER. Why will it be necessary to submit that to 


Congress? Both have been authorized, have they not? 


LOWER MONUMENTAL PROJECT 


General Foorr. Both have been authorized, but nothing has been 
appropriated for lower Monumental, sir. 

Of course, the study may not prove out. 

Senator ELLENDER. Where is that lower Monumental located? 

General Foorr. Immediately upstream from Ice Harbor. 

Senator ELLENDER. Is that a multiple purpose project, also? 

General Foorr. It is very similar to the Ice Harbor project power 
and navigation. 

Senator DworsHak. There are four dams in the same category? 

Major Garrett. Ice Harbor, lower Monumental, Little Goose and 
lower Granite projects. 

Senator DworsHak. When do you plan to begin storing water or 
generating power at Ice Harbor? 

General Foorr. 1961. 

Senator DworsHak. You have quite a lot of time to plan for this 
composite relocation of the railroad? 

General Foorr. We have some time, sir, because we are not immedi- 
ately ready to initiate relocation, but we will have to get relocated 
before we can raise that pool. 

General Irscuner. I think the problem will come up in the next 
budget, sir. 

JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be inserted in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 
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Ice Harsor Lock anp Dam, ‘WASHINGTON 
(Continuing) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL——-MULTIPLE-PURPOSE PROJECTS, INCLUDING 


\ 
POWER 


Location.—On the Snake River, 9.7 miles above confluence with Columbia 
River, approximately 12 miles east of Pasco, Wash. i 

Authorization.—1945 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.15 for initial installation and proportionate share of Sy 
River navigation benefits. 


ales 
Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost of 


Estimated Federal cost (initial installatior) | $135, 000, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 0 es 
Cash contributions ' 0 
Other cost 6 
Total estimated project cost : | 135, 000, 000 
Appropriatiors to June 30, 1955 ; | 1, (82, 206 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956 1,400, 000 
Appropriations to date _- 2, 082, 200 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957 5, 000, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 127, 917, 800 


ee —— —_— —__ —_ —_ — —I 
| 
| 


Note.—Estimated Federal cost for ultimate installation has not been determined. 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Dam: Type: Concerete gravity with earth-fill abutments. 
Height: 100 feet maximum effective height. 
Length: Overall 2,790 feet. 


Reservoir capacity: -feet 
Power pondage (3 feet drawdown) - - - - x5 28. 600 
Dead storage, powerhead and navigation - _ - 400 
Flood-contro] storage 0 


Total - gz , 000 
Spillway: 
Type: Gate controlled, concrete ogee weir with stilling basin. 
Design capacity: (Maximum pool) 850,000 cubic feet per second, 
Navigation lock: 
Type: Single lift. 
Clear dimensions: 86 feet by 540 feet. 
Design lift: 100 feet. 
Power installations: 
Initial: 3 units at 90,000 kilowatts; 270,000 kilowatts. 
Ultimate: 6 units at 90,000 kilowatts; 540,000 kilowatts. 
Presently planned: 3 units at 90,000 kilowatts; 270,000 kilowatts. 
Head: Average 95 feet. 
Relocations: 
Railroads: 
Spokane, Portland & Seattle, 10.35 miles. 
Union Pacific, 23.19 miles. 
Northern Pacific, embankment and revetment. 
Roads: County roads, improve 6.83 miles. 
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Completion schedule Estimated date 
struction, started in December 1955 .| Entire project June 1962. 
: Lands and damages June 1960. 
Relocations June 1961. 
Dam and spillway October 1961. 
Navigation lock Do 
Raise pool November 1961 
Power facilities, 3 units, 270,000 | December 1961. 
kilowatts. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Ice Harbor lock and dam provides for an initial installation of 270,000 kilowatts 
of generating capacity and is the farthest downstream of four authorized multiple- 
purpose dams to provide slackwater navigation, hydroelectric power, and other 
beneficial water-use development on the lower Snake River. The project is an 
essential unit in the authorized slackwater navigation and hydroelectric power 
evelopment of the lower 360 miles of the Columbia River and the lower 140 
miles of the Snake River. 

Present and prospective power demands in the Pacific Northwest region are in 
xcess of capabilities now existing or under construction, and power shortages 
retard industrial and other resource development essential to regional economic 
growth and prosecution of the national defense effort. The major load center for 
lee Harbor power will be the critical Pasco-Kennewick-Richland defense area, 

ww power deficient, and the Hanford Works of the Atomie Energy Commission. 
strategically located to serve these areas, Ice Harbor has a significant relationship 
to the Hanford Works in that it could function on a segregated basis from the 
rest of the power system to serve Hanford independently in the event of an 
emergency. This aspect of Ice Harbor power has been repeatedly emphasized 
by both the Atomie Energy Commission and the Bonneville Power Administration. 
The development of navigation on Snake River would permit the extension of 
the Columbia-Snake River authorized waterway to Lewiston, Idaho. It has 
previously been estimated that about 2,500,000 tons of commerce would move 
annually on and through the Ice Harbor pool, principally in bulk commodities 
such as wheat, wood products, limestone, ores, petroleum, and fertilizers. A 
restudy of the anticipated waterborne commerce of the Columbia and Snake 
Rivers above the Bonneville pool is under review. This study indicates that the 
previous estimates have been very conservative. Realization of the complete 
navigation program, with availability of adequate power supply, would expand 
the regional economy by affording an economic outlet for products not now 
processed and therefore not presently available for consumer use. 

The project also will reduce pumping lifts for irrigation developments along the 
reservoir shoreline and will provide incidental recreational benefits. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $5 million will be applied, as 


ih 
10llOWS: 


Lands and damages-.- : nr eee ; errs . $500, 000 
Relocations, lands for relocated railroad _. : : 20, 000 
Continuation of Ist-step cofferdam contract eee. ae 2, 481, 000 
Continuation of turbine contract - - - - - --- E Se ’ 100, 000 
Initiation of generator contract___- rot ; 100, 000 
Coustruet electric distribution system - - -- -- 5 5 alae 30, 000 
Water supply and distribution ~ deine 265, 000 
Permanent operating equipment--_- - - a ee 5 30, 000 
Construct project office and field buildings__-______________. 103, 000 
Engineering and design ier ts cies 996, 000 
Supervision and administration - acs : 375, 000 


_. 5, 000, 000 

The funds requested for fiscal year 1957 will permit completion of the first-step 
cofferdam, access roads and temporary field facilities, and make possible the 
preparation of designs, plans and specifications for awarding a major construction 
contract within the first-step cofferdam in fiscal year 1958 and for initiating design 
on major railroad relocations. The project as scheduled will permit raising the 
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pool in November 1961 for navigation and for the production of power by 
December 1961. 
Non-Federal costs.— None. 
Senator ELLENDER. Well, General, we want to thank you. 
Now we will go to the lower Columbia River fish sanctuary program 
Is Mr. Hagen present? 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM HAGEN, JR., ASSISTANT CHIEF, BRANCH 
OF GAME-FISH AND HATCHERIES, FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


Mr. Hacen. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. I understood you wanted to put a statement in 
the record. 

Mr. HaGen. Yes, sir. 

The CuHarrmMan. All right. We will place the statement in the 
record. 

(The statement referred to follows: ) 


STATEMENT BY THE FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE IN SUPPORT OF THE 1957 Bupcet 
REQUEST FOR THE COLUMBIA RIVER FISHERIES DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 


The Columbia River produces about 30 million pounds of salmon each year. 
About 60 percent of all of the prized chinook salmon taken on the Pacific coast 
and in Alaskan coastal waters originate in the Columbia. The resource has been 
important to the economy of the Pacific Northwest since the advent of white 
man, over 150 years ago. 

The continued maintenance of this salmon resource provided by nature requires 
only that we permit access of adult salmon to the spawning areas, safe passage 
of the young in their migration downstream to the ocean, and a regulated fishery. 
The construction of many multiple-purpose dams in the main stem of the Columbia 
and in the principal tributaries has been and continues to be the real threat to 
the salmon populations. 

The fisheries program under consideration has as its objective the full develop- 
ment of the salmon-producing potential in the lower river area, downstream from 
the majordams. By means of improvements and facilities to achieve such develop- 
ment, it is expected that the impact of the dams constructed and to be constructed 
will be mitigated to a great extent. This program contemplates, however, that 
every means will be employed to maintain insofar as possible the upriver runs of 
the valuable spring chinook and sockeye salmon. 

The Congress has supported this program since its inception in 1949, providing 
funds each year for construction and for the operation of the facilities. For fiscal 
year 1957, we are requesting $1,400,000 for construction and $1,250,000 for 
the operation of those facilities completed. Practically the entire sum requested 
for construction will be for the completion of three hatcheries and partial con- 
struction of a fourth. The operational appropriation requested is the minimum 
required to utilize to the fullest extent the facilities necessary to development 
of the salmon populations. 

The results of this program cannot be expected to be apparent until 4 or even 8 
years after the major facilities have been provided. This is true because the sal- 
mon is generally a 4-year fish, i. e., returns to his stream to spawn and die at 
1 years of age. It is evident, however, that increased salmon spawning and 
production is occurring in some areas where program activity was concentrated 
during the first few years. 

We have received the cooperation of the States of Oregon and Washington 
in this program, and all agencies are optimistic regarding future results if we can 
proceed on an orderly schedule with the construction and operation of facilities. 
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Authorization for this program is by the act of May 10, 1938 (52 Stat. 345), 
.; amended August 8, 1946 (60 Stat. 932), title 16, United States Code, sections 
755-797, inclusive. 

CoLtuMBIA RivER FISHERIES DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 
Status of funds construction as of March 31, 1956 


Unobligated balance June 30, 1955: 

Fish and Wildlife Service $238, OOO 

Oregon Fish Commission 912, 000 

Oregon Game Commission 

Washingto\. Department of Fisheries 338, 000 

Washington Department of Game 3 $1, 488, 000 
Reimbursements 10, 000 
\ppropriation fiscal year 1956 900, 000 
\vailable July 1, 1955 $2, 398, 000 
Expended and obligated as of Mar. 31, 1956__- 399, 000 
Unobligated balance as of Mar. 31, 1956_- _ 1, 999, 000 
Estimated unobligated balance June 30, 1956 556, 000 
\ppropriation requested for fiscal year 1957 _- 1, 400, 000 


Estimated available July 1, 1956 5: peice, 1, 956, 000 


Status of funds, construction—erpenditures and obligations, 1949 to Mar. 31, 1956 


Appro- Expended i ee 
Agency priated, and —— = " 
1949-56 ! obligated — 


Fish and Wildlife Service $3, 929, 000 $3, 609, 000 9% $320, 000 
Oregon Fish Commission - 2, 908, 000 2, 014, 000 ( 894, 000 
Oregon Game Commission 653, 000 493, 000 5 160, 000 
Washington Department of Fisheries 4,371, 000 3, 746, 000 } 625, 000 
Washington Department of Game 490, 000 490, 000 


Total 12, 351, 000 10, 352, 000 1 


oes not include $102,000 for river basin studies: includes reimbursements 


Estimated status of funds, June 30, 1956 


Proposed 

Unobligated allocation 
balance of 1957 ap- 
propriation 


Expended 
Agency and Percent 
obligated 


Fish and Wildlife Service _ _- ; $3, 854, 000 | $75, 000 $100, 000 
Oregon Fish Commission. - - - : 2, 671, 000 237, 000 None 
Oregon Game Commission 560, 000 93, 000 350, 000 
Washington Department of Fisheries 4, 220, 000 151, 000 510, 000 
Washington Department of Game 490, 000 440, 000 


Total 11, 795, 000 95 556, 000 1, 400, 000 


Status of funds, operation and maintenance, as of March 31, 1956 


Unobligated balance, June 30, 1955__- $10, 000 
Appropriation, fiscal year 1956_____- ase 000, 000 
Available July 1, 1955 Sete ; , 010, 000 
Expended and obligated as of Mar. 31, 1956_ - 885, 000 
Unobligated balance as of Mar. 31, 1956 125, 000 
Estimated unobligated balance, June 30, 1956 

Appropriation requested for 1957__- 1, 250, 000 


Estimated available July 1, 1956_- -- geht a4 1, 250, 000 
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REDUCTION IN ESTIMATED COST 


Senator ELLENDER. I note the estimated cost of this program has 
been reduced from $23,249,000 to $22,983,000, this year, a decreasp 
of $266,000. 

What has been the cause of that, sir? 

Mr. Hacen. That was primarily an adjustment in cost and eliming- 
tion for the time being, at least, of a proposed hatchery on the 
Deschutes River in Oregon. 

Senator ELLENDER. The appropriation last year was $900,000 
This year you request $1,400,000. 

Is that about what you expected? 

Mr. Hagen. We believe so, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Are there any unobligated balances as of the 
end of March? 

Mr. HaGen. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. What is the estimated unobligated balance as 
of June 30? 

Mr. Haaen. As of the end of March we have $1,999,000 unobli- 
gated. Estimated June 30, $556,000. 

Senator ELLENDER. Now, in asking for $1,400,000 did you 
those unobligated balances into consideration? 

Mr. Hacen. Yes, sir; we did. 

Senator Dworsnak. Is any of that to be expended in Idaho as a 
part of the fisheries program? 

Mr. Hacen. No, sir; this is all budgeted money. It did not include 
Idaho projects. 

Senator DworsHak. Just for Oregon and Washington? 

Mr. Hacen. That is correct, sir. 

General IrscHNER. It is just for the lower river program, sir. 

Senator DworsHak. I just mentioned that fact so that the chair- 
man would be fully aware of the little consideration which has been 
given to the upper basin over the last years. In this particular in- 
stance where the fisheries problem is so vitally important not only to 
the lower basin, but particularly to the upper tributaries. The) 
contend that the future of the fisheries problem is dependent to a large 
extent upon what is done in the Salmon River and probably in the 
Clearwater to a lesser extent. 

Senator ELLENDER. Senator, in looking at the map before us, | 
notice that great Snake River winding its way through southern 
Idaho, through all of the fine irrigation land you have there, You 
have received quite a lot of benefits, and it is my hope to be able to 
assist in providing more. 

Senator DworsHak. I appreciate that. That tributary is pretty 
well controlled. 


take 


UNOBLIGATED BALANCES 


Senator ELLENDER. Yes. 

Now, in connection with your statement you have placed in the 
record the balances that are unobligated as to each of the cooperating 
agencies. 

Mr. Hagen. That is correct. 

Senator ELtenpeR. Which of those has the largest unobligated 


balance and why is it that you carry over such large unobligated 
balances? 
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The reason I am asking you this is that I serve on the subcommittee 
that provides money for ‘the armed services. We find that the armed 
services have entirely too much money in their unobligated balances 
accounts. 

Be instance, 2 years ago they had an unobligated balance aggre- 

iting fifteen-plus billion ‘dollars—unobligated money which we gave 
to ae m, made available, and they could find no way to spend it. 

Why is it you come to us and ask us for money and you do not 
obligate 1t? 

\lr. Hagen. To answer your first question, sir, the Oregon Fish 
Commission has been the cooperating agency that has not been able 
iy obligate its money rapidly enough. 

— ELLENDER. Why not? 

- Hacen. They have had land acquisition difficulties, as well as 
N = procurement of engineers. 

Senator ELLENDER. Why should Congress be called upon to put up 
the money and have it there, and then not use it? 

In other words, the longer you delay this thing the more it is going 
to cost by way of paying your salary and the salaries of other people 
that are engaged in this project. 

\lr. Hagen. This same question was brought up last ye In the 
curre nt fiscal year we gave the Oregon Fish Commission aie $50,000 
of the $900,000 appropriated for construction. 

Senator ELLENDER. Maybe if Congress cut it a little bit we might 
make them wake up. I do not believe in giving you or pcb else 
money that you do not intend to spend in ‘the next fiscal yea 

Mr. Hagen. A reduction in our request this year will not re vO e the 
wobligated balance of the Oregon Fish Commission. It is not pro- 

posed to allocate to the Oregon Fish Commission any 1957 construction 
funds. 

Senator ELLENDER. How do you propose to reduce these unobligated 
balances in the future? 

Mr. Hagen. Primarily by urging the Oregon Fish Commission to 
proceed more rapidly, and additional funds will not be allocated. 

Senator ELLeENDER. I know, but we are providing it for you. 
We are giving you $1,400,000 here. You still have $500,000 at the 
end of June. 

Mr. Hacen. That is correct, sir. The other agencies cooperating 

Washington fisheries and game departments and the Oregon 
Game Commission—have been proceeding with their projects 
adequately. 

TOTAL PERSONNEL 


Senator ELLENDER. What size force do you have there now? 

Mr. Hagen. With the Fish and Wildlife Service alone? 

Senator ELLENDER. I mean to handle this project we are talking 
about now, or these projects? 

Mr. Hagen. We have two engineers to inspect all of the State 
projects, and an administrative force of 5 or 6 persons. 

Senator ELLENDER. The thing is, the longer this is delayed, the 
longer you have these people there waiting to see that the people do 
what they ought to do, the more it costs. 

[t strikes me we ought to serve notice on these people that if they 
will not cooperate and do it as quickly as they ought to do it, we may 
curtail expenditures at this end. 
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Mr. Hacen. We have already done that by transferring unob]j- 
gated balances. 

Senator ELLENDER. You have done it, but I think we are in a better 
position to do it than you are, just by cutting off the appropriation. 

I would like to serve notice on them right | now as chairman of thjs 
committee, that if you come here next year with an unobligated bal- 
ance I guarantee you we will cut it back. Every year we have the 
same tale here. With all due respect, I am getting tired of it. 

It strikes me that if those people will not spend “the mone y and do 
what they ought to do, we are going to cut it back some. 


PLANNING ON CLEARWATER AND SALMON 


Senator DworsHak. Mr. Chairman, could I interpolate at this 
point that possibly instead of having unexpended funds remaining 
in this program that we might ask the Fish and Wildlife Service to 
allocate a few dollars to some initial planning and programing on both 
Clearwater and the Salmon? 

Senator ELLENpDER. Could you do that with this money? 

Mr. Hacen. Yes, sir, but we have not done so. 

Senator ELLENDER. Why not? 

Mr. Hagen. Up to now the program has been contemplated only 
below the McNary Dam in general. The participating agencies of 
Oregon and Washington are in agreement with us that the maintenance 
of the sport fishery in Idaho, for steelhead trout and salmon, in 
principle, should have equal status with the lower river program. 

Senator ELLENDER. It is an essential part of the extension of the 
lower basin fisheries program? 

Mr. Hacen. That is correct. The Idaho fishery may be adversely 
affected by the dams. 

Senator DworsHak. Can you not undertake some studies on the 
Salmon and Clearwater with some of the funds available now in this 
next fiscal year so that the chairman will not necessarily have to 
curtail some of the unexpended funds a year hence? 

Senator ELLENDER. Senator, I want you to understand that as far 
as I am concerned, I will give them all the money they can efficiently 
spend, but for us to proceed and give them a lot of money and let 
them come here and tell us how badly they need it and then end up 
with a part of it not obligated, not even obligated—how much do 
you have that is obligated that is not actually spent? 

Mr. HaGen. Probably three hundred thousand. 

Senator ELLENDER. There you are. 

Senator Dworsnak. I was not critical, Mr. Chairman. I merel\ 
wanted to point out that if this program is a little sluggish in the 
lower basin and if the Fish and Wildlife Service, as Mr. Hagen has 
pointed out on many occasions, think that it is vital to safeguard the 
salmon and the steelhead fisheries in the upper tributaries, “then cer- 
tainly it would seem to me that it would be an opportune time to 
initiate that work instead of waiting several years when it may 
become increasingly difficult to get worthwhile benefits. 

Mr. Hacen. We agree that the sooner we start in the upper basin 

Senator ELLENDER. You are authorized to do it? 

Mr. Hacen. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Why do you not get busy and do it? 
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Mr. Hacen. Our funds have been budgeted for the lower river 
projec ts. 

Senator ELLENDER. But you do not spend it there? 

Mr. Hagen. The project is underway, engineeringwise, and also 
contracts are being let. 

Senator ELLENDER. We just want to give you and your people 
working out there fair notice that we do not want these unobligated 
balances to pile up any more. We would like to have it spent and if 
the people will not cooperate to spend it, we will have to take action. 
Try to get the project as quickly as you can. 

Senator Dworsuak. I am sure there will be no objection to ear- 
marking some of this unexpended money for these studies in the upper 
tributaries which we have referred to. 

Senator ELLENDER. You remind me of that when we mark up this 
bill. We are going to estimate how much they will not obligate and 
we will put that much in the upper area. 

Senator DworsHak. Maybe Mr. Hagen can give us an ide ‘a. Could 
vou use a couple hundred thousand dollars for that program? 
~ Mr. Hagen. We could, very well. We would prefer to start with 
$100,000 or $200,000 so that the Idaho Department of Fish and Game 
would have substantial funds to undertake a survey of the needs of 
the area. 

Senator DworsHak. They have been cooperating, have they not, 
on this overall program? 

Mr. Hagen. They have been cooperating and receiving nothing. 


STUDY OF SALMON RUNS 


Senator ELLENDER. Last year, or the year before, as I remember, 
you folks kept tab of the salmon returning to their old homes up 
these streams? 

Mr. HaGen. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. How does the picture look now? Particularly 
on the Wind River? 

Mr. Hagen. On the Wind River, unfortunately, the ladder was 
completed last fall after the major portion of the run had passed. 
There were some 200 stragglers, late runners, that did go over the 
fishway. A number of these arrived at our Wind River hatcher vy at 
Carson, 20 miles upstream. We can assume that these were our fish 
although they were not marked. 

Senator ELLENDER. Have you made a sufficient study to indicate 
the extent to which the salmon runs have been decreased because of 
the erection of these dams? 

Mr. Hacen. No, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. You were going to make a study? 

Mr. Hacen. We are making a study of that. The results will 
come in time. You will recall that the salmon are 4- and 5-year fish. 
When we plant a fish we have to wait 3 or more years for the return 
as an adult. At the dams and fishways we can assess the migration 
and the numbers much more readily that was possible in the main 
stream. 

Senator ELLENDER. Have many of your marked fish returned, u 
to now? 

Mr. Hacen. In some places substantial numbers. 
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Senator ELLENDER. You mean up the fish ladders? 

Mr. Hacen. Up the fish ladders. We are marking, together wit) 
the States, and with the cooperation of the Corps of Engineers. 
tinually to assess the value of our program and the results. 

Senator E.itenper. Is there anything else you would like to add 
to what you have already said? 

Mr. Hacen. Regarding the unobligated balances, I feel confidey 
that we are going to have much a smaller amount next year at {| 
time. 

Senator ELLENDER. Try to end with a zero, if you can. 

Mr. Hacen. We have been trying for a number of years. 

Senator ELLENDER. Let that be your target. Thank you, Mr 
Hagen. 

Mr. Hacen. Thank you, sir. 


con- 


LIS 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be inserted in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


LowER CotumpBia RIVER FisH SANCTUARY PROGRAM 
CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent 
estimated 

Fede ral ex st 


Amount 








Total estimated Federal cost " L ? : | $22, 983, 000 
Total appropriation to June 30, 1955- _- eas 11, 441, 000 
Reimbursements from other agencies. _- | 10, 000 
Appropriation for fiscal year 1956 ; : 900, 000 
Tctal appropriations and reimbursements to date 2, 351, 000 
Appropriation requested for fiscal year 1957_- | , 400, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 9, 232, 000 


JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 
Authorization 

Act approved May 11, 1938 (52 Stat. 345), as amended by the act of August 8 
1946 (60 Stat. 932). 


Location and description 


Hatcheries: Renovation and enlargement of 7 existing hatcheries, plus con- 
struction of 22 new stations and 1 nutritional laboratory. 

Location: 14 in the State of Oregon and 15 in the State of Washington, all on 
tributaries to the lower Columbia River. 

Stream improvement: A comprehensive program of stream clearance to mak« 
many additional miles of streambed available for natural spawning; laddering 
hitherto impassable barriers in the streams to provide access for salmon and steel- 
head to their upper reaches; and installing a system of screens along those streams 
whose waters are utilized for irrigation or hydroelectric generation. 

Location: All those streams located within the Columbia Basin which are 
suitable for propagation of anadromous fish. 

Facilities for project appraisal; bilogical and planning surveys: Necessary 
investigations and surveys prior to construction to determine feasibility and 
suitability of proposed locations. Construction of devices for measuring annual 
returns and progress made under the program. 

Location: Traps, racks, and weirs at strategic points on tributaries to lower 
Columbia River. 





PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 1733 


Scheduled completion date 


Current outlook places final completion, dependent on provision of funds 
sreque sted: Hatcheries, October of 1962; stream improvement, October of 1963; 
igcilitie s for project appraisal, October of 1961. 


ii atcheries are 43 percent completed; stream improvement program 19 per- 
it: hatchery feed (management and improvement of artificial propagation), 
100 hercents and facilities for project appraisal, 88 percent. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The development of the tremendous power potential of the Columbia River, 
< well as the control of floods and the needs for irrigation and navigation, have 
~sulted in a program of construction of major dams. These structures have 
plocked and impeded the access of salmon and steelhead to their spawning areas. 
\dditional dams will further reduce productivity and endanger the commercial, 
port, and Indian subsistence fishery for these species, valued at approximately 
<2) million annually. To counteract, insofar as possible, the expected damage to 
this resouree, the Fish and Wildlife Service, in cooperation with the States of 
idaho, Oregon, and Washington, prepared a program for the maximum produc- 
tion of salmon and steelhead in the streams tributary to the lower Columbia 
River. The program includes the clearance of obstructions from streams to 
permit passage of fish, the construction of fishways over waterfalls, and the con- 
struction of hatcheries and other facilities for the protection and development 

salmon and steelhead. 

By State laws, important tributaries to the lower Columbia River in the States 
{ Washington and Oregon have been set aside as fish sanctuaries. Abatement of 
pollution in these tributary streams and in the main stem of the Columbia is 
progressing satisfactorily. Actions looking toward increased utilization and 
corresponding production of salmon and steelhead in the streams protected by 
law and in those where pollution is being abated await the receipt of additional 
app! ypriations to carry forward the program as originally set out. 

Fiscal year 1957.—To maintain even an outside possibility of completing the 
program within the present delayed construction schedule, the amount of 
$1,400,000 is required for fiscal year 1957. Funds requested will complete con- 
struction at Skamania Hatchery, Beaver Creek (formerly Abernethy) Hatchery, 
and Gnat Creek (formerly Steelhead No. 1) Hatchery; permit first-stage construc- 
tion at Kalama Hatchery; and provide for site acquisition at Abernethy (formerly 
German Creek) Hatchery; continue the stream-improvement portion of the 


program; and cover costs of administration, supervision, and inspection of the 
program. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL 


Senator ELLENDER. The next item is “Operation and maintenance, 
general.”’ The request is for $2,409,000 for channels and harbors; 
$210,000 for locks, dams, reservoirs, and canals; $203,800 for flood- 
control reservoirs; $82,500 for other flood-control maintenance; 
$3,914,000 multiple- -purpose projects; and $1,250,000 for the lower 
Columbia River fish sanctuary program. Is that about what you 
require for the current maintenance, that is exclusive of taking care 
ofany of the deferred maintenance in yourdivision? General Itschner 
has furnished the committee with a list totaling $10 million for a start 
on the large backlog of deferred maintenance. 

General Foors. | think the budget estimate is a minimum amount 
to take care of the regular maintenance, but we do have the problem 
of deferred maintenance that should be taken care of. 


JUSTIFICATION 
Senator ExLuenper. The justification for maintenance will be 


placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 
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CoLuMBIA BASIN, JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL, FISCAL YEAR 1957 


Navigation 

(a) Channels and harbors.—The work to be accomplished under this ; tivity 
consists of maintaining the navigation channels and harbors of coastal ‘6 arbors 
and waterways by means of dredging and repairing of navigation structures and 
periodic inspections and surveys to determine the condition of the projects for 
programing purposes and prov iding navigation interests with adequate informa- 
tion on existing channel conditions; all as authorized in the laws adopting river 
and harbor projects. 

The budget estimate of $2,409,000 for fiscal year 1957 is required for essentia| 
maintenance work on four channel and harbor projects named in the list which 
follows. The projects listed have been subjected to an economic analysis and 
determined that continuing maintenance is justified. The amount of funds 
appropriated in recent years for this activity has not been sufficient to provide 
for the adequate and timely maintenance of all justified projects and has resulted 
in a substantial backlog of work, particularly structural repairs and the mainte- 
nance of moderate and shallow-draft navigation channels. This condition con- 
tinues to exist. 

Project 


Tentatire allo- 
Oregon: cation. fiscal 


Columbia River between Vancouver, Wash. and The Dalles, year 1957 
ae Fra ateaitheca ec ah oe, $90, 000 
Columbia River at the mouth, Ore gon and W ashington See 280, 000 
Columbia and lower Willamette Rivers below Portland, Oreg. 
and Vancouver, Wash- ; 1, 650, 000 
Willamette River above Portland and Yamhill Rivers _- 380, 000 
Condition surveys see = : ee 9, 000 


Total channels and harbors - - — oN Fee cer eee 


(b) Locks, dams, reservoirs, and canals.—The hanes estimate of $210,000 pro- 
vides for the operation and ordinary maintenance of 2 lock and dam projects 


in the Columbia Basin. The amount requested in fiscal year 1957 is approxi- 
mately $44,000 less than the amount available in fiscal year 1956, and is considered 
the minimum necessary for operation and maintenance of the projects. 
Tentative allo- 
Project cation, fiscal 
Oregon: year 1957 
The Dalles-Celilo Canal, Oreg., and Wash $60, 000 
Willamette River at Willamette Falls_ ___ 150, 000 


Total, locks, dams, reservoirs, and canals 210, 000 
Total navigation _ _ _- ae : «6% , 619, 000 


2. Flood control 


(a) Reservoirs.—The budget estimate of $203,800 provides for the operation 
and ordinary maintenance of 5 flood-control reservoirs in the Columbia Basin 
during the fiscal year 1957 and nondeferrable rehabilitation work. The benefits 
that accrue from the impoundment of damaging floodwaters by this extensive 
reservoir system are substantial. The amount requested in fis eal year 1957 is 
approxims ately $48,000 less than the amount available in fiscal year 1956. The 
amount requested is necessary for minimum operation and maintenance of the 
projects. 

Tentative 
j allocation 
Project fiscal year 195 
Idaho: Lucky Peak Reservoir-_- -- ee : $65, 000 
Oregon: 
Cottage Grove Reservoir - -_ - ; 28, 000 
Dorena Reservoir___- se : 30, 000 
Fern Ridge Reservoir _ - aes 38, 000 
Washington: Mill Creek Reservoir : ro 36, 000 
Scheduling of flood-control reservoir oper ration _- ), 800 


Total, flood-sontrel reservoirs. . ..........-.....-<..-- 3, 800 
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(») Other (including channel-improvement projects, miscellaneous maintenance 
“ems and inspections).—The budget estimate of $82,500 provides for the mini- 
mum requirement of regular maintenance of the Willamette River bank-protec- 
tion project, and inspection of completed works during fiscal year 1957. 


Tentative 
allocation 
Project fiscal year 1957 
Oregon: Willamette River bank-protection project $70, 000 
Inspection of completed works - - -_-------- 12, 500 


Total flood control, other_- - 
Total flood control 286, 300 


3, Multiple-pur pose projects including power 


The budget estimate of $3,914,000 for the operation and maintenance of 7 
multiple purpose projects in the Columbia Basin during fiscal year 1957 is the 
minimum amount necessary for operational requirements. It comtemplates 
deferment of other than indispensable ordinary maintenance and rehabilitation 
work. As construction features on 4 of the projects are being completed and 
placed in maintenance status in fiscal year 1957 the amount requested is an 
increase Of approximately $110,000 over the total available in fiscal year 1956. 
The total amount requested includes $100,000 for the initial operating require- 
ments of 1 project under construction which will have completed features reaching 
maintenance status; approximately $115,000 for the increased operation and 
ordinary maintenance needed at 2 projects approaching completion; and approxi- 
mately $57,000 for urgent rehabilitation work at the older projects. The com- 
pletion of power-generating units at these projects will add $396,000 kilowatts of 
installed capacity during fiscal year 1957, increasing the total generating capacity 
of all Corps of Engineers multiple-purpose projects in the Columbia Basin to 
2,434,000 kilowatts. 


Tentative allo- 
cation, fiscal 
Project year 1957 


Idaho: Albeni Falls Reservoir -_ - rps ba _.. $218, 000 
Oregon: 
Bonneville Dam } : J. 1,108, 000 
The Dalles Dam___. 100, 000 
Detroit Reservoir 386, 000 
Lookout Point Reservoir 
MeNary Dam 
Washington: Chief Joseph Dam 


Total multiple-purpose projects, including power 
;. Lower Columbia River fish-sanctuary program 


Funds requested under this budget reflect only the additional recurring-cost 
results from the construction of new or the enlargement of existing facilities under 
the Columbia River fish-sanctuary program. Operating and maintenance funds 
for facilities and activities in operation prior to the inception of the program 
will continue to be provided by the respective agencies involved. To assure 
maximum production and efficient operation at those facilities constructed under 
the program, it will be necessary to provide funds in the amount of $1,250,000 
for fiscal year 1957. Funds so provided will permit continued operation at 16 
hatcheries, make possible the maintenance of an unimpeded pathway for migrating 
salmon during their return at spawning season, continue the important function 
of observing and assessing the accomplishments under the program, and cover 
costs of administering and supervising the overall planning of the program. 

Total, Columbia Basin: $8,069,300. 


NORTH PACIFIC DRAINAGE AREA 


Status of examination and survey funds 


Unobligated | Unexpended 
balance balance 


$2, 507 
13, 284 
3, 000 


75008—56—pt. 2——25 





1736 PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 


EXAMINATIONS AND SURVEYS 


Senator ELLENDER. There are a few more survey projects in the 
North Pacific drainage area. 

Senator Magnuson is very busy now on another committee and was 
unable to come here this morning. 

I wish to place in the record a letter signed by him and addressed 
to me, dated April 26, 1956. 


(The letter referred to follows: ) 


Unitep States SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
April 26, 19586. 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Works Appropriations, 
United States Senate. 

Dear Senator: I understand that General Foote from Portland, Oreg., and the 
division engineer for that area will be before the Appropriations Committee op 
Friday, April 27. As you know, I am chairing concurrent hearings for the Sub- 
committee on Independent Offices Appropriations. In consequence, I will be 
unable to be with you to present several questions which General Foote is in g 
position to answer. 

I am wondering if you would be good enough to interrogate the general on the 
following projects: 

1. Tacoma Harbor, Wash.—Survey to determine whether the existing project 
should be modified in any way at this time—in accordance with the resolution 
passed by the Senate Public Works Committee, May 27, 1955. 

On May 27, 1955, the Senate Public Works Committee passed a resolution 
authorizing and directing the Corps of Engineers to institute a survey of Tacoma 
Harbor to ascertain whether the existing project should be modified and extended. 
It is estimated that the survey will cost about $7,500. 

Tacoma Harbor is one of the most progressive in the Northwest. Recently 
the Port Commission employed one of the leading engineering firms in the country 
(Tippetts, Abbett, McCarthy, Stratton of New York) to report on the potential 
of the area. The engineering report indicates the necessity for investing some 
$11 million in development, including acquisition of land, dredging, construction 
of highways, water supply, ete. More than $7% million of this amount would be 
expended by the Port Commission. 

It is highly important that the $7,500 be made available to the Corps at this 
time to insure that their plans can move in concert with those of the Port Com- 
mission. This is a small amount—the investment of which will pay great divi- 
dends to Pierce County, to the defense program and to the nation at large. 

2. Mill Creek, Wash.—Investigation pursuant to a resolution by the House 
Committee on Public Works, adopted July 29, 1955—to determine the justification 
for modifying existing projects for flood control to provide more adequate protec- 
tion for the city of Walla Walla. 

Some funds have already been expended on this investigation. It is estimated 
that $44,000 is needed to complete the work. I am informed by the corps that 
no funds are tentatively allocated for this work. I havea letter from the Assistant 
Chief of Engineers of Civil Works, stating “‘It is the desire of the Chief of Engineers 
to complete this investigation at the earliest practicable date.” 

Personally, I believe the work is so important that funds should be added for 
fiscal 1957 to complete the job. 

I deeply appreciate your taking these matters up for me. 

Warm personal regards. 

Sincerely, 
WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
United States Senator. 
UMPQUA RIVER, OREG. 


Senator ELLeENpER. Now, these navigation studies, Umpqua 
River in Oregon. The amount so far spent is $1,200, out of a total 
estimated Federal cost of $5,000, and you are requesting the remainder 
of that sum, the estimated cost of $3,800. Will that do the job? 
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General Foorr. Yes, sir; that will complete that study, Mr. Chair- 


man. 
KINGSTON HARBOR-SEATTLE HARBOR-TACOMA HARBOR 


Senator ELLENDER. In Washington you have Kingston Harbor for 
which you are asking the whole amount, and also Seattle Harbor, 
the whole amount. 

General Foorr. And Tacoma Harbor, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. And Tacoma Harbor, small boats, you are 
asking for about 50 percent of the estimated cost of $12,500. 

General Footrr. Yes, sir; we had a prior allocation on that and the 
amount requested for fiscal year 1957 will complete that study. 

Senator ELLENDER. You will be able to complete all those projects 
with the requests made? 

General Foorn. Yes, sir. 


FLOOD CONTROL STUDIES 


Senator ELLENDER. Now, also in Oregon, Coos Bay study, you 
are asking for $4,000. 

General Footer. This is the total amount. 

Senator ELLENDER. I notice Coquille River, $35,000, for which 
you are asking $10,000. 

’ General Foote. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Rogue River, $105,800 estimated cost. You 
are asking $20,000 and you have already spent $64,100. Will that 
be sufficient this year? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir; that will permit the studies on these 
three adjoining streams, the Coquille, the Rogue, and the Umpqua, 
to go along in a very orderly fashion during the coming year. 

Senator ELLENDER. I notice you have here the Umpqua River 
again. You had it up here, Winchester Bay. What is the difference 
between those two investigations? 

General Foorr. The first one, sir, at Winchester Bay, is a naviga- 
tion study, down in the lower river; the second survey, that is referred 
to on the Umpqua, is flood control throughout the reach of the river. 

Senator ELLENDER. With respect to the flood-control study the 
estimated cost is $105,000? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. $57,900 of that sum is spent and you are now 
asking for $20,000 more? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. That is about what you will spend on all these 
projects this year? 

General Footr. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLenpER. In Washington you have the Cedar River 
with a total estimated cost of $21,000 on which $14, 000 has already 
been spent and you are asking for the balance of that sum? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir; that will complete that study. 

Senator ELLENDER. "And the Wynoochee River, $5,000 estimated 
cost and you are asking for $5,000? 

General Footr. That is the full amount. 

Senator ELLenveR. That will complete that study? 

General Foorn. Yes, sir. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


Senator E.itenper. The justification for “Examinations 
Surveys” will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


and 


NortuH Pactric DRAINAGE AREA, JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 
GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS, FISCAL YEAR 1957 


1. Examinations and surveys 


(a) Navigation studies—The amount of $15,600 is requested for completion of 
work on 4 studies in the North Pacific drainage area during fiscal year 1957, 
The tentative allocations by studies follow: 


Total Allocations | Tentative | Additiong] 
Study estimated prior to allocation | to complete 
. y Federal fiscal year fiscal year after fiscal 

cost 1957 1957 | year 1957 





Oregon: Umpqua River (Winchester Bay) $1, 200 $3, 800 | 
Washington: | 
Kingston Harbor. die : f 0 2, 500 | 
NIU oe cacao eond -| 3, 3, 000 | 
Tacoma (small boat) Harbor_........-.-.-- 6, 300 | 


15, 600 





(b) Flood control studies—The amount of $66,000 is requested for completion 
of work on 3 studies and progress on 3 studies during fiscal year 1957. 


| 
Total Allocations Tentative | Additional 
Study estimated prior to allocation | to complete 
r Federal fiscal year fiscal year after fiscal 
cost 1957 1957 year 1957 


Oregon: 
I i ai Sach inn keg pane 4 0 
Oomuilee Iiver.............-. oe ‘ $25, 000 
| SP ee eee , 21, 700 
Umpqua River--....---.--- ealeos 5, , 27, 100 
Washington: 
NN ae an detec diabniod 0 
W ynoochee River----_- : 0 


_: Ee eee 
Grand total 





CONSTRUCTION 


COOS BAY, OREG. 


Status of funds 


. Unobligated | Unexpended 
Date balances balance 


I iid od th hs de ahiaenibeabe whledinieneebaasessbeine 0 e 0 
2 & ae Re uonseigaperwessininnil oerenaEen ai ep satan mesa aes $12, 287 $178, 103 
June 30, 1956 (estimate) 0 0 


Senator ELLeNpER. Now, construction, the Coos Bay, Charleston, 
Oreg., project, estimated total Federal cost is $675,000, and _non- 
Federal is $88,000, and we have spent to date $236,000 and the original 
budget request was for $439,000 to complete the project; is that 
correct? 
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General Footer. Yes, sir. There was a recent modification of the 
budget amount for this project. 

Senator ELLENDER. I notice that the revised estimate is for $300,000 
a reduction of $139,000. Will the revised amount if made available 
complete the project? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLeENDER. That shows a saving of $139,000. 

General Foorr. Yes, sir, due to a reduction in the project cost. 

Senator ELLENDER. Now, this is one of the projects we provided 
funds for last year without a budget estimate. I notice that the 
benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.3 to 1. 

Will that improve? 

General Foorr. With the reduction in cost, it will be 1.49 to 1. 

Senator ELLENDER. What have you accomplished with the money 
we gave you last year? 

General Foorr. We have placed the project under contract, sir, 
rather recently, only about 2 months ago. It is partially dredging 
and partially breakwater. 

Senator ELLENDER. According to the savings that you have made 
here, | presume that your contract was lower than your estimate. 

General Foorr. That is right; a favorable bid plus a slight revision 
in design. 

Senator ELLENDER. You expect, of course, it will be a more or less 
continuing contract? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir; it will be completed under the existing 
continuing contract. 

JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ExLenprEr. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


Coos Bay, OreG. (CHARLESTON SmMAti Boat Basrn) 
(Continuing) 
CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL, CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGATION) 


Location.—Near Charleston, Oreg., about 2 miles inside the entrance to Coos 
Bay. 


Authorization.—1948 River and Harbor Act. 
Benefit—cost ratio.—1.30 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of esti- 
Amount mated Federal 
cost (Corps of 

Engineers) 





Estimated Federal cost 
Estimated non- Federal cost___.....-..--.------ Ra ee ee ieee ae ; 

Cash contribution 
_ Other costs 
lotal estimated project cost sh 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955. _-_-- y ee pe 0 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956 - -- oe cok bei es 236, 000 | 
Appropriations to date.......-......------ 2 eee 236, 000 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957_--......------- eae 439, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957__.........-..---------.---------- 
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PHYSICAL DATA 


Channel: From Coos Bay Channel to Charleston, 10 feet deep, 150 feet wide 
3,400 feet long. 
Mooring basin: At Charleston, 10 feet deep, 500 feet wide, 900 feet long. 
Breakwater: Adjacent to mooring basin to the north, 2,100 feet long, quarry 
rock. ; 
Status (January 1, 1956): Channel, mooring basin and breakwater at Charleston 
not started. 
Completion schedule: 
Channel and mooring basin: November 1956. 
Breakwater: October 1956. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The harbor at Charleston and the southerly section of the slough have no pro- 
tection from waves created by northwest winds in the bay. A long sandspit that 
extended easterly from high ground near Coos Head formerly rendered a certain 
degree of protection from winds and waves, but this was destroyed by severe 
storms in February and March of 1945. Waves and swells up to 6 feet in height 
roll unchecked into the harbor during severe storms, causing damage to floats. 
boats, and docks. The shorelands north of Charleston are gradually eroding away 
and will eventually endanger a number of relatively inexpensive homes in the area, 
The rate of erosion is dependent on the severity of winter storms. Construction 
of the breakwater would prevent further erosion of the bank in the vicinity of the 
Oregon Institute of Marine Biology Station and along the town of Charleston 
Construction of the small-boat basin and connecting channel, with disposal of 
dredged material south of the breakwater and between the present bankline and 
the authorized bulkhead, would provide full protection of the marine biology sta- 
tion, together with sufficient area for future improvements and expansion. The 
existing mooring and terminal facilities at Charleston are not sufficient to accom- 
modate the requirements of present or potential vessel traffic. An enlarged and 
protected mooring basin, greater depths, and improved landings, including a public 
dock, are urgently needed. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $439,000 will complete construction 


of the breakwater, bulkhead, and dredging of the channel and mooring basin. 


COMPLETED MODIFICATIONS 


North and south jetties, rubble mound, at entrance to Coos Bay. Channel 
across outer bar 40 feet deep and of suitable width. Dimensions gradually re- 
duced to 30-foot depth and 300-foot width at mile 1. Channel 30 feet deep 
and 300 feet wide to mile 15 near mouth of Isthmus Slough with 2 anchorage 
basins and 2 turning basins. Channel 22 feet deep and 150 feet wide from 
mile 15 to mile 17 the head of deep-draft navigation. The total Federal cost of 
the above new work has been about $7,595,000 and local interests have con- 
tributed $2,700. 

REMAINING AUTHORIZED MODIFICATIONS 

None. 

Non-Federal costs.—The estimated cost to local interests of complying with the 
requirements of local cooperation for Charleston Channel and Mooring Basin is 
$88,000. This cost consists of a cash contribution of $40,800, payments for lands 
and damages $3,500 and construction of mooring facilities and utilities totaling 
$43,700. In addition, local interests will be required to maintain the bulkhead 
and the project depth in the mooring basin. 

Local interests have developed extensive port facilities in the Coos Bay area. 
The port of Coos Bay has expended more than $1 million in port terminal facilities, 
development and maintenance of channels, dredging plant and equipment. Local 
interests also incurred costs of $21,000 for dredging in connection with previous 
work accomplished in Coos Bay. 
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TILLAMOOK BAY AND BAR 


Status of funds 


Unobligated | Unexpended 
balance balance 


—_ 


June 30, 1955 - - - --------------------------- sche eanacn te saes ie ecarninrerai alin ebsa ea pnd ion 0 
ange aR aa Pecee Ans ee se aera aaa anes eee $11, 477 | $162, 635 
June 30, 1956 (estimated) 4 $ 


Senator ELLENDER. Next is Tillamook Bay and Bar. The total 
estimated cost of this project is $1,775,000; $1,500,000 being the esti- 
mated Federal cost. We have appropriated to date $200,000. 

That is another project that we provided money for last year with- 
out a budget estimate. 

[ notice that you are going to complete it with the sums you request, 
of $1,300,000. 

General Footr. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. That is a very important project. 

General Footsr. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. One I guess you are glad to complete. 

General Foors. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. I notice the ratio there is 2.36 to 1. 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. I believe that is what prompted us to put a 
few of these projects in. You may expect us to do likewise this year, 
General, if it is left up to me. 

How are the people in the neighborhood cooperating there? Are 
they giving you all the necessary help? 

General Foorr. You will note that this project requires a contribu- 
tion of a quarter of a million dollars, which we have, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. What has been done with the funds we gave 
you last year? 

General Foorr. This project likewise is under contract, sir, and 
will be completed under the existing contract. 

Senator ELLENDER. Did you get favorable bids? 

General Foorr. Yes, we did. 

Senator ELLENDER. I notice here you did not get any savings as you 
got on the other. I do not suppose the bids were as favorable. 

General Foorr. They were quite favorable, Mr. Chairman; before 
your action is completed there may be a report of some reduction. 

Senator ELLENDER. Any saving will reduce the amount required for 
completion. 

How much under your estimate is this project? 

General Foote. We anticipate a saving of around $300,000 on this 
project. 

Senator ELLENDER. That is because of favorable bids? 

General Foors. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLenpER. Now, in that project you have an estimate of 
$263,500 for contingencies. Is not that rather high? Is that where 
your savings are going to be, from contingencies that may not occur? 

General Footr. To a great extent, sir. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENpER. The justification will be inserted in the record, 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


TILLAMOOK Bay AND Bar (BAYOCEAN PENINSULA), OREG. 
(Continuing) 
CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGATION) 


Location.—The closure fill to be constructed is located on Bayocean Peninsula 
about 6.6 miles northwest of Tillamook, Oreg. 

Authorization.—1954 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.36 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 





Accumulated 
Amount percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Estimated non-Federal cost ; 

Cash contribution. ..-.........-...-- a 

SPUR I netsce cuca ut sde 
ois oie nena civecintnenennicarsanumelinler yim 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955__...--------------- Buicuhcseesie 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956. ......-.....---------.----.-- ae 
Appropriations to date_--.--- Sareea nenaiaeati cle we am ces beetle de toca beuaistaescnte eae : 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957...........--..----_--.------- 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957_........-.......-----.-.-.------- 


NN INN ooo os eennnnedancnctdnocancstiasacesugecccscel, 
or 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Closure fill will have a length of about 7,600 feet, crest elevation of 20 feet, top 
width of 200 feet, aslopeof 1 on 10 on the bay side and 1 on 20 onthe seaward face 
Status (Jan. 1, 1956): Closure fill, not started. 

Completion schedule: November 1956. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Bayocean Peninsula was formerly a natural barrier, about 4 miles in length, 
which separated the Pacific Ocean and Tillamook Bay. The peninsula, which 
varied in width from 300 feet near the southerly end to 3,300 feet at a point 1 mile 
from the northerly end, was the site of a considerable boom in the early part of 
the present century when a development company laid out and constructed a 
resort town including hotels, and other resort facilities. The peninsula confined 
the discharge of five rivers which empty into the bay, as well as the ebb-tide cur- 
rents, through the bay entrance north of the peninsula. The resulting scouring 
action was of considerable assistance in maintaining the Federal navigation chan- 
nel through the entrance and to the town of Garibaldi. In addition, the peninsula 

rotected approximately 3,000 acres of oysterbeds within the Tillamook Bay. 
Daring November 1952, severe storms breached the narrow part of the peninsula 
near the southern end. Within a few weeks, the breach was increased to nearly 
a mile in width. Nearly 1,500 acres of oysterbeds have already been destroyed. 
The Federal navigation channel has been somewhat narrowed as a result of the 
buildup of the northerly end of Kincheloe Point. In addition, a large area north- 
west of Kincheloe Point has shoaled. Waves from the west and southwest pass 
over the shoaled area and break in the authorized channel, making navigation 
extremely hazardous. The non-Federal channels have since shoaled to the point 
where their use is restricted to small fishing boats during the hours of high tide. 
Direct benefits resulting from closing the break in Bayocean Peninsula would 
consist of (1) preservation of benefits received from the existing Federal navigation 
channel before the breakthrough occurred, (2) avoidance of annual maintenance 
dredging on the non-Federal bay channel, and (3) protection of the remaining 
oyster lands. Other unevaluated benefits would be obtained from protection 
against storm waves which now enter through the break in the peninsula and 
attack levees, bayside industries, commercial fishing, and recreational facilities. 
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Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $1,300,000 will be applied to 
continuation of construction of the closure structure under continuing contract. 
Construction of the entire structure must be continued to completion during the 
sada fiscal year or the initial work will be lost to winter storms. 


COMPLETED MODIFICATIONS 


North jetty, 5,700 feet long; 18-foot entrance channel and 18- by 200-foot ship 
channel to Miami Cove. Federal cost of completed modifications is $575,000. 


REMAINING AUTHORIZED MODIFICATIONS 


Dredging small-boat basin and approach channel at Garibaldi, Oreg., to a depth 
of y feet at an estimated Federal cost of $111,000. 

Von-Federal costs.—Local interests are required to furnish lands, easements and 
rights-of-way estimated to cost $20,000; make necessary changes in roads esti- 
mated to cost $5,000; hold and save the United States free from damages due to 
construction or maintenance; and contribute cash in the amount of 15 percent of 
the construction cost, or about $250,000. 

Local interests contributed funds in the amount of $398,800 for one-half of the 
construction cost of the north jetty and $6,500 for maintenance of the channel 
between Bay City and Tillamook in complying with the local cooperation require- 
ments for previous work on the Tillamook Bay and Bar project. 

In connection with the Garibaldi small-boat basin, local interests also will be 
required to furnish lands, easements, and rights-of-way; construct, maintain, 
and operate mooring facilities, utilities, and public landing at estimated con- 
struction cost of $96,400; and hold and save the United States free from damages 
which might result from execution of the work 


BELLINGHAM HARBOR, WASH. 


Senator ELLenpER. Next is Bellingham Harbor. This is an entirely 
new project for which no appropriation has so far been made. I am 
glad to see that the Budget Bureau is waking up and giving a few 


cents to this project. 

The estimated Federal cost here, in fact the estimated cost of the 
entire project is $1,954,000, of which $1,388,000 is Federal and you 
are asking for an appropriation of $400,000. 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Is that about what you could use this year? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. That will permit this job to get started 
ina very orderly fashion. 

Senator ELLENDER. And the benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.63 to 1? 

General Foorr. Yes. 

Senator ELLENDER. Will that remain constant? 

General/Foorr. Yes, sir; it should remain substantially constant. 

Senator ELLENDER. What is the plan of improvement in that area? 

General Foorr. This is essentially a breakwater job with a small 
amount of dredging involved to provide a sheltered mooring basin, 
for small craft, fishing boats. 

Senator ELLENDER. You are getting good cooperation locally? 

General Foorr. Excellent. The port of Bellingham is a very well- 
run setup. 

Senator ELLENDER. When do you expect to award your first con- 
tract for breakwater construction? 

General Foorr. We will have some design work to do since we have 
had no funds on this project at all. I anticipate the contract will be 
awarded in December of this year. 

Senator ELLENDER. Before the expiration of this year. 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLenpeER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


BELLINGHAM Harpor, Wasn. (SMALL-BoatT Harspor) 
(New) 
CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGATION 


Location.—Bellingham Harbor is in the northwestern part of Washingtoy 
about 90 miles north of Seattle. 

Authorization.—1954 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.63 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 





Accumulated 

| percent of esti- 

Amount | mated Federal] 

| | cost (Corps of 
Engineers) 


oer ee 


Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers). - _- ; : $1, 388, 000 
Estimated Federal cost (U. S. Coast Guard) - 
Estimated non-Federal cost --- beoeg aac’ 
Cash contributions -_- 
Other costs eis 
Total estimated project cost 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956_ - 
Appropriations to date ; 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957 : 400, 000 | 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 988, 000 | 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Breakwater: 
Remove existing rubblemound, about 1,400 feet long. 
New rubblemound: 3,900 feet long, top elevation 14 feet above mean lower 
low water and top width, 6 feet. 
Status (March 1, 1956): Not started. 
Completion schedule: February 1958. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Improvement of the Bellingham small-boat harbor is primarily required to 
provide urgently needed moorage facilities for the large number of commercial! 
fishing vessels which operate in waters adjacent to Bellingham Harbor. The 
harbor is well situated with respect to fishing banks in Rosario and Georgia 
Straits, Bellingham Bay, Hale Passage, and nearby San Juan Island. Several 
large canneries, receiving stations, and a cold storage plant are situated at Bell- 
ingham. The present commercial fishing fleet using the Bellingham small-boat 
facility numbers approximately 300; 200 of the boats are regularly based at 
Bellingham with an additional 100 using the facility during the fishing season. 
This is an increase of over 60 percent since 1949. In addition to the fishing 
fleet, Bellingham Harbor is used by a large number of locally owned and transient 
pleasure craft. 

The small-boat basin is overcrowded and provides no encouragement to the 
further development of fishing and recreational boating facilities in the area. 
This congestion results in excessive vessel damage, and could be most serious in 
the event of fire. Additional hazards result from the fact that, during storm 
periods, the existing harbor has no capability as a harbor of refuge for vessels 
operating in the area. The harbor would be utilized as a home port for man) 
additional fishing boats if satisfactory mooring and harbor conditions are assured. 
Over 60 percent of the annual benefits resulting from the project are credited to 
the fishing industry. 

Fiscal year 1957.—With the funds in the amount of $400,000 requested for 
fiscal year 1957, construction of the new breakwater will be initiated on a schedule 
that will permit completion of the project in fiscal year 1958. 
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COMPLETED MODIFICATIONS, BELLINGHAM HARBOR, WASH. 


Work completed under previous authorizations consists of (a) channel in 
Whateom Creek Waterway, 5,100 feet long, 363 feet wide and 18 to 26 feet deep; 
>) entrance to Squalicum Creek Waterway, 200 feet wide and 26 feet deep. 
The total Federal cost of this completed work is $112,000. 


REMAINING AUTHORIZED MODIFICATIONS, BELLINGHAM HARBOR, WASH. 


None. 

Non-Federal costs.—Local interests will accomplish dredging of mooring basin, 
yrovide mooring facilities, terminal facilities, and utilities at an estimated first 
cost of $537,000. In addition, local interests will maintain the basin to project 
depth of 12 feet, and maintain moorage and terminal facilities at an estimated 
annual cost of $22,000. 

Local interests also incurred costs of $206,200 in complying with the require- 
ments of local cooperation for previous work accomplished in the harbor. 

In addition, local interests have spent about $1,100,000 for dredging, break- 
waters, bulkheads, and terminal facilities, about 70 percent of which was spent 
on development of the small-boat basin. 


EAGLE GORGE RESERVOIR 


Status of funds 


Unobligated | Unexpended 

balance balance 
ine 30, 1955. - : aon 0 | 0 
Mar, 31, 1956 $90, 416 $428, 033 
Tune 30, 1956 (estimated 0 0 


Senator ELLeNpDrER. All right, the Eagle Gorge Reservoir. 


The estimated cost of this project is $24 million, of which $22 million 
is Federal. We have appropriated to date $1,651,000. The amount 
requested for this vear is $6,300,000. 

General Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. That is quite a nice sum for this project. 

General Foorr. We have some very extensive railroad relocation 
to make before we can even start construction on the dam proper. 

Senator ELLENDER. Is this money paid to the railroads? 

General Foorr. No, sir; under a construction contract we accom- 
plish the relocation work. 

Senator ELLeNDER. Under their supervision? 

General Foote. No, sir. 

Senator ELLeNDER. To their satisfaction? 

General Foorr. To their satisfaction, of course. 

Senator ELLENDER. Of course, they will see that they have new 
facilities as good as they had in the past. 

General Foorr. The railroad is doing very well in that respect, sir. 


TOTAL ESTIMATED COST 


Senator ELLENDER. I| notice the total estimated cost has increased 
by a million and a half dollars? 

General Footer. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Why is that? Will you tell us? 

General Foorr. Yes, sir; I can give you that information. One 
major item has been the development on the foundation on the right 
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abutment of this job, where our earlier exploration led us to belieye 
that we would have no problem as far as the abutment being water. 
tight is concerned. More extensive exploration indicates that we 
will have to design and place a blanket along the right abutment, back 
in the reservoir area. 

Senator ELLENDER. What do you mean, a blanket? 

General Foorr. An earth-fill blanket. The remainder of that jp. 
crease is due entirely to the arbitrary escalation due to the change jy 
the cost index of construction work. . 

Senator,ELLENDER. What did you do with the money we gave yoy 
last year? 

General Foorr. We have one contract underway at the present 
time for railroad relocation. 

Senator ELtenpER. Any to Morrison? 

General Foote. Yes, sir; one contract to Morrison. 

Senator ELLENDER. Is he under your estimate? 

General Foore. Very slightly, sir. That contract was almost 
exactly, as I remember, the bid was almost exactly in accordance 
with our estimate. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENpDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


EaGLeE GorGe RESERVOIR, GREEN River, WaAsH. 
(Continuing) 
CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL, RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


Location.—On the upper portion of the Green River, about 35 miles southeast 
of Seattle, Wash., and 6 miles upstream from the town of Kanaskat, Wash 

Authorization.—1950 Flood Control ‘Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.4 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of esti- 


Amount mated Federal 





Estimated Federal cost 
Estimated non-Federal cost 
Cash contributions 
(OS eee 
Total estimated project cost 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955 
ee eee a - 
Appropriations to date 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957_..............-----.-------..- 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 





PHYSICAL DATA 

Dam: 

Type: Rockfill. 

Height: 230 feet above bedrock. 

Length: 500 feet (exclusive of spillway weir). 
Spillway: 

Type: Uncontrolled side channel with concrete weir. 

Capacity: 155,000 cubic feet per second. 
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Reservoir capacity: 
Conservation pool: 28,000 acre-feet. 
Flood control and total capacity: 106,000 acre-feet. 

Power installation: None. 

Status (January 1, 1956): Construction has been started. The first railroad 
relocations contract has been advertised with actual construction work begin- 
ning in the third quarter of fiscal year 1956. The contract for the protection 
of Tacoma water supply has been started under terms of an agreement nego- 
tiated with the city of Tacoma. On June 30, 1956, relocation construction is 
expected to be 14 percent complete, and provisions}for protection of the Tacoma 
water supply system, 50 percent complete. 

Completion schedule: 

Entire project: December 1959, 
Relocation of Northern Pacific Railway: December 1957. 
i:ffective flood storage: Winter season, 1958-59. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Eagle Gorge Reservoir is to control flooding of the lower Green River Valley, 
for protection of the suburban communities from Auburn to Renton, and the 
leveloped South Seattle industrial district in the vicinity of the Boeing Airplane 
Co. plants, and the majority of Seattle’s heavy industries, warehouses, storage 
yards, and machinery servicing operations. Through control of floods of this 
area, Eagle Gorge project offers a significant and positive contribution to the 
Nation’s defense potential and economic well-being by providing: 

a) Protection to avoid possible loss of life and substantial economic loss, such 
as has been experienced from the 29 floods occurring in this valley since No- 
vember 1891. With the project in operation, estimated damages prevented upon 
recurrence of the 1933, 1946, and 1951 floods would be as follows: 


1933 - - . Fe ae ge ee ; .. $2, 583, 000 
1946 Seas : : : 2, 000, 000 
585, 000 


h) Freedom from flood interruption of rail and highway transportation for 


employees, materials, and products essential to existing and future defense in- 
justries. 

c) Flood protection for potential industrial sites in the logical area for the 
expansion and decentralization of Seattle’s established industrial district. Local 
nterests stress the scarcity of, and early need for, additional industrial sites for 
the Seattle area. To this end, and in anticipation of early completion of Eagle 
Gorge Reservoir, local interests are actively planning to undertake considerable 
work downstream from the dam in the Duwamish Valley and in the Green River 
Valley below Auburn. 

d) Flood protection to 17,000 acres of rich agricultural valley land located 
about midway between the population centers of Tacoma and Seattle. Flood 
control will enhance agricultural productivity of this land until the time the land 
is needed for industrial locations. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $6,300,000, plus $168,000 remaining 
from the local contribution, will be applied to: 


Land acquisition meee gered : $120, 000 
Relocations : ate ae Sees a ace 5, 382, 000 
OD cteti haste elle at Owes , z : Bt 3. 460, 000 
Engineering and design Me gs atthe cai wet Ae 96, 000 
Supervision and administration____ ; : : 342, 000 
Construction facilities: 

Tacoma water supply protection oe : : E 50, 000 

Construction access headquarters__ G25 .£ tort 18, 000 


_.... 6, 468, 000 


Completion of Eagle Gorge Reservoir project at the earliest date possible is 
essential to assure protection of the lower Green River Valley from floods. Funds 
in the amount of $6,300,000 are required in fiscal year 1957 to maintain orderly 
construction progress. 

Non-Federal costs.—In accordance with the requirements of local cooperation 
as set forth in the authorizing legislation, local interests have made a cash con- 
tribution of $2 million toward the initial project cost. These funds are now in 
the hands of the Federal Government. 
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OPERATION ANDJMAINTENANCE 


Senator ELLENDER. Now, General, what are vou asking for mainte- 
nance in your area? I have a part of it here, aggregating $2,449,000. 
for channels and harbors in the north Pacific Basin. Is this sufficien; 
to properly maintain the facilities that are mentioned on page 22 of 
the justification? 

I see Coos Bay is down for $1,200,000, for example. 

General Footer. I would say that that is a minimum amount, Mr 
Chairman. 

Senator ELLeENDER. What has been the situation in the past about 
maintenance? Every division head that we have had before us so 
far has indicated that the maintenance has been kind of scant and 
there has developed in the years quite a huge backlog. 

General Foorr. That is exactly the situation in my area, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. I want to say to you that I think it is a shame 
for us to be spending hundreds of millions of dollars to develop these 
facilities and then not properly maintain them. 

General Itschner, how much of the $10 million do you propose to 
ask the budget for this area? 

General ITSCHNER. We have $827,000 out of the $10 million 
allocated to the North Pacific Division. 

Senator ELLenp:ER. Is that news to you, General? 

General Foorr. I was surprised that the allocation was so small in 
our area, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. I understand it is done on a percentage basis 
and that you are getting your just and fair share. You need not take 
my word for it. 

You refer to General Itschner. I suggest you do that. 

General IrscHnrer. They have some very critical problems out 
there, jetties that have badly deteriorated and so on. 

Senator ELLenvER. I wish to assure you that as far as I am per- 
sonally concerned, and I think I speak for the committee as a whole, 
that we want to make available all that is necessary so that you can 
properly maintain these facilities. 

General Foorr. Mr. Chairman, I feel very strongly that our current 
and immediately past performance of maintenance, not only on our 
navigation projects, but on our multiple purpose, flood-control 
projects, particularly where we have these expensive structures, has 
been marginal, or less. 

We should do better than we are doing. 

Senator ELLenpER. I do not believe Congress ought to be blamed 
for that. In regard to these huge projects where electricity is pro- 
duced from falling water, it strikes me that sufficient money ought to 
be set aside for these projects from the profits to properly maintain 
them. There is no reason why they should not. If the profits are 
not sufficient, let us raise the ante a little bit on the cost of the power. 

General Foorr. Of course, we have an accounting problem there. 
Apparently no one has the authorization for the exchange of funds 
and the receipts go into the General Treasury. 

Senator ELtenper. If there is any way by which we could make 
that available, I would be 100 percent for it. 

You take projects like Chief Joseph, or McNary, where we have 
spent hundreds of millions of dollars. To neglect them, defer main- 
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tenance will cost more in the future and the dams will not give you 
the maximum results that you anticipated when you first constructed 
them. 

Am I not right in that? 

General Foorr. That is correct, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. So as long as I am chairman of this committee, 
| want to see to it that all of these projects are maintained. 

Is there anything else? 

Well, General I am glad to have had you, sir. I hope to see you 
next year. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The justification for ‘Operation and maintenance’’ will be placed 
in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


NortH Paciric Basin, JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GBNERAL, FISCAL YEAR 1957 


1, Navigation 


a) Channels and harbors.—The work to be accomplished under this activity 
consists of maintaining the navigation channels and harbors of coastal harbors 
and waterways by means of dredging, snagging, and repairing harbor jetties and 
breakwaters; and periodic inspections and surveys to determine the condition 
of the projects for programing purposes and providing navigation interests with 
adequate information on existing channel conditions; all as authorized in the 
laws adopting river and harbor projects. 

The budget estimate of $2,449,000 for fiscal year 1957 is required for essential 
maintenance work on 8 channel and harbor projects named in the list which fol- 
lows. The projects listed have been subjected to an economic analysis and deter- 
mined that continuing maintenance is justified. The amounts of funds appro- 
priated in recent years for this activity has not been sufficient to provide for 
the adequate and timely maintenance of all justified projects and has resulted 
in a substantial backlog of work, particularly structural repairs and the main- 
tenance of moderate and shallow-draft navigation channels. This condition con- 
tinues to exist. 

Project Tentative 


allocation 
Oregon: fiscal year 1957 


OOS AG coe os ee eee Soto _ $1, 200, 000 
Coquille River see ; eee 40, 000 
Umpqua River_.- eee ata! ee 130, 000 
Yaquina Bay and Harbor ee ses Eeeigls 380, 000 
Washington: 
Grays Harbor and Chehalis River ermetec-ihs 340, 000 
Puget Sound and tributaries_—_______ eae 107, 000 
Swinomish Slough poaee 50, 000 
Willapa River and Harbor-___- : 180, 000 
Condition surveys --__------- 22, 000 


Total, channels and harbors_________ aH see, 2, 449, 000 


b) Locks, dams, reservoirs, and canals—The Lake Washington ship canal is a 
major waterway of the North Pacific Basin, transporting more than 2 million 
tons of commerce annually. The amount requested in fiscal year 1957 is approxi- 
mately $70,000 less than the amount available in fiscal year 1956. 


Proj Tentative allo- 
; roject cation, fiscal 
Washington: year 1957 
Lake Washington ship canal_ - _- , $360, 000 


Total navigation —______- Se ees Socee eee 2, 809, 000 
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2. Flood control 


(a) Reservoirs—The budget estimate of $71,000 provides for the operation ang 
ordinary maintenance of one flood-control reservoir in the North Pacific Basin 
during fiscal year 1957 and scheduling of flood-control reservoir operation, Th, 
amount requested in fiscal year 1957 is approximately $15,000 less than ¢}, 
amount available in fiscal year 1956 and is considered necessary for minimyy 
operation, and maintenance of the project. iM 

Project Tentative allo. 
Washington: 

Mud Mountain Reservoir 
Scheduling of flood-control reservoir operation 600 


Total flood-control reservoirs_______--- Pr ae a 


49, HOD 
(b) Other (including channel improvement prapecte, miscellaneous maintenance 
items and inspections).—The budget estimate of $21,000 provides for initiation 0 
bank stabilization rehabilitation late in the fiscal year on the Stillaguamis} 
River, Tacoma, Puyallup River, and for inspection of completed works during 
fiscal year 1957. 

Project sian eg 
Washington: ? 

Stillaguamish River__---_- 

Tacoma, Puyallup River - - 

Inspection of completed works - - 


year 195 
$15, 000 
4, O00 
2. 000 


Total flood control, other_---_------ ety 21, 000 
Total flood control___--- -- ee 7 96, 600 
Grand total North Pacific Basin__- ; ; a 2, 905, 600 
General Foorr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Senator ELttenpER. The committee will stand in recess until 
10 a. m., in F-37, Monday. 
(Thereupon, at 1:10 p. m., Friday, April 27, 1956, the subcommittee 
was recessed, to reconvene at 10 a. m., Monday, April 30, 1956.) 
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MONDAY, APRIL 30,° 1956 


UnitTep STATES SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, D. C. 
The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to recess, in room 
F-37, the Capitol, Hon. Allen J. Ellender (chairman of the subcom- 
mittee) presiding. 
Present: Senators Ellender, Hayden, Young, Thye and Dworshak. 


CIVIL FUNCTIONS—DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
EXAMINATIONS AND SURVEYS 


STATEMENTS OF MAJ. GEN. E. C. ITSCHNER, ASSISTANT CHIEF 
OF ENGINEERS FOR CIVIL WORKS; COL. J. U. ALLEN, ASSISTANT 
CHIEF OF CIVIL WORKS FOR RIVERS AND HARBORS; COL. 
H. W. PENNEY, ASSISTANT CHIEF OF CIVIL WORKS FOR FLOOD 
CONTROL; COL. R. W. DALRYMPLE, ASSISTANT, CIVIL WORKS; 
MR. B. J. TOFANI, CHIEF, PROGRAMS BRANCH, CIVIL WORKS; 
AND BRIG. GEN. W. F. CASSIDY, DIVISION ENGINEER, SOUTH 
PACIFIC DIVISION, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 


CENTRAL VALLEY BASIN 


STATUS OF EXAMINATION AND SURVEY FUNDS 


Unobligated | Unexpended 
balance | balance 


fi a bec $200 | $2, 630 
Mar. 31, 1956_ - : ; ask cama 118, 230 177, 678 
June 30, 1956 (estimated) - - - - atus ‘3 dd eel 4 i 7 5, 000 | 15, 000 


Senator ELLENDER. The subcommittee will come to order. 

We have the South Pacific Division Engineer, General Cassidy. 

First, we will take navigation studies, in California, the Oakland 
Harbor. The total estimated cost of that is $25,000 and you are 
asking for $7,000? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Is that about what you need? 

General Cassipy. That is sufficient for that part of the study, sir. 
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FLoop ContTrRoL STUDIES 
ALAMEDA CREEK, CALIF. 


Senator ELLENDER. General investigations for flood-control Calj- 
fornia, Alameda Creek. 

The total estimated cost is $101,600; you have spent $60,800 and 
you are asking for $40,800 to complete that. These are merely 
studies? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 


BEAR CREEK, SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY 


Senator ELLENDER. Next we have Bear Creek, San Joaquin ( ‘ounty, 
total estimated cost, $25,000: you have already had $2,000 and vou 
are asking $23,000 which is needed to complete the study? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 


GUADALUPE RIVER AND ADJACENT STREAMS 


Senator ELLenpER. Next is the Guadalupe River and adjacent 
streams, total cost, $86,000; vou have already had $38,100 and you 
are asking for $47, 900 to complete the study? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 


MERCED RIVER 


Senator ELLENDER. Merced River, you are asking for $75,000 to 
complete the study? 
General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 


MOKELUMNE RIVER 


Senator ELLenpER. Mokelumne River, total estimated Federal 
cost, $150,000; $21,700 has been spent and $25,000 is being requested, 
with an additional $103,300 remaining to be appropriated to complete 
the study. 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLeNpER. Now, I notice in California, with 12 surveys 
there, you are asking for a sufficient sum of money to complete all of 
them with the exception of 3? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. The allocations to these investigations prior 
to fiscal year 1957 were made to all with the exception of three. How 
long have those remained dormant? 

Let us say Alameda Creek and on down until you get to the Sacra- 
mento River bank stabilization? 

General Cassipy. We have been working on some of them. Some 
of them have had very little work because funds were not available. 

Senator ELLENDER. Because of emergencies? 

General Casstpy. Because of the emergency, we have to look at 
these now. We have seen the new problems, the new growth in the 
area, and that has pointed up a need for continuation of the listed 
studies. 

Senator ELLENDER. I see. 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 
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SACRAMENTO-SAN JOAQUIN DELTA 


Senator ELLENDER. Next we have Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta 
and you are asking for $28,300 to complete that investigation. 
General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 


WALNUT CREEK 


Senator ELLENDER. Walnut Creek, $19,000 is requested to com- 
plete the study. That is aside from what has been spent heretofore 
as to those investigations that I am speaking of. 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 


CORTE MADERA CREEK 


Senator ELLENDER. Corte Madera Creek, $15,000 is requested and 
there would still remain $40,700 to be appropriated. 


SACRAMENTO RIVER BANK STABILIZATION 


Sacramento River Bank stabilization, we have $35,000 being asked 
and $64,900 still to go. 
SONOMA CREEK 


Sonoma Creek, $5,000 requested and that will complete it. That 
is the entire cost of the study. 


SAN RAFAEL CREEK 
San Rafael Creek, $3,000 requested and that completes that. 
) | 
SAN MATEO COUNTY STREAMS 


San Mateo County streams, $6,000 requested for completion of that 
study, for a total of $323,100 for 1957 for flood control studies in 
the Central Valley Basin. 

Have you anything vou want to add to what has been said? 

General Cassipy. On this sheet it shows that the total cost of 
the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta survey is $100,000 however, that 
estimate will be increased because we must now consider the Biemond 
plan of the State of California, which will seriously affect flood flows 
and the navigation in the delta. 

Senator ELLENDER. What stream? 

General Cassipy. Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. 

Senator ELLENDER. What else? 


BIEMOND PLAN 


General Casstpy. The Biemond plan for the State of California. 

Senator ELLENDER. It covers the whole State? 

General Casstpy. Well, it is part of the California Water Plan 
but the Biemond plan deals with the delta itself. It is a method of 
bypassing the fresh water from the Sacramento River across the 
delta to the Tracy pumping plant south, and taking the drainage 
waters from the San Joaquin down and out so they will not con- 
taminate the fresh waters. That plan will seriously affect flood 
control. 
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Senator ELLENDER, This Biemond plan that you speak of, is it now 
being studied? 

General Cassipy. It is being studied by the States? 

Senator ELLENDER. By the State? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. We have to match that study because 
it affects our work. 

Senator ELLENDER. Who is going to pay for it; that is, if and 
when the State should make a decision? Are we coming in, the 
Federal Government, for any of the costs? 

General Cassipy. The study is completely coordinated and it has 
not reached the state where we can determine what the parts are 
but there will be navigation, irrigation, flood control, water supply, 
all mixed up in it and we must keep abreast of our part for navigation 
and flood control. 

Senator ELLENDER. How could they proceed in doing anything to 
affect works already put up by you without consulting with you? 

General Cassipy. They are consulting with us, but in order to be 
able to answer their questions, we have to study their plan and study 
what its effects would be. , 

Senator ELLENDER. From what point do you expect to take water 
from the Sacramento River? 

General Cassipy. | think I can show you best on the map, sir, 
The present system of the Bureau of Reclamation is to store water in 
Shasta Dam, run it down the Sacramento River and it comes across 
the Delta in a canal, is picked up at the pumping plant and down to the 
Mendota pool. Then it flows down the San Joaquin to the bay. 

The crossing here means that contaminated waters used for irriga- 
tion and the fresh waters from the Sacramento are mixed with your 
fresh water and your sewer system. 

So the proposal of the Biemond plan is to bring the Sacramento 
River flows across the Delta completely independent of the San 
Joaquin flows this way, which means the closure of channels and 
probably siphons under the San Joaquin. 

Senator ExtenpeER. Will that be a State project? 

General Cassipy. That is a State project. 

Senator ELLENDER. I see. 

General Cassipy. But, in executing that project, they will be touch- 
ing on our flood control in that area? 

Senator ELLENDER. I know, but in executing that project, of course, 
you are going to see to it that they do not injure or do damage to the 
projects that we have spent millions for? 

General Cassipy. That is the reason we have to continue our studies 
on it. 

Senator ELLENpDER. There is no idea of asking the Federal Gov- 
ernment to do what the State now proposes? 

General Cassipy. No, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. All right. 


SCOPE OF JURISDICTION 


Your division, aside from California, that is, the South Pacific 
Division, what other States do you have? 

General Cassipy. Nevada, Utah and Arizona and portions of the 
States around them. 
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Senator ELLENDER. Do you take in the entire State of California? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. We have another division taking in Oregon, 
Washington, Idaho, Montana? 

General IrscHnER. That is correct, western Montana and the 
other States you mentioned, as well as small segments of Utah and 
Nevada, and all of Alaska. 

Senator ELLENDER. All right. 

I see that under special studies, you are requesting $400,000 for 
San Francisco Bay and tributaries and an additional $1,800,000 will 
be required to complete that study. 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLtenpER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


CENTRAL VALLEY DRAINAGE AREA—JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS, FISCAL YEAR 1957 


1, Examinations and surveys 


a) Navigation studies—The amount of $7,000 is requested for initiation of the 
study of Oakland Harbor during fiscal year 1957. 


Total Allocations 

estimated prior to allocation 

Federal fiscal year fiscal year 
cost 1957 1957 


Tentative Additional 
to complete 
after fiscal 


year 1957 


Study 





California: Oakland Harbor 


Total 25, 000 


b) Flood-control studies —The amount of $323,100 is requested for work on 12 
studies in the Central Valley drainage area during fiscal year 1957. This amount 
will permit the completion of 9 studies and the continuation of work on the other 
3 studies. 

The tentative allocations by studies follows: 


Total 
estimated 
Federal 


Allocations 
prior to 
fiscal year 


Tentative 

allocation 

fiscal year 
ee 


Additional 

to complete 

after fiscal 
year 1957 


Study 





$101, 600 
25, 000 


Guadalupe River and adjacent streams-____- 


Merced River 

Mokelumne River 

Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta 
Walnut Creek 

Corte Madera Creek - 

Sacramento River bank stabilization 
Sonoma Creek 

San Rafael Creek ! 

San Mateo County streams ! 


Total 


' Authorization pending. 


86, 000 
100, 000 
150, 000 
100, 000 

29, 000 

63, 500 
150, 000 

5, 000 
3, 000 
6, 000 


819, 100 


19, 000 
15, 000 
35, 100 
5, 000 
3, 000 
6, 000 





_(c) Special studies.—The amount of $400,000 is requested for work on the San 
Francisco Bay and tributaries, California, comprehensive survey during fiscal 


year 1957. 
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| Total | Attocations Tentative Additional ( 

Study | estimated prior to allocation, | to complet, fro 

” F Federal | fiscal year fiscal year | after fiscal 6 

cost 1957 | 1957 | year 1957 . 

aaa cei I ae ae a eee motes as § ; ( 

California: San Francisco Bay and eeidiiien:) $2, 500, 000 $300, 000 | $400, 000 $1, 800. On in¢ 
Total __-_- : wicks coal 2, 500, 000 300, 000 400, 000 1, 800. Oo 
Grand total_. 3, 344, 100 587, 100 730, 100 2, 026, 90 

ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DEsIGN 

BLACK BUTTE RESERVOIR pu 

Senator ELLENpER. Now, the Central Valley Basin; this is for 

advance engineering and design, California, Black Butte Reservoir ‘h 

Last year the appropriation for planning of this project was $50,000 ™ 

the original budget estimate for 1957 was for $50,000 and on that 

basis an additional $274,000 will be required in future years to ™ 


complete the preconstruction planning. 

Now, I notice from the original budget estimate of $50,000, it was 
revised $75,000 to a total of $125,000. 

Why was that done and at whose instance? 

General Casstpy. It was increased by $75,000 to $125,000 and 
that again was because the floods during December and January 
have shown us that we need faster progress on flood control in the 
Central Valley. 

Senator ELLenper. Did you have anything unusual in those 2 
months? 

General Cassipy. Those were the major floods this year, sir. 

Senator ELLenper. Did you have anything like that before? 

General Casstpy. In that area we had record flows on the rivers, 
the greatest flows that have ever been experienced. 

Senator ELLENpDeER. Is that what prompted the additional sum? 

General Casstpy. That is correct. 

Senator ELLENDER. The idea being to get the planning completed 
as soon as possible so as to get construction funds soon? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Well, now, with this expenditure that you | 
propose, will you be able to start construction next year? | 

General Cassitpy. No, sir. | 

Senator ELLENDER. You would have to get a little more planning? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 


PLANNING COST 


Senator ELLENDER. How much will the whole planning cost, 
General? 

General Casstpy. $475,000, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. So that you have about $200,000 more to go 
after this year? 

General Casstpy. $199,000 will be needed next year. 

Senator ELLENDER. I said about. 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. I notice your total estimated cost for that 
project was increased by $700,000 since the last report to the com- 
mittee. What is the cause of that? 
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General Casstpy. That is an increase in price level since last year 
from 1954 to 1955. 
Senator ELLENDER. The cost of material and labor? 
General Cassipy. The cost of material and labor, using the price 
index. 
BENEFIT-TO-COST RATIO 


Senator ELLENDER. What about the ratio of benefit to cost? 

What does that amount to now? 

General Cassipy. 1.9, sir, to 1. 

Senator ELLENDER. How about local cooperation? Are they to 
put up anything at all—the local people? 

General Casstpy. No local cooperation involving costs, although 
they will have to reimburse us for the irrigation part of this dam after 
they begin to use the irrigation water. 

Senator ELLENDER. You mean on a yearly, 40-year basis without 
interest? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. That is on the regular basis? 

General Cassipy. Yes. 

Senator ELLENDER. I guess they will be glad to do that. 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
The justification referred to follows:) 


Additional 
required 
after fiscal 
year 1957 to 
complete pre- 
construction 
planning 


Total esti- Allotments sntative Additional 
Project mated Fed- | prior to fiscal allocation, to complete 
eral cost year 1957 fiscal year after fiscal 

: , La ee mee 1957 year 1957 


Flood-control projects, Calif- 
fornia: Black Butte Reservoir $16, 200, 000 $151, 000 $50, 000 $15, 999, 000 $274, 000 


Black Butte Reservoir is a part of a comprehensive plan for the Sacracmento 
tiver and its tributaries for the development of water resources and for relief 
from flood damage to lands and communities of the valley floor and along several 
tributaries of the river basin. It will provide protection from flooding by Stony 
Creek to the towns of Orland and Hamilton City, to United States Highway No. 
Y9W, to the north south main line of the Southern Pacific Railroad, to some 
important food processing plants, and to about 35,000 acres of farmlands lying 
along the lower reaches of Stony Creek and west of the Sacramento River. Most 
of the land to be protected is agricultural land producing food and feed stuffs, 
rice, and fruits. It will provide some 60,000 acre-feet of new water annually for 
irrigation and related purposes. The water for irrigation is needed for lands 
presently farmed without irrigation and for other lands that can be farmed when 
irrigation is made available. In conjunction with other units of the comprehensive 
plan, Black Butte Reservoir will help reduce flood flows along the Sacramento 
River, and it is a key unit in plans for protection to Butte Basin. The benefit 
to cost ratio is 1.90 to 1. 


HOGAN RESERVOIR 


Senator ELLENDER. Next is the Hogan Reservoir. This is a flood 
control and water conservation project having a total estimated cost 
of $16,900,000 and the benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.7 to 1. 
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So far, you have spent $122,000 on the planning and you are now 
asking for $293,000. Would that complete the planning? 

General Cassipy. That will complete the planning. 

Senator ELLENDER. So that next year, if we see fit to appropriate 
money to start the project, you will be ready? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLtenper. Is any local cooperation necessary in this 
instance; that is, by way of contribution? 

General Cassipy. This is the same thing, sir, no cost for construction 
of flood-control features but there is repayment of irrigation features 
when the water is used. 

Senator ELLENDER. No lands to be furnished for any of this? 

General Cassipy. No, sir. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELtenpeErR. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


| Additional 
7 . | Tentative | Additional required 
Total esti- | Allotments | oe Ae after fiscs 
Project mated Fed- | prior to fiscal | allocations, | to complete Seas tae te 
eral cost | year 1987. | fiscal year after Gacel, ) 7 
s | year 7 1957 | year 1957 complete pre- 
| construction 

| planning 


: : . so | | 
Hogan Reservoir. - $16, 900, 000 4 | $293,000 | $16, 485, 000 


The project is an important reservoir unit of the authorized plan of improve- 
ment for flood control and water conservation on the Calaveras River and Little- 
john Creek and tributaries. Hogan Reservoir will provide flood protection to an 
area of about 46,000 acres of agricultural land along Calaveras River, to the cit) 
of Stockton (population 73,000) and to main north-south highways and railroads. 
The project will make available 62,000 acre-feet of new water annually for irriga- 
tion and municipal water supply. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.7 to 1. 


NEW MELONES RIVER 


Senator ELLeENpER. Next we have the New Melones River, a 
flood control reservoir having a total estimated cost of $55,900,000 
and a benefit to cost ratio of 1.24 to 1. 

The total appropriation to date is $63,000 and the budget estimate 
is for $100,000. An additional amount of $1,337,000 will be required 
in future years to complete the preconstruction planning. 

Why should that planning cost much more than the one we just 
talked about, the Hogan Reservoir? ‘The cost is much greater? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir; it is a much bigger dam. 

Senator ELLENpER. Is that strictly flood control or will you expect 
to generate electricity there? 

essen’ Cassipy. At the time it was authorized, it was for flood 
control and irrigation. However, it is suitable for power generation 
if and when authorized. 

Senator ELLENDER. In erecting the structure, can you provide the 
power features to come in later? 

General Cassipy. Provision for the future power addition will 
have to be made. 
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POWER POTENTIAL 


Senator ELLENDER. What is the potential there? 

General Cassipy. Eighty-four thousand kilowatts, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. And all that will be necessary, then, is author- 
ization necessary to put in the intake and penstocks? 

General Cassipy. The intake or portion that goes through the dam 
which we are building. 

Senator ELLENDER. What I had in mind was the generator. All 
you would need then would be to get authorization for purchase and 
put in place the generators? 

General Casstpy. We would not put in the powerhouse or founda- 
tions or anything of that sort because that will be quite well down- 
stream from the dam. There will be a tunnel going down to the 
powerhouse site. 

Senator ELLENDER. I see. 

General Casstpy. So, actually, we would only put the tunnel 
through the dam and then stop. 

Senator ELLENDER. So that could be done later, then. 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. You do not have to put it in in conjunction 
with the dam? 

General Casstpy. The problem is a little more complicated than I 
stated. There is an existing powerplant and existing dam at this site. 

Senator ELLENDER. Who owns it? 

General Cassipy. The P. G. & E., sir, Pacific Gas & Electric. 

Senator ELLENDER. Will they benefit by this new project? 

General Casstpy. The funds that we are asking for this year, sir, 
are to make a study of the economic feasibility of the project. 


BENEFIT-TO-COST RATIO 


Senator ELLENDER. You have already stated here the cost-benefit 
ratio is 1.24 to 1. Do you expect to change that? 

Colonel Penney. Sir, that benefit-to-cost ratio is a benefit-to-cost 
ratio that is not firm. It is based on escalation of prices at the time 
the project was originally studied. 

Senator ELLENDER. When was this authorized? 

Colonel Penney. This was authorized in the Flood Control Act of 
1944. 

Senator ELLENDER. Why has it remained dormant this long? 

General Cassipy. Primarily because of lack of funds, sir, to proceed 
with the studies on the dam. 

Senator ELLENDER. Did you have much flood damage there this 
year? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Could it have been prevented had this structure 
been erected? 

General Casstpy. It would all have been prevented, sir. 


AMOUNT OF FLOOD LOSS 


Senator ELLENDER. What was the loss sustained? Do you know 
approximately? If you do not have it, perhaps you can supply it? 
General Cassipy. I have it, sir; $1,500,000. 
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Senator ELLENDER. $1,500,000? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLtenprErR. And your cost is $55,900,000? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. How much will the project that is there yoy 
benefit through this structure, if any? 

General Casstpy. The present project is a small irrigation and 
power dam. 

Senator ELLENDER. Does the P. G. & E. furnish irrigation water’ 

General Casstpy. No, sir. An irrigation district owns the ce 
and by arrangement with P. G. & E. has permitted P. G. & E. to 
build a powerplant and operate it. 

Senator ELLENDER. I see. Will this dam be built above this? 

General Cassipy. It will be built below the existing dam but aboyp 
the powerhouse. The powerhouse and dam are connected by quite a 
long tunnel at present. 

Senator ELLeNDER. I see. This structure will be built below the 
present powerhouse? 

General Casstpy. No, sir; above the present powerhouse but below 
the present dam. 

Senator ELLENDER. To what extent will the P.G & E. benefit by this 
structure? 

General Cassipy. That is what we have to look into with the funds 
we are requesting this year. You see, the powerplant has not been 
authorized as yet. 

Senator ELLENDER. You mean when you say powerplant, you mean 
one federally constructed. 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Toye. Mr. Chairman, what I cannot get clear in my own 
thinking on this project is that you already have a private compan, 
there and a private investor has his money invested. 

How can vou proceed with the project unless vou acquire his interest 
and his holdings, because, whatever you do, you either supersede him 
or vou benefit ‘his project? 

General Casstipy. That is why we are asking for the funds. 

The original plan for the dam, sir, was for a smaller dam and for 
irrigation and flood control. In the planning for that dam, we were 
going to connect the tunnels together and provide for a structure to 
compensate for the increase in head so the existing plant would con- 
tinue in operation. 

Senator TuHyr. You say increasing head; in other words, you 
would impound more water? 

General Cassipy. We would impound more water. 


LOCATION OF PROPOSED INSTALLATION 


Senator Tuyr. Where would you put your installations, above or 
over the top of the private unit now existing? 

General Cassipy. There is no plan for that at present at all, siz 
That is the thing we have to study. 

Senator THyr. Because they are already in there? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Senator THyr. They have a dam across the stream and they have 
a tunnel which connects their power unit to the dam installation. 
If you come in there, you either have to go and construct over them, 





or ¢ 
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or otherwise, you cannot possibly impound any more water than there 
is impounded at the present with the height ‘of the dam and the in- 
stallations that are there. 

General Cassipy. Their dam is here and their powerplant is well 
downstream. We can put a dam in between and hook to their 
tunnel. 

Senator ELLENDER. Would you build over that present tunnel or 
cut through it, or what? 

General Cassipy. We would have to build the dam over their 
tunnel, and cut down into it. 

Senator ELLENDER. What is the distance from the present dam? 

Senator Toy. Just what I was going to ask. 

Senator ELLENDER. That is, the distance from the present dam that 
you say is owned by the irrigation district and the powerplant below. 
How far is it? 

General Cassipy. I am trying to think of that distance because ] 
have seen it on the maps. It is several thousand feet, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. You will not have much space to retain water 
then? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. Our dam will be larger and higher than 
the existing dam. 

Senator ELLENDER. What are you going to do with the existing 
dam? 

General Cassipy. It will just drown out, sir. 

Senator Tuyr. Now, we are getting it. In other words, what you 
propose to do is to put in a dam, forget all about what is in there at 
the present time, and it would be like a little ledge? 

General Cassipy. It would just be a bump. 

Senator THyr. Exactly. It would be exactly as if it was a big 
boulder laying in the stream prior to the time that you impounded 
additional water? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Toye. You are simply going to pick up the whole invest- 
ment of the private utility? 

General Cassipy. Irrigation district. 

Senator Turn. If you “drown them out, you are going to pick them 
up because they will be compensated. 

Senator ELLENDER. There is no doubt you will increase the pressure 
of water there? 

Senator THye. Yes. 

Senator ELLENDER. It will benefit them. 

Senator Toye. Certainly. 

Senator ELLENDER. Under the law you can recover from them, as 
understand it. 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. All right. 

Now, are you going to have to pay the district any money for 
doing this? 

STUDY OF PROJECT FEASIBILITY 


General Cassipy. That is the purpose of the funds here, sir, to 
study the problem. We have quite a complicated problem there and 
we intend to make a study on the economic feasibility. 

Senator ELLENDER. It will be several years before you get to that 
project? 





1762 PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 


General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 


Senator ELLENDER. Because you still have $1,337,000 after this to 
study with? 


General Cassipy. This $100,000 is to make a report to the Pul lie 
Works Committee. 


Senator ELLENDER. I understand. 
General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


| ! 
| 
| 
| ‘Total esti- Allotments 
Project mated Fed- | prior to fiscal 


) 
Additional] 
Tentative | Additiona] | Tduired 
allocation, to complete | ®/ter fiscal 
fiscal year | after fiscal yeal 1957 to 

1957 year 1957 | Complete pre. 
} Construction 
| planning 


| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 


| eral cost year 1957 


| 
New Melones River $55, 900, 000 | $63, 000 | si $100, 000 0! $s $55, 737, 000 
. ‘. ai : ge! 


| 
\ 


The New Melones project will provide a high degree of flood protection to about 
25,000 acres of agricultural land along the Stanislaus River and in conjunction 
with other projects in the San Joaquin Basin will materially aid in reducing flood 
stages along the lower San Joaquin River and the San Joaquin Delta, there! Ny 
assisting in the protection of 140,000 acres of intensively developed agricultural 
land and of numerous commercial and public installations and a suburban resi- 
dential area south of the city of Stockton. The 1950 floods inflicted damages in 
excess of $4,100,000 in the area to be protected. Traffic was disrupted by severe 
damage to highway U. 8. 50 and to two main railroads. Had the project been in 
operation in the December 1955 flood, it would have prevented damages tenta- 
tively estimated at $1,200,000. The project would also provide 160,000 acre-feet 
of new water annually to alleviate present water shortages on two long-established 
irrigation districts and for irrigation of about 25,000 acres of presently unirrigated 
agricultural cropland. The benefit-cost ratio is 1.24 to 1. 


SAN LORENZO CREEK 


Senator ELLENDER. The next is the San Lorenzo Creek, $4,060,000 
is the estimated Federal cost, $25,000 has been spent so far and you 
are asking for $164,000, which will complete the preconstruction 
planning on this project. 

Do you think that that will be sufficient to complete it? 

General Cassipy. That will complete our advance engineering; 
yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. You could start construction next year on that? 

General Cassipy. On this one but not New Melones, 

Senator ELLENDER. Hogan Reservoir? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLeEnpER. Hogan Reservoir and then the Black Butte? 

General Cassipy. Black Butte. 

Senator ELteNpER. Black Butté will be pretty well underway 
also. So this will complete the San Lorenzo Creek? 

General Cassipy. Planning; yes sir. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 





| 
| Additional 
Tentative Additional ns 
allocation, | tocomplete | ® ; 19857 t 
fiscal year after fiseal | 7° aa re 
1987 year 1957 | Complete pre- 
construction 
planning 


Total esti- Allotments 
Project mated Fed- | prior to fiscal 
eral cost year 1957 





San Lorenzo Creek , , $164, 000 $3, 871, 000 0 





Large increase in population has resulted in a large increase in impervious 
surface in the drainage basin, and has accentuated the flood peaks, pointed up to 
the need for extensive drainage improvements to carry off flood flows that formerly 
were partially absorbed by cultivated fields. The local people are prepared to 
install drainage facilities but require the use of the full carrying capacity of San 
Lorenzo Creek to convey the flow to the bay. A recurrence of the 1925 flood, 
the largest of more recent years, would inundate a total area in the flood plain of 
about 3,500 acres and would result in estimated damages jin excess of $1,500,000. 
The authorized improvements would eliminate practically all of the damages due 
to floods on San Lorenzo Creek. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.6 to 1. 


RICHMOND HARBOR, CALIF. 


Status of funds 


Unobligated | Unexpended 
Date balance balance 


a ae ch cos sian ccensl we idiseenaie 


ieoaiaaed 0 0 
St, Sey Seg uendbbaboedenvsertancuvecucane tivenheabensbenkeesunieny= dase ; $224, 026 $224, 026 
I a : 10 10 


| In addition to status of project funds shown, it is estimated that $215,000 will be obligated and expended 
from funds loaned to this project. 


COST OF PROJECT 


Senator ELLENDER. Next we have the Richmond Harbor in Cali- 
fornia. We are now getting into general construction. The total 
cost of this project is $2,559,000, of which $2,459,000 is Federal cost 
for construction, $10,000 Federal cost to the Coast Guard and the 
rest is local 

We have already spent $609, 000 to date and the original budget 
request was for $1 million. I notice in the revised budget that has 
been increased by $850,000 so as to complete the project this year? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Will that do it? 

General Cassipy. That will do it. 

Senator ELLENDER. What about the benefit-to-cost ratio, is that 
still 1.8 to 1? 

General Cassipy. That is correct. 

Senator ELLeNDER. This is a navigation project solely? 

General Cassidy. Yes, sir. 

. Senator ELLENDER. What has been accomplished with the funds so 
ar spent? 

General Casstpy. They have been dredging by hopper dredge on 
the shoal outside the harbor and on the approaches to the harbor. 
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Senator ELLENDER. Was that done by contract? 

General Casstpy. That was done by Government hopper dredgp 
sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. How did the bid compare with your estimates? 

General Casstpy. On the contract dredging, which is just starting 
our contract price is below our progamed amount. I do not have th» 
Government estimate with me but it’s below the programed amoun; 

Senator ELLENDER. That is your Government estimate? 

General Cassitpy. No, sir; it is not what we call the Governmen: 
estimate itself, which is made for comparison with the bid at the time 
of bidding. 


Senator ELLENDER. You mean when vou say programed, vou mean 
your overall amount? 


General Cassipy. The overall amount we have set up for it, sir, 
JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows: ) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS 
(NAVIGATION) 


RicHMOND HarBor, Cauir. (35-Footr ProJEcrT) 
(Continuing) 


Location.—This harbor is on the eastern shore of San Francisco Bay about 10 
miles north of the city of Oakland. 

Authorization.—19388 and 1954 River and Harbor Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.8 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


|} Accumulated 
) percent of esti 
Amount mated Federal 
cost (Corps of 
Engineers 


Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) . $2, 459, 000 | 
Estimated Federal cost (U. S. Coast Guard) : 10, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost ; aS ats ; 90,000 | 
Cash contribution 0 
Other costs_-_- 90,000 | 
Total estimated project cost ati ; 2, 559, 000 
A ppropriations to June 30, 1955_-- ; 109, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956__-__----- alana eke | 500,000 |.- 
Appropriations to date ; i | 609, 000 | 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957 --- hie , pee 1, 000, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957_____--- a hotel 850, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 


(Rivers and Harbors Act, 1938) 
Channels: 
Point Potrero to Santa Fe Channel: 
Depth: 30 feet. 
Width: Varies from 700 to 850 feet. 
Basins: Opposite terminal No. 1. Depth: 30 feet. 
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(Rivers and Harbors Act, 1954) 
Channels: : 
Southampton Shoal to Richmond outer harbor: 

Depth: 35 feet. 

Width: 600 feet. 

Length: 1.3 miles. 

Approach to Richmond long wharf: 

Depth: 35 feet. 

Width (minimum): 3,670 feet. 

Inner harbor entrance channel: 

Depth: 35 feet. 

Width: 600 feet. 

Parr-Richmond terminal No. 1 to terminal No. 2, including turning basin 

opposite terminal No. 1: 

Depth: 35 feet. 
Width: Varying. 

Santa Fe Channel (lower 2,000 feet): 
Depth: 35 feet. 
Width: 200 feet. 

Status (Jan. 1, 1956): 

Channels: 

Point Potrero to Santa Fe Channel: Complete, except for small area on 
westerly side of channel adjacent to Point Potrero. 

Deepening channel in Southampton Shoal and dredging approach area 
to Richmond long wharf, 30 percent complete. Other channels 
authorized by 1954 Rivers and Harbors Act not started. 

Basins: Opposite terminal No. 1: Complete to 30 feet; deepening to 35 feet. 
Not started. 
Completion schedule: 
Southampton Shoal to Richmond long wharf: March 1956. 
Approach area to Richmond long wharf: March 1956. 
Inner harbor entrance channel, inner harbor, channel and turning basin, and 
Santa Fe Channel: March 1958. 


JUSTIFICATION 


tichmond Harbor is one of the most important deep-draft ports in the San 
Francisco Bay area from the standpoint of bulk cargoes such as petroleum, 
petroleum products, and metallic ores. During 1954, the total freight traffie in 
the harbor was about 13,400,000 tons. Of this amount about 12,800,000 tons 
consisted of petroleum and petroleum products and 600,000 tons of miscellaneous 
cargoes. During the same year, about 550 trips were made by vessels drawing 30 
feet or more. 

The existing channels in Richmond Harbor are not adequate to meet the normal 
requirements of modern oceangoing vessels. Consequently, vessels with drafts 
greater than the prevailing 32 and 30-foot depths in the outer and inner harbors 
are required to wait for high stages of the tide before navigating the channels in 
the inner and outer harbors. In addition, tug assistance is frequently required by 
large vessels. The navigation difficulties result in vessel delays and increased 
vessel-operating costs. Deepening and widening of the natural channel across 
Southampton Shoal; deepening and widening the approach area to Richmond 
long wharf and the channels in the inner harbor will remove the existing naviga- 
tion difficulties, reduce transportation costs and promote further harbor develop- 
ment. 

Fiscal year 1957.—Continue the contract dredging in the inner harbor entrance 
channel, the inner harbor channel, and the turning basin opposite Parr-Richmond 
terminal No. 1. To provide for an orderly and economical rate of construction 
with completion in fiscal year 1958 as scheduled, $1 million will be required in 
fiseal year 1957 for application to this work. 


COMPLETED MODIFICATIONS, RICHMOND HARBOR 


Completed work consists of training wall 10,000 feet long; inner barbor channel 
30 feet deep and approach areas in outer harbor 32 feet deep; and a 20-foot 
channel in San Pablo Bay. The project work was completed at various times 
between 1919 and 1945. The Federal cost of this work was $705,000. 
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‘i REMAINING AUTHORIZED MODIFICATIONS, RICHMOND HARBOR 
None. 

Non-F ederal cosis.—Costs to be incurred by local interests in complying wit} 
the requirements of local cooperation as set forth in the authorizing legislation 
for deepening and widening the harbor channels at Richmond are estimated at 
$90,000. Maintenance of the levees required to retain the dredge spoil will 
approximate $500 annually. 

In complying with the requirements of local cooperation for previous work 
accomplished on the existing project, loca] interests have expended about 
$2,085,000 of which about $525,000 was a cash contribution for new work and 
about $35,000 for maintenance, and $1,525,000 was used for construction of 
wharves, piers, and other port facilities. 

Local interests also advise that they have, since the initial project authorization 
incurred additional supplementary costs of $2,675,900 for harbor improvements 
by the city of Richmond, and $180,100 for improvements financed jointly by 
Parr-Richmond Terminal Co. and the city of Richmond. Additional plant 
expenditures for harbor improvements adjacent to the project by the Standard 
Oil Company of California between 1943 and 1955 are stated to total $4,476,000. 

The city of Richmond also advises that it has expended $805,000 for main. 
tenance, including berth dredging; that the Parr-Richmond Terminal Co, has 
expended $69,700 for maintenance dredging; and that the Standard Oil Company 
of California has expended $516,000 for maintenance of its harbor improvements 
adjacent to the project. 


SACRAMENTO RIVER, CALIF., DEEPWATER SHIP CHANNEL 
Status of funds 
Unobligated Unexpended 
balance | balance 





June 30, 1955.___- aoe cae 0 $2, 100 


Mar. 31, 1956._....___-- : Ae Sco eS. eee $469, 555 | 473, 54] 
June 30, 1956 (estimated) . ae 0 0) 


PROJECT COST 


Senator ELLENDER. Next is the Sacramento River, Calif., deep- 
water channel. The entire cost of this is $40,787,000, of which 
$37,500,000 is Federal construction, $297,000 is Coast Guard, and 
$2,990,000 is non-Federal. 

I guess that Coast Guard item is to put buoys and channel markers 
in? 

General Casstpy. Navigation aids; yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Last year we gave you for that project $500,000. 
What did you do with that? 

General Casstpy. We have let a contract for dredging with that 
fund, sir, to open up the bottom end of the Yolo bypass to increase 
flood flows to compensate for the channel when we start putting it in. 

Senator ELLENDER. You are asking for $2 million to continue the 
work recently started? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. $2,809,000 is the appropriation to date and 
the request is for $2 million. So that this amount you are now asking 
is simply to continue the work that you have been doing in the past? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir; more channel work. 

Senator ELLENDER. How do your bids compare with your estimates 
in this case? 

General Cassipy. In this case the bid was high, sir. It was neces- 
sary to run a powerline in to operate the electric dredge so that the bid 
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price Was increased by that amount, and also, we feel that there is 
-ome lack of competition in dredging out there which ran the price up. 

Senator ELLENDER. How many bidders did you have? 

General Cassipy. Offhand, I do not know, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. How much higher was the low bid than your 
estimate? 

General Casstipy. About $400,000, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. What was your estimate? 

General Cassipy. Our programed amount was $1,800,000. 

Senator ELLENDER. That is about 20 percent more? 

(ieneral Cassrpy. $2,200,000. 

Senator ELLENDER. That is mighty high. Why did you not cancel 
out and issue some more bids? 

General Cassipy. We felt that we had canvassed all the dredging 
companies in the area, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. You have a lot of hungry dredgers somewhere 
ese and you might have been able to get them. That is about 20 
percent more than your estimate. If you keep on that way, your cost 
ratio might get too high. 

What is it now? 

BENEFIT-TO-COST RATIO 


General Cassipy. 1.04 to 1. 

Senator ELLENDER. There you are; it is very low. 

General lrscHNuR. Very low. 

senator Tyr. Why is this project so important that you would 
consider it, even though the ratio of benefits is so low? 

General Cassipy. The Sacramento port now has about 2 million 
tons of traffic moving in and out of it. The project was authorized 
before the Korean war had actually started. 

The people there have built their harbor, they have a grain elevator, 
rice mill, and then the project nee ontinued ‘during the Korean war. 

Senator ELLENDER. Why is nec essary? ? Why should we keep 
it up if it does not meet your a ratio? 

General Cassipy. 1.04, sir. It is just over. 

Senator ELLENDER. Your estimated cost here was increased by 
$2,200,000. What is the reason for that? 

General Cassipy. There is $1,900,000 increase due to price level 
changes from 1954 to 1955 and a small increase in supervision and 
administration. 

Senator ELLENDER. That is better than a 5-percent increase. A 
little over 5 percent, almost 6 percent, over your previous one? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. You had better look into this thing and see 
what your benefit-to-cost ratio will be with this increase of $2,200,000. 

General Cassipy. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.04 and that is based 
on this present increase. 

General Irscuner. The benefit-to-cost ratio was higher last year 
when the cost was less. 

Senator ELLENDER. What was it last year? 

General Cassipy. 1.12. 

Senator ELLENDER. Now it is 1.04 to 1? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Do you anticipate that this will improve or get 
worse? 

75008—56—pt. 2 
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General Cassipy. I think it should stay right where it is noy 
I think we have made a very thorough examination of the benefits 
and costs. 


CONTINUATION OF WORK 


Senator ELLenpER. I hope you do not have this changed by next 
year. With this money we are now making available, will you cop. 
tinue the work? 

General Cassipy. Continue the dredging, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. What kind of dredging is that, hydraulic, syo- 
tion, or what? 

General Cassipy. A suction dredge but we are also considering the 
use of dryland equipment where it can be used. We are considering 
using Monighans. 

Senator Recanenie. What you are doing there is building a channel? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir; we are cutting a new channel to shorten 
the course of the river and to put in a ship channel rather than a river 
channel. 

Senator Toyz. You cannot navigate the river now? 

General Cassipy. There is a barge channel there now but not 
suitable for oceangoing ships. 

Senator Ture. It is a distance of about 18 miles and they can travel 
by barge. 

What depth have you got in the river, sir? 

General Cassipy. Ten feet, sir. 

Senator Tuyr. And you propose to straighten that channel? 

General Casstpy. And add a 30-foot depth. This is a deepwater 
ship channel. 

Senator Ture. In other words, what you are going to do is establish 
an oceangoing ship harbor? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. To Sacramento? 

General Cassipy. To Sacramento. 

Senator Toye. It’s a distance of 18 miles and you are just going to 
put a channel through some open, dryland country? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLenprER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS 
(NAVIGATION) 
SACRAMENTO River, Cauir. (DEEPWATER SHIP CHANNEL) 
(Continuing) 


Location.—Between Suisun Bay (an arm of San Francisco Bay) and the city of 
Sacramento, with a harbor at Washington Lake near Sacramento, Calif. 

Authorization.—1946 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.04 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of esti- 
mated Federal 
cost (Corps of 
Engineers) 


—_ 


Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) 
Fstimated Federal cost (U. S. Coast Guard) 
Fstimated non- Federal cost 
Cash constribution 
Other costs : _ 
Total estimated project cost---.--..--- 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955 
\ppropriations for fiscal year 1956 
Appropriations to GMOs a5 ccns + 
\ppropriations requested for fiscal year 1957_-.....--.--------------------- 
Ralance to complete after fiscal year 1957 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels: 
Widen and deepen Sacramento River and Cache Slough to 300 feet width and 
30-foot depth for 18 miles. 
New channel 200 feet wide and 30 feet deep from Cache Slough to Washing- 
ton Lake, 25 miles. 
Barge canal: New channel 120 feet wide and 13 feet deep from harbor in Washing- 
ton Lake to Sacramento River, 1.5 miles. 
Turning basin: Harbor and turning basin in Washington Lake, 2,000 by 2,400 
by 3,400 feet in size and 30 feet deep. 
Navigation lock: On barge canal 86 feet wide and 600 feet long. 
Bascule bridge: Single leaf combination highway and railroad bridge across 
canal at harbor end of lock, 135-foot span. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1956) 


Percent | Completion schedule 


s ; a 0 | December 1959. 
Bridges _. nt bode cient : os | 0 | June 1960. 
Channels... ac} Seid ees ‘ pasar dine 5 | June 1961. 
Levees ' ; é - ° = 14 Do. 


= 


Entire project wee ae eae 7 | Do. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will permit deep-draft ocean-going vessels to proceed directly to 
Sacramento, thereby reducing shipping costs to a trade area of approximately 
75,000 square miles containing a population of about 1 million persons. The 
inbound commerce to the Sacramento trade area in 1952 amounted to about 
5,600,000 tons, and the outbound commerce was approximately 8,200,000 tons. 
\pproximately 700,000 tons of products from the Sacramento trade area now 
move to their destination by deep water shipping through the ports in the San 
Francisco Bay area and at Stockton. Inbound shipping through these same 
ports is about 400,000 tons. It is estimated that deep-water traffic will amount 
to 590,000 tons during the first year of port operation, will reach a peak of 850,000 
tons per year, and will average 740,000 tons over the life of the project. Rice, 
grain, and canned goods produced in the area will account for about 440,000 tons 
of the total tonnage expected to move through the port. The project channel 
will also be used for large amounts of barge shipping because its length is shorter 
than that of the river and because the greater depth and slack water would 
permit handling larger barges. Such use, for the transportation of gasoline and 
other petroleum products alone, is estimated to amount to 2,100,000 tons per 
year by the time the project is completed. 
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Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $2,000,000 will be applied to: 


Completion of continuing contract on enlargement of Liberty Cut, 
Prospect Slough, and West Channel Yolo By-Pass $1 

Initiation of continuing contract on lock and bridge___-- 

Engineering and design_ 

Supervision and administration 


Total 2, 000, 000 


An appropriation of $2 million for fiscal year 1957 is the minimum required for 
a construction schedule which anticipates project completion in June 1961, 


, 466, 800 
250. 000 
146, 200 
137, 000 


COMPLETED MODIFICATIONS, SACRAMENTO RIVER (SUISUN BAY TO SACRAMENTO 
10-FOOT CHANNEL) 


Work completed consists of provision of a 10-foot shallow-draft channel from 
Suisun Bay to Sacramento. The cost of this work was $197,000. 


REMAINING MODIFICATIONS, SACRAMENTO RIVER (SACRAMENTO TO COLUSA 6-FOOT 
CHANNEL, AND COLUSA TO CHICO LANDING, 5-FOOT CHANNEL) 


A modification authorized by the River and Harbor Act of 1935 provides for 
a depth of 6 feet between Sacramento and Colusa and a depth of 5 feet between 
Colusa and Chico Landing. Of the authorized work the 6-foot channel to Colusa 
has been completed. The cost of this work was $388,800. Estimated cost of 
work remaining to complete the modification is $357,000. 

Non-Federal cost.—The cost to local interests in complying with the require- 
ments of local cooperation for the ship channel is currently estimated at $2,990,000 
This cost consists of payments for lands and damages, $865,000; road relocation 
and bridge modification, $595,000; railroad relocations, $780,000; power and 
telephone line relocations, $340,000; and irrigation and drainage relocations and 
modifications, $410,000. A substantial part of the lands and rights-of-way have 
been procured and some $125,000 have been expended on other requirement 
Annual maintenance costs are estimated at $9,000. 

In addition, present plans of local interests contemplate the expenditure of 
more than $5 million for terminal facilities and appurtenances, the costs of 
which will be met by revenue from port tolls and service charges. About 
$1,150,000 have already been expended toward accomplishing this plan. 

In addition to developments by the port district, a rice growers cooperative 
has built a rice mill and warehouse costing in excess of $2,225,000 in the port area 
to use the project facilities. A warehouse company has constructed and placed 
in operation a warehouse costing about $300,000. 


AMERICAN RIVER LEVEES, CALIFORNIA 


Senator ELLenpEerR. Next is the American River levee project. 
The estimated cost is $2,260,000, of which $1,730,000 is Federal. You 
have spent so far $90,000 and you are now asking for $400,000. 

I notice that the benefit-to-cost ratio there is 1.8 to 1. 

Did you have any flood there this year of any kind? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir; the American River had a flood of record. 
The area which this levee would protect, the right bank of the Ameri- 
can River, which is an area which is part of the city of Sacramento, 
was saved from the flood by Folsom Dam, which had just been 
completed. 

However, it could not have been protected if the dam had not been 
empty. If we had had the standard flood control reservation, we 
would have had to release 115,000 cubic feet per second to provide 
proper protection for Sacramento. 

As it was, with the empty reservoir we could hold it down to 70,000 
feet per second and we held that throughout the storm. At the end 
of the storm period, the reservoir was just about full. A little bit 
more and we would have had to increase discharges. 
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Senator ELLENDER. So you did not have much damage? 

General Cassipy. Very little damage, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. What will this 1 new work aecomplish? 

General Cassrpy. It permits us to operate that reservoir properly 
for flood control. 

Senator ELLENDER. You did a pretty good job with what you have. 

General Cassipy. But it was empty to start with. The next time 
it will have its irrigation water in there and we will be 400,000 acre-feet 
short. 

Senator Toye. What was the dam”constructed for? 

General Cassipy. Flood control and irrigation. 

Senator TuyE. Both? 

(jeneral Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

General IrscHNeR. And power. 

Senator Tuyr. When was it completed? 

General Cassipy. It will be dedicated next Saturday, sir. 

Senator Tuyr. So that the flood came while the reservoir was 
emptied because you had not impounded any water. 

General Cassipy. We had just started impounding water. 

Senator Toyz. How did you happen to approve a project that you 
find ine idequate before you get it completed? 

General Cassipy. This is part of the project, sir. These two 
phases go together. 

Senator ELLENDER. This dam that is upstream; what is the name 
of that one? 

General Casstpy. Folsom Dam. 

Senator ELLENDER. That has been under construction for quite 
some time. Then as to these levees—the American River levee—you 
say that because the reservoir above was empty you were able to 
hold back—— 

General Casstipy. Hold back the water. 

Senator ELLENDER. With the money you are asking, you expect 
to raise existing levees or do you propose to put levees along that ares 

General Casstpy. To put in levees there. There are no levees 
there at all. 

Senator ELLENDER. I see; what place is that? 

General Cassipy. This is on the north bank of the American River. 
There are levees on the south bank, protecting the main city of 
Sacramento. 

Senator ELLENpDrER. I thought there were some levees built on that 
stream. So you will have them on both sides now? 

General Casstpy. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. In figuring your ratio of 1.8 to 1, did you take 
into account the possible damages that would have occurred had this 
reservoir been filled instead of empty? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir; that is the way we figured the ratio is 
on a flow of 115,000 cubic feet per second instead of 70. 

Senator ELLENDER. Would you be able to initiate construction in 
the near future? 

General Cassipy. This spring. 

Senator ELLENDER. What about the local cooperation there, fur- 
nishing the rights-of-way and land on which to build? 

General Casstpy. The State of California has adopted this project, 
sir, and through its reclamation board will provide the lands and 
easements. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTs 
(FLOOD CONTROL) 
AMERICAN RIVER LEVEE, CALIFORNIA 
(New) 


Location.—North bank, in the lower reach of the American River, beginning 
the city of North Sacramento, Calif., and extending upstream 7 miles. 

Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.8 to 1. 


at 


Summarized financial data 


Amount percent of 
estimated 


| Accumulated 
| 

| 

| Federal cost 





Estimated Federal cost_- an 
Estimated non-Federal cost _- __- 
Cash contributions_- 0 

Other costs bi tetdbaessaeel fe ahi ares . abies 530, 000 |_ 
Total estimated project cost - -- Bae laces inaia pcan pencea cans 2, 260, 000 | _- 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955_- nae 0 | 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956___-.-.....-- aaeedacyainte ee 90, 000 
Appropriations to date_-_- 90, 000 


$1, 730, 000 | 
530, 000 


Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957____- eee pe 400, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957-_- - oni . 1, 240, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Levees: 

Average height: 14 feet. 

Length: About 7 miles. 
Pumping plant: One. 
Status, January 1, 1956: New start. 
Completion schedule: 

Levees: June 1958. 

Pumping plant: June 1958. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The authorized improvement is an integral part of the plan for flood control 
for the city of Sacramento and environs, which plan includes the 1 million acre-foot 
Folsom Reservoir now in operation for flood control, power, and irrigation. 
Although the levee construction is not necessary to the power-production and 
irrigation functions of the reservoir, operation of the reservoir for flood control 
will be restricted until the levee unit is constructed. Effective operation requires 
releases of 115,000 cubic feet per second at frequent intervals. However, releases 
of that magnitude without the authorized levee would inundate and cause con- 
siderable flood damage in the unprotected residential and agricultural area along 
the north bank of American River. Therefore, until the levee unit is constructed, 
the reservoir will be operated to regulate floods as much as possible to a flow of 
70,000 cubic feet per second. Such restriction of controlled releases during flood 
periods would limit the reservoir capacity available for storage of major flood- 
waters, thereby reducing the reservoir’s flood-prevention capabilities. The area 
subject to inundation from the 115,000 second-foot release under present condi- 
tions comprises about 2,200 acres of land, about 580 acres of which are currently 
devoted to suburban use, the remainder being agricultural land occupied largely 
by highly productive hop and truck farms. In October 1955 there were about 
410 buildings in the area, 30 of which were commercial establishments, 250 were 
homes, and 130 were outbuildings appurtenant to small farm ownerships. Based 
on appraisals made in 1954, the value of real property within the area is in the 
order of $10 million. 
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Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $400,000 will be applied to: 


Initiation of continuing contract for construction of American River 

levee $345, 000 
Engineering and design. : 23, 000 
supervision and administration __-- --- 32, 000 


Total 400, 000 


The levee construction should be initiated and completed as scheduled in order 
io provide flood protection required to the project area at the earliest practicable 
iate and to enable full operation for flood control of Folsom Reservoir. 

Von-Federal costs—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $530,000 for lands, rights-of- 
way, and damages. 

Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon com- 
nletion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $17,000. 


LOWER SAN JOAQUIN RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES 


Status of funds 


| | 
Date Unobligated | Unexpended 
P | balance | balance 


June 30, 1955__-- . - 0 0 
Mar. 31, 1956 $186, 885 $212, 488 
June 30, 1956 (estimated) . 7 0 50, 000 


STATUS OF PROJECT 


Senator ELLENDER. Next is the Lower San Joaquin River and 
tributaries in California. 

The appropriation last vear in the supplemental was $250,000 and 
the budget estimate for this year is $1 million. What is the status of 
that project now? Have you started construction? 

General Cassipy. No, sir. The contracts for that construction, 
last year’s money was for bank revetment—the bids for that bank 
revetment will be opened the 29th of June of this year. 

We have had some delays because of the flood and, consequently, 
water in the Lower San Joaquin River. 

Senator ELLENDER. I notice that your cost has increased there $1 
million dollars since the last report to this committee. What has 
been the reason for that? 

General Cassipy. Price level changes of roughly $600,000 and an 
increase in the cost of supervision and administration. 

Senator ELLENDER. $400,000? 

General Casstpy. $317,000. There is $89,000 increase in con- 
tingencies. 

Senator ELLENDER. That is an increase of almost 10 percent over 
last year? 

General Cassitpy. Yes, sir; this is a job that is spread out very 
much down the river and we have to have superintendents, inspectors, 
on each one of the projects. Reexamination of what was necessary 
to supervise the work indicated that, we believe, it is necessary to 
increase this estimate. 

Senator ELLENDER. What are these levees? 

General Casstpy. Levees and bank protection. 

Senator ELLENDER. Bank protection. 
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General Cassipy. Stone placed on the banks to prevent 
Senator ELLENDER. Riprap? 
General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 
Senator ELLENDER. Have you had much sloughing of land in the 
river? 
General Casstpy. There is quite a bit of erosion there; yes, sir, 


erosion. 


BENEFIT TO COST RATIO 


Senator ELLENDER. I[ noticed the benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.3 to 1. 
Has it changed since the project was first authorized? 

Colonel PeNNey. Sir, it has not changed since last year? 

Senator ELLENDER. Even though the cost increased by $1 million. 
How did you offset it? 

Colonel Penney. The estimated benefit kept pace with that, si 

Senator ELLENDER. Pretty sharp figuring. 

What about flood damage there? Did you suffer any? 

General Cassrpy. Yes, sir. The Lower San lacie, of cours 
gets all the water from the upper tributaries, the main river Th 
project would have prevented about $1,400,000 worth of damage if 
it had been completed. 

Senator ELLENDER. That means you actually suffered that much 
then; is that it? 

General Casstpy. There may be a little bit more, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. But your actual damage was $1,400,000? 

General Cassipy. Probably greater than $1,400,000. We would 
have prevented $1,400,000 if this project had been completed. 

Senator ELLENDER. Have you awarded any contracts recently o1 
any of this work? 

General Casstpy. No, sir. The contracts will be awarded th: 
29th of June, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Do you ania that it will go up on you 
there as it did in other places 

General Cassipy. No, sir; in this type of work I do not think wi 
will have increased prices. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENpDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS 
(FLOOD CONTROL) 


LowkeR San Joaquin River AND TRIBUTARIES, CALIFORNIA, LEVEE 
CHANNEL IMPROVEMENTS 


(Continuing) 


Location.—On the lower reaches of the San Joaquin River and of the Stanislaus 
and Tuolumne Rivers. The levee and channel improvements will be constructed 
mainly along the San Joaquin River from the mouth of the Merced River to th 
San Joaquin River Delta near Stockton, Calif. 

A uthorization.—1944 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.3 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 


Amount 


ited Federal cost $10, 700, 000 
mate | non-Federal co t ‘ 2, 860, 000 


Cash contributions : 
s cceanet 2, 860, 000 
tal estimated project cost 13, 560, 000 
ropriations to June 30, 1955 epee 
ropriations for fiscal year 1956 a 
itions to date Penge 

pr Lions requested for fiscal year 1957 \ een aan 
to complete after fiscal year 1957 o' 054 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 
({verage height: 12 feet. 
Length: 100 miles. 
iannels: Minor channel clearing. 
innel stabilization: 7 spur dikes, 
; protection: 13 miles. 


Slatus, Jan, 1, 1956 


Completion sched- 


’ercent 
Percen ule 


June 1960 
Do. 
Do. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The levee and channel improvement project is an integral part of the overall 
plan for flood control and other purposes on the lower San Joaquin River and 
tributaries, involving flood-control storage on Tuolumne and Stanislaus Rivers, 

din the existing Friant Reservoir on upper San Joaquin River. The levee 
nd channel improvement project, together with the reservoir units, will provide 
gently needed flood protection to a rich agricultural area of approximately 

10,000 acres, to numerous commercial and publie installations, to residential 
nd industrial areas adjacent to the city of Stockton, and to United States High- 

iy 50, a main arterial highway of the area. The agricultural area is highly 
leveloped. Crops essential to a rapidly expanding civilian economy including 

and diversified field and truck crops are grown. There are several im- 

‘tant military installations in the area subject to flooding. During the floods 

1950 and 1952, the area along the San Joaquin River below the mouth of the 
Merced River suffered severe damage. Recent studies show that the project 
levees on the San Joaquin and storage reservoirs on Stanislaus and Tuolumne 
Rivers would prevent damages amounting to about $10,560,000 with a repetition 
f the 1950 flood under current conditions of prices and development, and about 
$1,135,000 under similar conditions for the flood of 1952. Of these amounts, 
49,050,000 would be allocated to the levee project for the 1950 flood, and $900,000 
for the 1952 flood. 


Fiscal year 1957,.—The requested amount of $1 million will be applied to 


Completion of continuing contract on bank protection for San Joaquin 

River, Stockton deep water channel to Old River $650, OOO 
Initiation of continuing contract on bank protection for Old River, 

Middle River, and Paradise cut ‘ 120, 000 
Engineering and design 140, 000 


~ 


ipervision and administration_ 90, 000 


Total a pes ties ’ ; 1, 000, 000 
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Construction should be continued to completion at the earliest practicable qyte 
The funds requested for fiscal year 1957 will be applied to the most critical Joes, 
tions when levees protecting agricultural and suburban areas are endang; red. 
This schedule will permit economic coordination with the State of California j, 
the acquisition of rights-of-way. oo 

Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in eo 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $2,860,000 broken down as 
follows: , 


Fan en NUON 8 OB emcee ns 
Road and utility relocations. _____._._-_-.------ 
Bridge alterations (2) 


$1, 570, 000 
910, 000 
380, 000 


Total 2, 860. 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $160,000, 

In addition, local interests will provide levee and channel improvement works 
to the area adjacent to the river above the mouth of the Merced River. The 
cost of this work is estimated at $5 million. 


SACRAMENTO RIVER FLOOD CONTROL PROJECT 


Status of funds 





Unobligated | Unexpended 
balance balance 


od 2 ae cncelce umd wieninbas aw teinitasameaa sae $130, 271 
Mar. 31, 1956 ccna asain ki ection melee ; 1, 641, 092 
June 30, 1956 (estimated) - - ----- (ast bierointenwennei ink 1, 240, 000 


$898, 099 
3, 021, 048 
1, 500, 000 


ESTIMATED COST 


Senator ELLENDER. Next we have the Sacramento River flood-con- 
trol project. 

The estimated Federal cost is $65,500,000, and local cost is $105 
million. We have cash contributions of $4,949,400 and other costs 
aggregating a little over $100 million. 

What are the other costs? 

General Cassipy. Lands, easements, and rights-of-way, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Who is furnishing that, the State? 

General Cassipy. The State. 

Senator ELLeENnpER. Is that land on which to build levees and 
things of that character? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir; and we also have the floodways in this 
project, the bypasses outside the river and the State secures the 
rights-of-way on that, flowage easements. 

Senator ELLENDER. It must take a lot of land then? 

General Cassipy. It does, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. That is quite a sum of money. I wish we had 
land that valuable in Louisiana. 

The appropriations to date aggregate $54,612,000, and you are 
asking for $3 million. Is that all you can spend on that project? 

General Cassipy. That is all we can use this year, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. What about the cost there? What is the 
benefit-to-cost ratio? : 

General Cassipy. No benefit-cost ratio has ever been established. 
This is the old project originally established in 1912. This present 
project was authorized in 1917. It includes the old protection sys- 
tem. 
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Senator ELLENDER. Somewhat like the Mississippi River, I guess. 
General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 
We cannot find out what was first there. 


INCREASE IN COST 


Senator ELLENDER. I notice your cost has increased by $1,100,000. 
Is that due to labor increase, and cost of administration, as you 
pointed out. before? ; 

(jeneral Cassipy. Yes, sir; there is a price level increase of $800,000. 

Senator ELLENDER. And the balance is administration. 

General Casstpy. Most of the balance is supervision and adminis- 
tration. 

Senator ELLENDER. Is that due to the hike in pay that the Congress 
put into effect here? 1a 

General Casstpy. No, sir. This is just a reevaluation of our own 
estimates from our experience during the past years, looking at those 
estimates again for what we need on the project. 

Senator ELLENDER. Have you awarded any contracts recently on 
this project? I guess you did. 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. How did the amount of the contract compare 
with your estimates? 

General Cassipy. Against our programed amount, they have gen- 
erally been well below. 

Senator ELLENDER. Below your estimates? 

General Cassipy. Below our estimate; yes, sir. 


EFFECT OF PROJECT ON RECENT FLOODS 


Senator ELLeNDER. Did this project in any manner lessen this 
year’s floods in that area? 

General Casstpy. This project prevented about $106 million worth 
of damage in the 2 floods that we had this year. This is the major 
project of the Sacramento River. 

Senator ELLENDER. It is somewhat similar to what we have on the 
Missouri River and the Mississippi River. If we had built those in 
time, why, the amount lost in those 2 floods in the last 5 years in that 
area would have built all the projects put together that we intend to 
build in the future and then have a little money to spend in Minnesota 
over here to finish your project out there, Senator Thye. 

Senator Tuyg. Or Louisiana. 

Senator ELLENDER. Or Louisiana. 

Senator TuyE. Above all, we would have eliminated all the heart- 
aches that came with that devastating flood. That is the feature of 
any such disaster, is the heartaches. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


Senator E.tenper. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS 
(FLOOD CONTROL) 


Prosect: SACRAMENTO RivER FLoop Controut PrRosect, Carirorys, 
(Continuing) 


Location.—On the Sacramento River and the lower reaches of its principal 
tributaries in north-ce ntral California. The project extends from Collj niet 
near the mouth of the Sacramento River upstream to Ord Bend, a distance 
184 miles. 

Autherization.—Flood Control Acts of 1917, 1928, and 1941; Rivers and Har. 
bors Act of 1937. 

Benefit-cost ratio.— None established. 


of 


Summarized financial data 


Amount 





Estimated Federal cost $65, 500, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost__--- 105, 000, 000 

Cash contributions_ sie aS ; 4, 949, 400 

Other costs 100, 050, 600 
Total estimated project cost 170, 500, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955 50, 612, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956 4, 000, 000 
A ppropriations to date 54, 612, 000 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957---- 3, 000, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 ‘ 7, 888, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 

Levees: 

Average height: 15 feet. 

Length: 980 miles. 
Weirs: 5 overflow weirs. 
Bypasses or floodways: 4 bypasses. 
Cutoffs: 2 river cutoffs. 
Channels: Channel enlargement: 15 miles along the Sacramento River. 
Pumping plants: 3 pumping plants along east levee of Sutter bypass. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1956) 


Percent Completion 
schedule 


Units completed prior to June 30, 1951 
Fish facilities. 
Channels: 
Feather River and tributaries June 1957. 
Sacramento River-Ord Bend to Fremont weir. 3 | June 1959. 
Sacramento River-mouth of Cache Slough to C ‘ollinsville-- Do. 
Yolo bypass-Fremont weir to Sacto weir------ ee 
Levees: 
pumas an River 93 | March 1 
Cache Creek June 195% 
ache Slough, Lindsey Slough and Yolo bypass. ‘ 22 | June 1959. 
Elkhorn, Sutter, Steamboat and Miner Sloughs ; Dec. 1958. 
Feather River and tributaries - - lesion Pion 9 | June 1959. 
Georgiana Slough-- 
Sacramento River- Ord Bend to Fremont weir-_----- : 35 | June 1959. 
Sacramento River-Fremont weir to Sacto weir 2 | June 1958. 
Sacramento River-Sacto weir to mouth of Cache Creek 99 | June 1957. 
Sacramento River-mouth of Cache Creek to Collinsville Oct. 1955. 
Yolo bypass-Fremont weir to Sacto weir- ; x June 195s. 
Additional bank protection--- ss . ‘ ; ; June 1959 
Permanent operating nena nt : 5 June 1956. 
Entire project - --- 2 ‘ . ah ine 8 | June 1959. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


This project is a coordinated system of leveed natural waterways on the lower 
~eaches of the Sacramento River and tributaries, and in conjunction with weirs, 
outfall gates, and leveed bypasses, carried the surplus floodwaters of the stream 
without inundation of valley lands as the river did originally. Completion of 
the project is urgently needed to protect from floods about 800,000 acres of 
fertile agricultural lands within the existing flood plain, to the cities of Colusa, 
\arvsville, Sacramento, North Sacramento, and to numerous smaller commu- 
nities, to 2 transcontinental railways, to 1 transcontinental highway, and to 
State and county highways and feeder railroads. It makes possible the reclama- 
‘ion of lands, formerly in swamp and in uncultivated condition, to a high degree 
f development when protection against flood hazard is assured. Should a 
‘project design’”’ flood occur, damages estimated at about $107 million would be 
prevented by the completed project. During the past 48 years a total of 45 
damaging winter floods have occurred in the Sacramento River Basin. During 
the November and December 1950 floods the project prevented about $75 million 

flood damage. This flood, however, inflicted $1,400,000 damages to the area 
along the uncompleted portions of the project. The damages prevented would 
be about $93 million under conditions of present prices and development. It is 
estimated that in improved land values alone, through reduction in the flood 
hazard, the project has already provided direct benefits of over $65 million 
\lthough the actual damages prevented by the completed portion of the project 
cannot be determined, it can be definitely stated that the total benefits to date 
are several times larger than the total expenditures incurred. <A fair conclusion 
concerning the magnitude and economic soundness of the project can be obtained 
from the faet that the State of California and other local interests have spent to 
late over $85 million as their share of the project cost, and these same interests 
expect to spend an additional $20 million toward completion of the project, and 
about $1 million annually in maintenance of the project work. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $3 million will be applied to 
Levees: 

i atl os a 5. 391 Bs Bm ye ; Z $174, 000 
Cache Slough, Lindsey Slough, and Yolo bypass__-- . 179, 000 
Elkhorn, Sutter, Steamboat, and Miner Sloughs : 681, 000 
Sacramento River-Ord Bend to Fremont weir oe - 197, 000 
Sacramento River-Fremont weir to Sacramento weir 270, 000 
Sacramento River-Sacramento weir to mouth of Cache Creek 10, 000 
Engineering and design___ ‘ f : 250, 000 
Supervision and administration_______- : 239, 000 


Total ‘ i ae eee _. 3, 000, 000 


The performance of the work scheduled above is in accordance with a recent 
inderstanding with the State of California wherein the cooperation between the 
State of California and the United States toward completion of the Sacramento 
River flood-control project is clearly defined. In order to uphold the agreement 
and to permit economic coordination with the State of California in the matter 
of acquisition of lands, easements, and rights-of-way, it is necessary that the 
proposed amount be allotted to do the scheduled work. Performance of the 
scheduled work for the budget year will meet completion schedules which have 
been established to minimize further increases in the cost of the project due to 
price level changes and continuing erosion of the river banks. 

Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment of local interests for construction, 
lands, rights-of-way, utility relocations, and cash contributions is estimated at, 
$105 million by the State of California. 

Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project works upon 
completion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at 
$1 million. 


SUCCESS RESERVOIR, CALIF. 


Senator ELLENDER. The Success Reservoir in California is next. 

Last year there was appropriated $110,000 preconstruction planning 
and this year the budget estimate is $2,490,000 for the initiation of 
construction. 
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I notice that the total estimated cost is $13,900,000 and the benefit. 
to-cost ratio is 1.2 to 1. Will you tell us something about that im- 
provement, General? 

General Cassipy. This is a flood-control and irrigation structure. 

Senator ELLENDER. How much is flood-control percentagewise? 

General Cassipy. We have not made the actual cost allocation, )y; 
roughly we believe that flood control is about 90 percent. 

Senator ELLENDER. Ninety percent? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENpER. The rest is irrigation? 

General Cassipy. The rest will be irrigation, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Have your costs increased there over what 
you estimated or is it about constant? 


INCREASE IN COST 


General Casstpy. We have had a slight increase in cost, sir, due to 
price level change, about $440,000 and then there has been an increase 
in the cost of utility relocations. They developed since the last esti- 
mate was made. 

Senator ELLenpeR. All right. The amount that you are asking 
for there is sufficient for this year? : 

General Cassipy. That is all that we can use this year, sir. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be inserted in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROI. 
Success RESERVOIR, CALIF. 
(New) 


Location.—On Tule River, about 5 miles east of Porterville, Calif. 
Authorization.—Flood Control Act of 1944. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.2 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


| 
| Accumulated 
percent ol 
| 
Amount | estimated 
| | Federal cost 


Estimated Federal cost_- 

Estimated local eash contributions 

Estimated project cost_. 

Appropriations to June 30, 1955. 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956 
Appropriations to date ____- 

Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957___-_- 


$13, 900, 000 | 
None | 

13, 900, 000 
401, 000 
a 110, 000 
511, 000 | 
2, 490, 000 | 
“4 10, 899, i 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Type: Rolled earthfill. 
Height: 146 feet. 
Length: 3,430 feet. 
Spillwé Ly: ; 
Type: Ungated Broadcrested weir. 
Crest length: 115 feet. 
Capacity: 83,000 cubic feet per second. 
dike: 
Type: Rolled earthfill. 
Height: 40 feet. 
Length: 6,300 feet. 
Reservoir capacity: 
Flood control and irrigation: 75,000 acre-feet. 
Minimum Pool: Nominal. 
Total: 75,000 acre-feet. 
Outlets: 
Flood control and irrigation: 3, 5 by 8.67 feet. 
Irrigation: 1, 4 by 4 feet. 
Capacity (total): 5,700 cubie feet per second. 


Status, Jan. 1, 1956 (new start) 
Completion schedule 

Lands and damages__ June 1959. 
Relocation of State Highway 190 Do. 
telocation of county road -__. June 1957. 
Relocation of utilities _ - June 1958. 
Reservoir clearing _ - June 1959. 
Removal of improvements (railroad abandonment) June 1957. 
‘onstruction of main dam. 2 June 1959. 
‘onstruction of outlet works__ _. June 1958. 
‘onstruction of frazier dike__ - : Do. 
‘onstruction of spillway -_-- June 1959. 
‘onstruction of buildings, grounds and utilities____ Do. 
Closure Belg é ed November 1958. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project is a unit in the comprehensive plan for flood control and other 
purposes for the Sacramento-San Joaquin Basin. The reservoir will provide 
full flood protection to about 60,000 acres of agricultural and suburban lands 
along the Tule River and distributaries and to the Porterville urban area, popula- 
tion about 10,000. In conjunction with the constructed Pine Flat and Isabella 
teservoirs, and the authorized Terminus Reservoir on Kaweah River, Success 
Reservoir will help to provide flood protection to 260,000 acres of highly produc- 
tive agricultural land in the Tulare Lake area. It will also improve the irrigation 
water supply by providing about 10,000 acre-feet of new water annually through 
reduction in evaporation in Tulare Lake, and will provide means for regulating 
the present irrigation supply. It is tentatively estimated that had the project 
been completed and in operation during the December 1955 and January 1956 
floods, about $2,600,000 of the damage experienced would have been prevented. 
Average annual benefits are estimated at $727,000. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $2,490,000 will be applied to— 


Acquisition of sites for dam, spillway and Frazier Dike, partial ac- 

quisition of borrow areas, and necessary access rights-of-way $405, 000 
Resettlement of packing plant 195, 000 
Relocation of State mee No. 190 (settler ment agreement with 

ORR et. Se eae tt ee cake ae E 277, 000 
Relocation of county roads Bact 42, 600 
Relocation of power and telephone lines__-_-.-_.-.---_----------- 150, 400 
Abandonment of railroad facilities ; ea 20, 000 
Construction of outlet works________________- eh _ 1,000, 000 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities _____- “ ha ; 35, 000 
Engineering and design esha 185, 000 
Supervision and administration ee 180, 000 


2, 490, 000 
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The Tule River flood-plain area has experienced 9 major floods since 1936, Ty, 
most recent of these was the December 1955—January 1956 flood series, damac. 
from which are estimated at $2,600,000. The large flood damages suffered 
frequent intervals indicate the urgent need for the flood protection that would 
afforded by the project. Construction should, therefore, be completed 
earliest practicable date. 


at the 


TERMINUS RESERVOIR, CALIF. 


Senator ELLENDER. Next is the Terminus Reservoir in Californis 
The entire cost of this project is $18,600,000. We have spent 
date $393,000 and the amount requested is $558,000. 

I notice here that the benefit-to-cost ratio is 2.2 to 1. 

Will you tell us what is your plan of improvement there? 

General Casstpy. This also is a flood-control structure with sony 
irrigation benefits. It is on the Kaweah River and will protect the 
lands of the Kaweah and the town of Visalia. 

Senator ELLENDER. Are you going to build a dam across it? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir; this is a flood-control dam. 

Senator ELLENDER. Earthen? 

General Cassipy. Earthen dam; ves, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Strictly for flood control? 

General Cassipy. Flood control with some irrigation benefits 
This dam would have prevented $12,500,000 worth of damage if j 
had been built before the January floods. 

Senator ELLENDER. I see. It took all that damage to get the peopl: 
awakened in the area, I suppose. 

General Casstpy. They have been pretty alert to this for a long 
time, 

Senator ELLENDER. I was there around Fresno this year and it is 
an eve-opener to see what can be done on that fine k ind with enough 
water. 

What is the plan of improvement there? You said it is just an 
earthen dam. How about levees; are you going to build them, too? 

General Cassipy. No, sir; there will be some spreading works 
down below the dam. 

Senator ELLENDER. What do you mean by that, spreading what? 

General Cassipy. The water released by the dam will be spread out 
so that it will sink into the ground. 

Senator ELLENDER. To retain it you would have to build little 
levees around the periphery where you expect to spread it? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLeNpDER. Are you having any difficulty there with the 
local people about the change of the roads and so forth? 

General Cassipy. No, sir. 


IRRIGATION FEATURES 


Senator Dworsuak. What are the irrigation features of that 
development? 

General Cassipy. This is storage, sir, for irrigation water. The 
water will be released down the stream as the local people ask for it 
through their water master. 

Senator DworsnHak. And it will be sold on what basis? 
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General Cassipy. This is a project where they will reimburse the 
Federal Government for the cost of the irrigation features. The cost 
allocation has not been made yet. 

Senator ELLENDER. That would be on the same basis, 40 years to 
repay Without interest? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 


JUSTIFICATION 
Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
The justification referred to follows:) 
CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 
TERMINUS RESERVOIR, CALIF. 
(New) 
Location. —On Kaweah River, about 20 miles east of Visalia, Calif. 


Authorization.—Flood Control Act of 1944. 
Lenefit-cost ratio.—2.2 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 
Federal cost 


Amount 


ted Federal cost- $18, 600, 000 
ted local cash contributions None 
ted project cost 
priations to June 30, 1955 
riations for fiseal year 1956 
ypriations to date 393, 000 
priations requested for fiscal year 1957 558, 000 
nee to complete after fiscal year 1957 17, 649, 000 


18, 600, 000 
343, 000 
0, OOO 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Type: Rolled earthfill. 

Height: 220 feet. 

Length: 2,680 feet. 
Spillway: 

Spillway: Control gate. 

Crest length: 180 feet. 

Gate: Four 35- by 35-foot radial. 

Capacity: 230,000 cubic feet per second. 
Spreading works: 

Number: Approximately 6. 

Size, each: 300 to 2,000 acres. 

Infiltration capacity, per month: 60,000 acre-feet. 
Reservoir capacity: 

Tlood control and irrigation: 145,000 acre-feet. 

Minimum pool: Nominal. 

lotal: 145,000 acre-feet. 
Outlets: 

Flood control and irrigation: One 13-foot diameter. 

Irrigation: One 24-inch diameter. 

Capacity (total): 8,400 cubic feet per second. 


75008—56—pt. 2———28 
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Status, Jon. 1, 1956 

Completion schedule 
Lands and damages__- __.. June 1960. 
Relocation of State Highway 198______._.___..--------.. November 1958 
Relocation of Forest Service road and highway bridge ex- June 1958. ; 

tension. 

Relocation of utilities ____ , : eS ceeaaea June 1957. 
Reservoir clearing _ June 1960. 
Construction of main dam and spillway Do. 
iSonsiriciion Of Outlet WOrKs........0-..5-..2.-~.-..<.-~--« December 1958 
ES OOS RE Se BE ee ee ee ee June 1960. 
Construction of canals Do. 
NRIs ee Do. 
Construction of floodway control and diversion structures_ -_ - Do. 
Construction of buildings, grounds and utilities Do. 
Closure October 1959. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project is a unit in the comprehensive plan for flood control and other pur- 
poses for the Sacramento-San Joaquin Basin. The reservoir will provide full flood 
protection to about 110,000 acres of agricultural and suburban lands along the 
Kaweah River and distributaries and to the city of Visalia, population about 
12,000. In conjunction with the constructed Pine Flat and Isabella Reservoirs, 
and the authorized Success Reservoir on Tule River, Terminus Reservoir wil! help 
to provide flood protection to 60,000 acres of highly productive agricultural land 
in the Tulare Lake area. It will also improve the irrigation water supply by 
providing about 34,000 acre-feet of new water annually through reduction in 
evaporation in Tulare Lake, and will provide means for regulating the present irri- 
gation supply. It is tentatively estimated that had the project been completed 
and in operation during the December 1955 and January 1956 floods, about $12- 
500,000 of the damage experienced would have been prevented. Average annual 
benefits are estimated at $1,915,000. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $558,000 will be applied to— 


Acquisition of sites for dam and spillway and borrow area 1A $100, 000 
Relocation of State Highway 198 (settlement agreement with State)__ 198, 000 
Relocation of transmission and distribution lines______._.___.-----_-- 34, 000 
Ge ON oti wncenwacecnrbndnn meccewemewe 18, 000 
Engineering and design 166, 000 
Supervision and administration 42, 000 


558, 000 


The Kaweah River flood plain has experienced nine major floods since 1937. 
The most recent of these was the December 1955—January 1956 flood which was 
the largest flood of record. Damages caused by this flood are being surveyed 
and only tentative estimates are available at this time. Estimate of damages 
in the city of Visalia is in the order of $3 million, and damages in the Kaweah 
River area including the city of Visalia are estimated at $12,500,000. The large 
flood damages suffered at frequent intervals indicates the urgent need for flood 
protection to the city of Visalia and to the agricultural area that would be affected 
by the project. Construction, therefore, should be initiated and completed at 
the earliest practicable date. 


EFFECT OF NAVIGATION ON ECONOMY OF AREA 


Senator ELLenpER. What about your navigation in that area, 
General? Do you have much of it? 
General Cassipy. There is no navigation. 
Senator ELLenper. I am talking about this area in California, 
our division now. I said Calfiornia because that is the only place, 
presume, where you have navigation of any consequence? 
General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 
Senator ELLENDER. You do not have any in Nevada? 
General Cassipy. The only river navigation we have is on the 
Sacramento and on the lower San Joaquin. 
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Senator ELLENDER. To what extent does that assist the economy 
of California there? 

General Cassipy. California, of course, is growing very rapidly 
since the war and I believe the ability to transport on water, as the 
ant to transfer by rail and truck, is assisting the economy. It is 

helping both ways. 

Senator ExLenpeER. Particularly the interior? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. What is the character of the material that is 
carried over the rivers there? Is it bulk grain and material like that? 

General Cassipy. There is a lot of petroleum, canned goods, rice, 
barley and other bulk supplies. 


CENTRAL VALLEY BasIN 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Senator ELLENDER. I have here a justification sheet with respect 
to operation and maintenance for navigation. We have Oakland 
Harbor, Old River, Redwood City Harbor, Richmond Harbor, 
Sacramento River and others appearings on page 33 of the justification 
for a total of $1,368,000. 

Are those funds sufficient to properly maintain those projects, 
General? 

General Cassipy. That will give us minimum maintenance, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Minimum maintenance. Why do you not try 
to get a little more and make it maximum maintenance? I mean the 
amount you ought to have? 

Is it because of the lack of interest in C ongress? 

General Irscuner. Mr. Chairman, there is a large amount of 
deferred maintenance in this particular area that should be taken 
care of. 

Senator ELLENDER. What would that consist of primarily—dredging? 

General Irscuner. Dredging is required and a great many jetties 
and breakwaters have deteriorated. 

Senator ELLtenprer. You do not have any locks or things like that? 

General Cassipy. No, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. To what extent has this deterioration affected 
the use of the channel for the capacity originally constructed? 

General Cassipy. It makes navigation more difficult and more 
costly when the operators have to worry about shoaling channels 
and lighten their loads to go over shoals. 


DIVISION ALLOCATION 


Senator ELLenper. How much have you allocated, General 
ltschner, to this division out of the proposed $10 million to take care 
of the backlog? 

General Itscuner. We have allocated $1,125,000 to the South 
Pacific Division and, in addition, $350,000 to Hawaii, making a grand 
total of $1,475,000. 

Senator Etinenper. Is Hawaii in your district? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

General Irscuner. That is a rather large share but conditions are 
very bad in that area. 
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Senator ELLENDER. 1 see. You could, of course, use a eood 
more than what we are giving you to properly maintain them? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

General IrscuNer. We could use approximately six times 
amount. 

Senator ELLENDER. You mean to bring them up to snuff? 

General IrscHNeER. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. As I stated before, we propose to increase {) 
appropriation to take care of some of this backlog and hope that | 
6 vears we can work it off. I hope to be here ai least that lon 
see to it that we get it. 

I think it is just a shame for us to neglect the maintenance o| 
projects after their construction and let them deteriorate; then whe 
you come to put them back in shape, it costs you a eood deal mor 
money. 

General IrscHNer. Yes, sit 


i 


91,1 
aid 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record, 
(The justification referred to follows: 


Project 
Condition surveys : . $3, 000 


Total channels and harbors -_- uk _ 1, 368. 000 
Total navigation —_ _— _- oe : Spb EN <n Wa 


2. Flood control 


(a) Reservoirs.—The budget estimate of $204,800 provides for the operation and 
ordinary maintenance of seven flood-control reservoirs in the Central Valley Basir 
during fiscal year 1957. The benefits that accrue in the San Joaquin River Va 
from the impoundment of damaging floodwaters by this reservoir system are 
substantial. In addition, the re ts prov ide considerable collateral benefit 
The amount requested in fiscal year 1957 is approximately $14,000 more than the 
amount available in fiscal vear 195 56 due to increased requirements of full opera- 
tion at one project. This amount is necessary for minimum operation and 
maintenance of the projects. 

Project Tentative 
California: fiscal ye 
Framington Reservoir : e se $10, 000 
Isabella Reservoir - 60, 000 
Pine Flat Reservoir~ een a ote ; : eae 120, 000 
Merced County stream group ( (4 reservoirs) - 12, 000 
Scheduling of flood-control reservoir operations-- - - ; 2, 800 


Total flood-control reservoirs__ 204, 800 


CENTRAL VALLEY Basin—JUSTIFICATION OF EsTIMATE 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL, FISCAL YEAR 1957 


Navigation 


(a) Channels and harbors.—The work to be accomplished under this activity 
consists of maintaining the navigation channels and harbors of coastal harbors 
and waterways by means of dredging and operation and repair of navigation 
facilities and periodic inspections and surveys to determine the condition of the 
projects for programing purposes and providing navigation interests with ade- 
quate information on existing channel conditions; all as authorized in the laws 
adopting river and harbor projects. 

The budget estimate of $1,368,000 for fiseal year 1957 is required for essential 
maintenance work on 12 channel and harbor projects named in the list which 
follows. The projects listed have been subjected to an economic analysis and 
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termined that continuing maintenance is justified. The amount of funds 
‘ppropriated in recent years for this activity has not been sufficient to provide 
‘or the adequate and timely maintenance of all justified projects and has resulted 
» a substantial backlog of work, particularly structural repairs and the mainte- 
ince of moderate and shallow-draft navigation channels. This condition con- 
tinues to exist. 
QP Tentative allocation 
(California: fiscal year 1957 
~ Qakland Harbor-_---- - wwhers _ $200, 000 
Old River E . 2 ate ‘ ; a 25, 000 
Redwood City Harbor : eee ; 10, 000 
Richmond Harbor_ --- : ; 65, 000 
Sacramento River- 250, 000 
San Francisco Bay, Calif. drift colleetion _ - 70, 000 
San Francisco Harbor-_-_-__ : : 220, 000 
San Joaquin River : ‘ 100, 000 
San Pablo Bay and Mare Island Strait 290, 000 
Stockton and Mormon Channels . 10, 000 
Suisun Bay Channel 80, 000 
Yuba River, treatment of debris 15, 000 


Other (including channel improvement projects, miscellaneous maintenance 

and inspections) .— The budget estimate of $5,000 proy ides for inspection of 

two completed local flood protection projects, and completed units of the Sacra- 

nto River flood-control projects. Considerable time and work is entailed 

the completed units are scattered in location and completed units requir- 
spection are increasing In number yearly. 


Tentative allocation 
] fiscal year 1957 
Inspection of completed works $5, 000 
At} 


ect 


Total flood control__ ‘ 209, 800 
Grand total Central Valley Basin 1, 577, 800 


CENTRAL AND SoutH Paciric DRAINAGE AREA 


EXAMINATIONS AND SURVEYS 


Status of examination and survey funds 


Date Unobligated | Unexpended 
balance balance 


e@ 30, 1955 $11, 095 $11, 980 


31, 1956 29, 227 30, 423 
, 1956 (estimated) - 2, 000 2, 000 


FUNDS REQUESTED 


Senator ELLENDER. Next is the Central and South Pacific drainage 
area, justification of estimates for examinations and surveys. 


CAMP PENDLETON HARBOR 


You are asking for $10,000 for this study, General, out of a total 
estimated cost of $47,000? 

General Cassrpy. $10,000, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. $10,000 and I notice $20,000 has already been 
spent. 
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LOS ANGELES-LONG BEACH BREAKWATER EXTENSION 


Los Angeles-Long Beach breakwater extension; you are asking { 
a balance of $6,000 to complete this study. 
General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 


MONTEREY BAY AND SANTA CRUZ HARBOR 


Senator ELLeENpER. The same with Monterey Bay and Santa Cry 
Harbor, $8,400 and $21,500 respectively. That will complete the 
work on those three projects? 

General Casstpy. That is correct, sir. 


Loop ContTrou STuDIES 
EEL RIVER 


Senator ELLENDER. Eel River, a comprehensive study, $143,200 
will be the entire cost. You have already spent $93,000 and you ar 
asking for $15,000? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Why do you designate that as a comprehensive 
study? 

General Cassipy. That is a study to cover the river very broadly, 
looking at it from a flood-control viewpoint, but considering irrigation, 
power and water supply along with the rest of our study. 


MAD RIVER, PESCADERO CREEK, SAN GREGORIO CREEK, AND SOQUEL 
CREEK 


Senator ELLenpeErR. I notice here also that the next four projects 
are Mad River, Pescadero Creek, San Gregorio Creek, and Soquel 
Creek at a total cost of $5,000, $2,000, $2,000, $3,000, respectively, 
and you are requesting these amounts. 

That will complete the studies on these rivers? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 


REDWOOD CREEK 


Senator ELLENDER. Then next we have Redwood Creek and th 
total cost is $50,000. You spent $5,000 and you are asking for 
$10,000? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENpDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


CENTRAL AND SoutH PaciFric DRAINAGE AREA—JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMAT! 
GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS, FISCAL YEAR 1957 


1. Examinations and surveys 


(a) Navigation studies—The amount of $45,900 is requested for work on 
4 studies in the Central and South Pacific drainage area. This amount will per- 
mit the completion of 3 reports and the continuation of work on 1 study. 

The tentative allocations by studies follow: 
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Total Allocations Tentative Additional 
Study estimated prior to allocation to complete 
? Federal fiseal year fiscal year after fiscal 

cost year 1957 


mp Pendleton Harbor and Agua Hedi- 
onda Lagoon Harbor. $47, 000 | $20, 000 $10, 000 $17, 000 
os Angeles-Long Beach breakwater ex- 

nsion - -- ‘ - 25, 000 19, 000 6, 000 | 0 
{onterey Bay a 106, 400 98, 000 8, 400 | 0 
ta Cruz Harbor foe 47, 000 25, 500 21, 500 0 


tal P 225, 400 162, 500 $5, 900 17, 000 


Flood-control studies.—The amount of $37,000 is requested for work on 6 
studies in the Central and South Pacific drainage area. ‘This amount will permit 
e completion of 4 reports and continuation of work on 2 studies. 
The tentative allocations by studies follow: 


Total Allocations rentative Additional 

Study estimated prior to illocation to complete 

Federal fiscal year fiscal year after fiscal 

cost 1957 1957 year 1957 

uuOrn la 

Eel River (comprehensive) $143, 200 $93, 000 $15, 000 $35, 200 
fad River !_- 5. OOO 0 5, 000 0 
cadero Creek ! 2, 000 0 2, 000 0 
iregorio Creek ! . 2, 000 0 2, 000 0 
ie] Creek ! 3, 000 0 5, OOO 0 
iwood Creek . 50, 000 5, 000 | 10, 000 35, 000 


tal 205, 200 98, O00 37, 000 70, 200 


rization pending. 


Beach-erosion studies —The amount of $15,000 is requested for work on 2 
‘+h-erosion studiesin the Central and South Pacific drainage area. This amount 
rmit the completion of one report. 


tentative allocations by studies follow: 


Total Allocations Tentative Additional 
, ; estimated prior to allocation, | to complete 
Study Federal fiscal year fiscal year after fiscal 
cost 1957 1957 year 1957 
hla 
e of California, appendix IV, phase 2 $15, 000 $7, 500 $7, 500 
e of California, appendix V, phase 2 15, 000 0 7, 500 | 


ital : soe 30, 000 | 7, 500 | 15, 000 


Grand total Bes ihon 460, 600 | 268, 000 | 97, 900 


| | 
ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DESIGN 
CARBON CANYON DAM AND CHANNEL 


Senator ELLENDER. Next we have advance engineering and design, 
Carbon Canyon Dam and Channel, Calif., with a total estimated cost 
of $5,720,000 and the benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.20 to 1. 

‘To date, planning funds in the amount of $206,000 have been 
appropriated, and the budget request for 1957 is for $59,000, to com- 
plete the preconstruction planning on this project. 

What is the nature of that project? 

General Casstpy. This is a flood-control dam in Orange County 
which protects the metropolitan area in the valley. It is a dry dam, 
strictly for flood control. 
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Senator ELLENDER. Is it necessary that it be completed soon? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. This area has built up and is continyjyo 
to build up rapidly and the flash floods in that area create tremendoys 
damage. 

Senator ELLENDER. When you come up next year you will be 
for construction money? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Could you use any this year? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. How much? 

General Cassipy. A total of $500,000 this year, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. We will consider that. 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 


@Snine 


CONSTRUCTION 
SCENT CITY HARBOR, CALIF. 


Status of funds 


June 30, 1955 
Mar. 31, 1956 
June 30, 1956 (estimate 


915 were obligated and $53,315 


ESTIMATED COST 


Senator ELLENDER. Now, we go to construction. We have Cres- 
cent City Harbor with a total cost estimated at $6,017,000 and 
benefit-to-cost ratio of 2.2 to 1. 

The appropriation for this project was $1 million last vear and tli 
budget estimate for 1957 is $1 million for continuation of the brea 
vater extension. 

Have you let any contracts on this project so far? 

General Casstpy. Yes, sir; we have. 

Senator ELLENDER. What protection have you afforded the harbo: 
so far with what you have spent? 

General Cassipy. The harbor is protected by the breakwater at 
present. It is open to storms from the southwest and we have to 
put a hook in that breakwater and extend it to give them full pro- 
tection. 

Senator ELLENDER. How about the commerce there? Has it 
increased in recent years? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir; it is increasing very greatly. That area 
of the country is not served by railroads, incidentally. 

Senator ELLENDER. What is the chief product? 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


Additional 
required 
ifter fiscal 
year 1957 to 
complete pre- 
construction 
planning 


Tentative Additional 

1| allocation, | to complete 
fiscal year after fiscal 
1957 year 1957 


Total esti- Allotments 
Project mated Fed- | prior to fisea 
eral cost year 1957 


n projects: None 
tre | projects Califor- 
irbon Canyon Dam 
720, 000 $206, 000 $59, 000 $5, 455, 000 


truction of Carbon Canyon Dam and Channel will prevent damages from 
and deposition of debris over a large metropolitan and rural area on the 
il plain in Orange County, Calif. The project would reduce traffie inter- 
ons on California State Highway No. 1 ' United States Highway No. 101 
nate), important railroad lines, and also on arterial streets in Fullerton and 
Calif., and vicinity. The east-west main transcontinental freight line 
Se ec aie tal line of the Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway 
s Carbon Creek a short distance downstream from the Carbon Canyon Dam 
The United States naval airfield near Los Alamitos, Calif., also would be 
ed from floods on nearby Carbon Creek. The overflow area that would 
ected comprises 8,000 acres of highly developed land with a population 
than 10,000 and vaiue estimated at about $40 million. In addition to 
arts of the cities of Anaheim and Fullerton, most of the town of Los 
os, Calif., valuable oil wells, part of the United States Naval Los Alamitos 
ld, and hundreds of acres of citrus land are in the area subjeet to flood 
The benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.20 to 1. 


General Cassipy. Petroleum products shipped in, and lumber out. 

Senator ELLENDER. What about local cooperation? Do you have 
them put up their share? 

General Cassipy. Completely, 

Senator ELLenper. It is only $1 1 000. Ido not suppose you have 
trouble getting that small an amount. 

General Casstpy. No, sir. 


INCREASE IN PROJECT COST 


Senator ELLENDER. | notice the cost of this project has increased 
by $319,000. Is that due to increase in labor costs? 

General Cassipy. Price level changes account for $136,000 and the 
major portion of the remainder was the increase in quantities of stone 
— to flattening of the jetty slopes. We found by experience that 

‘had to have a flatter slope on that jetty, which increased our 
ees of stone. 

Senator ELLENDER. What ch: anges have you made? Is that one of 
the changes you made in that area? 

General Cassipy. We have flattened the slope of the jetty. We 
received a very good bid on the construction of that jetty, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Where is the stone taken from? 

General Cassipy. The stone is from quarries in the area. However, 
we have also gone to the use of precast tetrapods. 

Senator ELLENDER. What are those? 

General Cassipy. A tetrapod shape made of concrete. 





1792 PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 


We received a very good bid. 

Senator ELLENDER. Oh, this site? 

General Casstpy. On this site; yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Is it made on the site? 

General Cassipy. Yes; it is made right at the site. 

Senator ELLenper. Is it going to decrease the cost of the project 
any? . 

General Cassipy. It will decrease our present estimate; yes, sjj 

Senator Tuyr. You say tetrapod; what is that? , 

General Cassipy. It is ® manmade stone, sir, of an interlocking 
shape. 

General Irscuner. They are like children’s jacks only they hay 
4 prongs, whereas the jacks have 6. 

Senator ELLENDER. It stays together when you put them down? 

General Casstpy. You stack them like jacks. 

Senator Torr. Those tetrapods are reinforced with steel? 

General Cassipy. No, sir. 

Senator ELttenper. How do you stand them up? 

General Cassipy. In different ways. They weigh 25 tons, sir, and 
we place them by crane. 

Senator ELtnenpER. How much do they weigh each? 

General Casstpy. Twenty-five tons, I believe, at this site. 

Senator ELLENDER. How do you handle them? 

General Cassipy. With a big crane, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. They do not shift. 

General Cassipy. Once we get them in place, we hope they never 
shift. 

Colonel ALLEN. This is the first instance in this country where we 
are using it on a breakwater of this type. We are watching this 
Crescent City installation very carefully because it will affect our 
breakwater construction if it works out well here, both from the 
standpoint of stability and economics. 

It was developed by a French citizen. 

Senator ELLENpDER. Does he have a patent? 

Colonel ALLEN. That is something under investigation at the 
present time. The Patent Office has given us to believe that the 
thing may be patentable. We are not certain whether it has full 
patent rights. We do not have to pay any royalty on this particular 
installation. 

They have given us the right to go ahead on Crescent City. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLenNpeER. The justification will be placed in the record 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGA 
TION) 


CrEscENT City Harsor, Cauir. (BREAKWATER EXTENSION) 
(Continuing) 


Location.—Crescent City, Calif., is on the Pacifie coast 17 miles south of the 
Oregon State line and about midway between San Francisco Bay and the mout! 
of the Columbia River. 

Authorization.—1945 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.2 to 1 for the entire project. 
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Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of esti- 
Amount mated Federal 
cost (Corps of 
Engineers) 


rstimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) - --- ore $6, 000, 000 |__ 
Fstimated Federal cost (United States Coast Guard) ___- 3, 000 | 
E ‘timated non-Federal cost- hecho ed Base acai ; | 14, 000 | 
Cash contribution -  ceeabeaee ade 
Other costs sad tnwnee canicinsleseaeal 14, 000 | 
rot tal estimated project cost 6, 017, 000 | 
Appro} priations to June 30, 1955_-__-.--_-.- 7 , 3, 369, 000 
\ppropriations for fiscal year 1956 : 1, 000, 000 
Appropriations to date “A ce | 4, 369, 000 
A pro priations requested for fiscal year 1957- ee eee eee 1, 000, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957____.______- sori dceitined | 631, 000 | 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Breakwater: 

Rubble mound with concrete cap; station 30+00 to 36+ 70—southeast 
toward Round Rock—22 feet wide at crest, 20 feet above mean lower low 
water. 

Station 36+ 70 generally eastward 1,000 feet—20 feet wide at crest, 20 feet 
above mean lower low water. 

Status (January 1, 1956): 

Station 30+-00 to 41+ 20: Complete. 

Station 41+ 20 to terminus: Not started. 

Completion schedule: Station 41+ 20 to terminus—October 1957. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Crescent City Harbor serves the needs of a tributary area of approximately 
6,000 square miles embracing Del Norte County, the northern part of Humboldt 
County and the western portion of Siskiyou County in California, and portions 
of Curry, Josephine, Jackson, and Klamath Counties in Oregon. The existing 
commeree consists principally of shipments of lumber and receipts of bulk petro- 
leum and fresh fish caught in nearby waters. Since resumption of lumber ship- 
ments in 1950 after about a 10-year suspension, the commerce has increased from 

total of 2,158 tons in 1949 to a total of about 380,000 tons in 1954 consisting of 
— 183,000 tons of petroleum products, 195,000 tons of lumber, piles logs, and 

illed lumber products, and 2,000 tons of fish, fresh and shell. Total commerce 
has increased about 79,000 tons from 1953 to 1954. These increases have been 

ue principally to the operation of a new bulk petroleum receiving terminal in 
“s inner harbor and of shipments of lumber over recently constructed docks in 
the inner and outer harbors. The continued heavy demand for lumber and the 
availability of large stands of virgin timber in the area tributary to Crescent City 
larbor has attracted many new timber operations to the area. Within the last 
vears the volume of lumber produced in Del Norte County has increased more 
than 500 percent up to 650 million board-feet annually. 

Many of the new interests locating in the Crescent Citv area are making large 
capital investments in permanent installations. These industries will tend to 
stabilize the economy of the entire area and will encourage the establishment of 
‘ther businesses in this relatively undeveloped region. Lumbering will probably 
continue to be the principal industry and, with modern methods of reforestation, 
‘an be continued indefinitely on a sustained yield basis. 

In addition to the direct benefit to commercial navigation making regular use 
of the harbor, the completion of this construction will provide a needed harbor of 
refuge. There is a great need for such a harbor since the Pacific Ocean in the 
vicinity of Crescent City is subjected to severe storms and high winds. 

The redirected breakwater extension will protect the harbor and shipping facili- 
ties from heavy surging and swells; its completion will preclude operating delays 
and economic losses resulting from inability to use the facilities of the harbor 
because of these conditions and will reduce shoaling in the harbor, thereby reducing 
the cost of maintenance. Construction must be continued in order to protect 
the existing Federal investment as well as to complete safe and suitable harbor 
facilities for this rapidly expanding region. 


} 
i 
{ 
t 
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Fiscal year 1957.—In order to provide an orderly and economical rate of 
struction with completion in fiscal year 1958 as now scheduled, $1 million y 
required in fiscal year 1957 for continuation of construction of the brea 
extension, 


COMPLETED MODIFICATIONS, CRESCENT CITY HARBOR 


Work completed consists of— 


Outer breakwater: 3,000 feet long, southeasterly from Battery Point. 

Inner breakwater: 1,200 feet long, northwesterly from Whaler Island. 

Sand barrier: 2,450 feet long, from shore southwesterly to Whaler Island. 
Harbor basin: 1,400 feet by 1,800 feet—20 feet deep except in rock. 

Inner harbor basin: 800 feet by 900 feet—10 feet deep (behind inner breakwat 


REMAINING AUTHORIZED MODIFICATIONS, CRESCENT CITY HARBOR 


None. 

Non-Federal costs.—Costs to be incurred by local interests in complying with ¢] 
requirements of local cooperation as set forth in the authorizing legislatior 
extending the breakwater amount to $14,000. toyalty free stone for most of th 
construction has been provided from quarry sites located on Federal propert 

In complying with the requirements of local cooperation for previous \ 
accomplished on the existing project for Crescent City local interests hav: 
tributed a cash sum of $217,100 toward the construction of the breakwater and 
$27,900 toward its maintenance. 

In addition, local interests advise that they have incurred costs of approximatel) 
$1 million for the construction of wharves, docks, and material handling facilities 
ete., not required by authorizing legislation. Annual maintenance of these sup- 
plementary improvements is estimated to be $7,000. 


PLAYA DEL REY, VENICE DISTRICT, LOS ANGELES, CALIF. 


Status of funds 


Unobligated 
balance 


June 30, 1955 
Mar. 31, 1956 eee 
June 30, 1956 (estimated 


ESTIMATED COST 


Senator ELLENDER. Playa del Rey, Venice District, in Los Angeles; 
we have an estimated Federal cost of $4,070,000 and the non-Federal 
cost is $29,300,000, $4 million of which is cash and the rest is what, 
land? 

General Casstpy. Land, yes, sir. For this harbor project, the local 
people will do certain of their own dredging and put in quays and 
other facilities for the harbor. 


BENEFIT-TO-COST RATIO 


Senator ELLtenpeErR. The total estimated cost of the Playa del Rey 
project, is, as I indicated, Federal cost $4,070,000 and the benefit-to- 
cost ratio is 1.5 to 1. 

What is the plan of improvement there, General? 

General Cassipy. That is to construct a shallow draft harbor for 
small boats, complete construction of the harbor. 

Senator ELLENDER. Pleasure boats? 

General Cassipy. A large number of pleasure boats but also a 
harbor of refuge. 
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Senator ELLENDER. You mean for boats plying the coast? 

(ieneral Casstpy. Yes, sir. You notice the local costs are very, 
very high compared to Federal cost. 

Senator ELLENDER. I see. What has been accomplished with the 
funds that have already been made available to you? 

General Cassipy. We had $25,000 last year, which has been 
primarily used in planning. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 
CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS 
(NAVIGATION) 
PuayA Det Rey INLET anp Basin, Cattr. 
(Continuing) 


Location.—On the coast of California, 20 miles northwest of Los Angeles Harbor. 
Authorization.—1954 River and Harbor Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.5 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Amount 


timated Federal cost- sem ‘ * $4, 070, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost. - 29, 300, 000 
Cash contribution ? ; - ; 3 at 4, 070, 000 
Other costs ; : wah 25, 230, 000 
‘otal estimated cost_- : 33, 370, 000 
{ppropriations to June 30, 1955 0 


\ppropriations for fiscal year 1956 25, 000 
{ppropriations to date : 25, 000 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957 355, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957-- - ; 3, 690, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 

Channels: 

Entrance: 20 feet deep, 600 feet wide, 1,925 feet long. 

Inner: 20 feet deep, 600 feet wide, 5,600 feet long. 
Status (January 1, 1956): 

Channels: Not started. 

Jetties: Not started. 
Jetties: 2 each 2,300 feet long. 
{ ompletion schedule: 

Channels: September 1959. 

Jetties: December 1958. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The metropolitan areas of Los Angeles City and County have a population of 
over 5 million. These people are in need of a small-craft harbor with large capac- 
ity within reasonable motoring distances from their homes. Newport Bay Har- 
bor, with 4,300 small craft, is crowded. The city of Long Beach, at its own ex- 
pense, is improving Alamitos Bay to accommodate about 1,800 shallow-draft 
boats. The Los Angeles-Long Beach commercial harbor has small boats in every 
available space, and at all places there are waiting lists for accommodations and 
tentative boat sales agreements contingent on availability of desirable mooring 
slips. The United States Coast Guard needs protected mooring facilities in this 
vicinity for basing of rescue boats for safety of both watercraft and aircraft from 
the International Airport nearby. The small-craft harbor at Playa del Rey will 
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satisfy these needs by providing protected berthing facilities for about 8,000 sma 
craft. The boating season in this area is the entire year. The boat industry ;. 
hampered by lack of facilities to the extent that per capita boat ownership ; 
lower than the average ownership for the entire United States. ae 

Fiscal year 1957.—To provide for an orderly and economical rate of constr. 
tion with completion in fiscal year 1960 as scheduled, $355,000 Federal funds yj) 
be required in fiscal year 1957 to initiate construction of jetties. = 

Non-Federal cost.—The authorizing legislation for this project requires that loca] 
interests perform work estimated to cost $29,300,000, exclusive of self-liquidatine 
items. This cost to local interests includes a cash contribution of $4,070.QQ0) 
This total cost is comprised of the following features: 


Lands and damages aes Ae a ctt. 2 SR OED ann 
Relocations: 
Sewers 
Oil wells 
Other _ - 
Construction: 
Channels 
Jetties , 5. O00 
Miscellaneous_ ___- : j _ 2 509. 000 
Engineering and design ; ae ; 000 
Supervision and administration ; : 880, 000 
Contributions__-_ _- ee as eae: 4, 070, 000 


336, OO 
OOO 
O00 


OOD 


Total : Eotneen . 9, ; 000 


REDONDO BEACH HARBOR, 


Status of funds 


Unobligated 
balance 


June 30, 1955... ; See 0 | 
Mar. 31, 1956__.__-- ; . 3 sii ‘ $447, 498 
June 30, 1956 (estimated) _ - — a eel 0 





PROJECT COST 


Senator ELLENDER. Redondo Beach Harbor, Calif. That is one we 
had a lot of difficulty to start with but you have gotten under way? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. The entire cost of this project is $7,680,000 of 
which the Federal cost is $5,630,000 and $2,030,000 is local and 
$20,000 for the Coast Guard. 

You have spent so far $485,000 and vou are requesting $1,500,000 
Will vou tell us something about that project? 

General Cassipy. The Federal portion of this project is to construct 
two breakwaters, a major one and a minor one out from the shore to 
form the harbor. The local interests perform all other construction 
in this harbor. 

Senator ELLENDER. I see the benefit to cost ratio is 2.1 to 1. 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. What have you accomplished with what was 
provided last year? 

General Casstpy. A contract has been let. We had a very good 
bid compared to our estimate. 

Senator ELLENDER. How does it compare, percentagewise, with your 
estimates? 





Do 
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General Casstpy. $4,900,000 against our programed amount of $5 
million. 

Senator ELLENDER. What about the local cooperation? Did they 
put up theirs as you go along? 

General Cassipy. We have to complete the harbor, complete the 
breakwater, before they can work inside because their work is to build 
the quay wall. 

Senator ELLENDER. They are not contributing to the work you are 
now doing? 

General Casstpy. No, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Can it be used without doing what they pro- 
pose? 
~ General Cassipy. There is a small existing harbor there now, sir. 

senator ELLENDER. You are reasonably certain that they will meet 
their share? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. I notice that the cost has increased by quite a 
hit here, $1,262,000. What has been the reason for that? 

General Cassipy. Price level changes, $239,000, and then an in- 
crease in the quantities of class A stone, that is, the heavy stone of the 
jetty which accounts for almost $1 million. 

Senator ELLENDER. How will that affect your benefit-to-cost ratio? 


BENEFIT-TO-COST RATIO 


General Casstipy. That has been considered in determining this 
benefit-to-cost ratio. 

Senator ELLENDER. That is an increase of what? 

General Cassipy. $1,262,000. 

Senator ELLENDER. That is an increase of almost a third? 

Colonel ALLEN. Last year’s benefit-to-cost ratio was 1.79. 

Senator ELLENDER. How could it have changed that much with a 
third more increase? That is what I would like you to explain. 

General Casstpy. The benefits increased a great deal due to the 
greater increased use of the harbor. 

Senator ELLENDER. You mean with pleasure boats? 

General Cassipy. Pleasure boats, and there are a great 
fishing boats. 

Senator ELLENDER. How do you figure a pleasure boat? How do 
you figure that in estimating benefits? 

Colonel ALLEN. In the small-boat harbors, Mr. Chairman, where 
there is a recreational benefit, for lack of a better yardstick we use 
an annual return on the investment which exists or will develop in the 
purchase of new pleasure craft. 

In other words, we make an estimate as to the number of pleasure 
craft which will use this harbor or which will be constructed because 
of its use and estimate the cost of those and then figure an annual 
return on that investment. 

Senator ELLENDER. Are there any people who own any of these 
pleasure craft and who rent them out? 

Colonel ALLEN. There is a benefit for charter boats, sport and for 
commercial fishermen. 

Senator ELLENDER. You estimate that separately? 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir. 


many 





1798 PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 


Senator ELLENDER. Well, in any locality where a lot of the people 
depend on pleasure craft for their livelihood, I think it is very com. 
mendable for us to do that. 

Colonel ALLEN. It is becoming a major industry and there ayo 
harbors of refuge benefits that you cannot evaluate dollarwise. 

Senator ELLENDER. You have quite a few of them spread along the 
coast of California? 

Colonel ALLEN. California really needs more, both on the south and 
the north coastline. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENpDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS 
(NAVIGATION) 
Reponno Bracw Harsor, Catir. 
(Continuing) 


Location.—On the coast of California, about 18 miles northwest of Los A) 
Long Beach Harbor. 

Authorization.—1950 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.1 to 1. 


} 
iweles- 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulat 
percent 
Amount mated Fede 
cost (Cor 
Engir 
Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers $5, 630, 000 
Estimated Federal cost (U.S. Coast Guard 20, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 2,030, 000 
Cash contributions _-_. H 0 
Other costs 2, 030, 000 
lotal estimated project cost 7, 680, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955 35, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956 450, 000 
Appropriations to date 485, 000 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957- , 1, 500, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 3, 645, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 

Breakwaters: 
Reconstruction of 1,455 linear feet of existing breakwater. 
Construction of 2,830 linear feet of extension to existing breakwater. 
Construction of 600 linear feet of (south) breakwater. 

Status (January 1, 1956): Breakwaters, not started. 

Completion schedule: 
Zeconstruction of existing breakwater: October 1956. 
Construction of extension: January 1958. 
Construction of south breakwater: June 1958. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Redondo Beach lies at the southerly end of Santa Monica Bay. The only 
fishing and small-craft harbor existing in this bay is at Santa Monica, where inade- 
quate protection is provided by a breakwater. Many commercial and sport 
fishermen operate out of Santa Monica and Redondo Beach Harbors. Each year 
several vessels are washed ashore and suffer damages ranging from minor to total 
loss of the vessel. A protected harbor is urgently needed to serve the commercial 
fishermen. Many owners of recreational craft in the area tributary to Redondo 
Beach also are in need of protected anchorage for their boats. Others are desirous 
of acquiring boats but are prevented from doing so for lack of harbor facilities in 
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rhe area. Due to the presence of a submarine canyon, wave action converges on 
that reach of shoreline comprising the business section of Redondo Beach. Serious 
erosion has taken place and homes, apartments, streets, utilities, and shops lost. 
The area has been protected by a seawall constructed by local interests. This 
seawall is constantly overtopped by wave action, preventing development in this 
important section of the city. In addition, continuous maintenance is required 
io prevent loss of the seawall and further encroachment on the land area by the 
sea, Loss of the wall would result in loss of a major boulevard, sewage lines, 
business area, ete. Completion of the protective breakwater and harbor area as 
planned would not only provide needed facilities for commercial fishermen, but 
would provide protection to the shoreline and enable the city of Redondo Beach 
io develop this area presently threatened with destruction. 

Fiscal year 1957.—Continue construction begun in fiscal year 1956 under a 
continuing contract. Fiscal year 1957 funds in the amount of $1,500,000 are 
required for a minimum rate of construction. 

Non-Federal costs—The authorizing legislation for this project requires that 
local interests perform work estimated to cost $2,030,000. This total is comprised 
of the following non-Federal costs for nonliquidating features: 


Lands and damages oa $38, 000 
Relocat NOME 2 = 13, 000 
Harbor dredging and fill_ 5 698, 000 
Levee and mole revetments 359, 000 
\Mole sheet pile bulkheads 539, 000 
Utilities 165, 000 
Miscellaneous__-.-__-_- : ‘i Schormrets 218, 000 


Total 2, 030, 000 


Self-liquidating features necessary for adequate berthing, servicing, maintaining, 
and supplying small craft will be constructed by local interests at an estimated cost 
of $3 million. In addition, local interests will maintain the specified depth in the 
harbor and maintain and operate the harbor facilities, at an estimated cost of 
$20,000 annually. 

Local interests have incurred costs of $300,000 for construction of the existing 
breakwater, which is incorporated in the authorized project. Local interests 
have also we $700,000 in construction, extension, and maintenance of the 
rock seawall, 


DEVIL, EAST TWIN, WARM, AND LYTLE CREEKS 


Status of funds 


| | 

Unobligated | Unexpended 
balance | balance 

ne 30, 1955 


March 31, 1956 oe so Cee $640, 331 $832, 079 
June 30, 1956 (est.mated) : naN ee en ee . Wt 506, 300 506, 300 


ESTIMATED COST 


Senator ELLeENDER. Next is the Devil, East Twin, Warm and 
Lytle Creeks, with a total estimated cost of $17,271,000, of which 
$15,200,000 is Federal cost. 

We have spent to date on that project $1 million and the original 
budget estimate was for $1.5 million. 

| notice the budget estimate has been reduced from $1,500,000 to 
$1,150,000, a reduction of $350,000. What is the reason for that? 

General Casstipy. We have received very favorable bids on this 
project, sir. A bid of $232,000 against a programed amount of 
$640,000. 

Senator ELLENDER. That was way below your bid or your esti- 
mates? 

'  - 75008—56—pt. 2 29 
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1957 


General Casstpy. Not below our estimates, sir, below the prog 
Programe 


amount. 


Senator ELLeNpmER. I see. I hope you can keep on that way, 
What is the plan of improvement there, General? 
General Cassipy. This is levee, channel improvement, and aly 


channel diversion. 


Devil Creek is going to be diverted to Lytle Creek. 
Senator ELLenDER. Digging a canal for that purpose? 


General Cassipy. Digging a new channel, sir. 


Senator ELLENDER. What have you accomplished with the Money 


so far provided? 


General Cassipy. We have constructed a portion of the Lyth 


Creek levee and have started work on the channel for the Deyj 


Creek diversion. 
Senator ELLENDER. I see. 


Have any of the contracts been let for Lytle Creek vet and for thi 


diversion you spoke of? 


General Cassipy. The Lytle Creek levee was the one in which » 


got the very low bid. 


Senator ELLENDER. How has that low bid affected vour benefit-ty 


cost ratio? It is now 1.17 tol. 


General Cassipy. That has not been taken into account yet, si 


because this bid was just opened very recently. 
Senator ELLENDER. I guess it will increase it? 


General Cassipy. It should increase it; yes, sir. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the recon 


(The justification referred to follows: ) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTI 
(FLOOD CONTROL) 


iC 


Devin, East Twin, Warm, AND LyTLE CREEKS, CaLir, 


(Continuing) 


Location.—Along Devil, Cable, Badger, Waterman, 


located about 55 miles east of Los Angeles, Calif. 
Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.17 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Estimated Federal cost- 
Estimated non-Federal cost 

Cash contributions 

Other costs 
Total estimated project cost 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955- 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956 
Appropriations to date__-.. 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957 
Balance to complete after fiscai year 1957 


K 


ast Twin, 


Amount 


$15, 200, 000 
071, 000 
200, 000 | 
, 871, 000 
7, 271, 000 
0 
, 000, 000 
, 000, 000 | 
1, 500, 000 | 
12, 700, 000 


no 


~ 


TION PROJECTS 


Warm, and 
Lytle Creeks, tributaries of the Santa Ana River. The improvements would) 


Accumulital | 


percent of 
estimated 
Federal cot 





Lei 


Chi 





ame 
Way, 


| alsy 


honey 
Lytle 
Devi 
r this 
ch we 


fit-to. 


t, sir, | 


m, and 


- 


ould be | 


mulated 
rcent of 
imated 
eral cost 


eee 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
eevil Creek levee (interceptor across Devil Creek): 
Length: 6,275 feet. 
Height: 18 feet. 
East Twin levees (revetting parts of two levees constructed by local interests) : 
Length: 18,985 feet. 
Height: 7 feet. 
Lytle Creek levee: 
"Length: 6,100 feet. 
Height: 12 feet. 
Channels: | 
Devil Creek diversion channel (from Devil Creek levee to Cajon Creek). 
Length: 1.90 miles. 
Fast Twin and Warm Creek channels: 
Improvement of 4.15 miles. 
Relocations: 
Santa Fe Railway and Union Pacific Railroad Bridge (Devil Creek). 
Upper Santa Fe Railway Bridge (East Twin and Warm Creeks). 
Lower Santa Fe Railway Bridge (East Twin and Warm Crecks). 


Status (Jan. 1, 1956) 


Completion 


Percent schedule 

Relocations..--------- . - orsensenes 0 | September 1961. 
Channels: 

Devil Creek diversion, stage 1_- 0 | July 1957. 

Devil Creek diversion, stage 2 0 | June 1958. 

East Twin and Warm Creeks = 0 | November 1961. 
Levees: 

Devil Creek... -. 0 | December 1958. 

Lytle Creek - 0 | November 1956. 

Rast Twin Creek 0 | June 1962, 
Entire project ....---.----- hoteh rT ed ee 0 | Do. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Construction of Devil, East Twin, Warm, and Lytle Creeks channel improve- 
ments would provide protection to about three-fourths of the business and resi- 
dential sections of San Bernardino, an increasingly important southern California 
city with a 1952 population of 73,827. The 1954-55 assessed valuation of the 
city is $70,683,760. The growth of this city, an important railroad, military, and 
industrial center, has been extremely rapid. Between 1940 and 1950, the popula- 
tion increased 45 percent, and between 1950 and 1952, the population increased 
I7percent. During 1953 and 1954, forest fires burned over portions of the moun- 
tainous drainage areas of Devil, Warm, and East Twin Creeks. These fires 
destroyed the natural vegetative cover, thereby increasing the potential flood 
hazard to San Bernardino. The burned areas have been reseeded by local interests 
in cooperation with the United States Forest Service, but it will take from 5 to 10 
years to reestablish an effective cover. Construction of the authorized improve- 
ments would do much toward alleviating the flood hazard brought about by the 
forest fires. Unless the Devil, East Twin, Warm, and Lytle Creeks channel 
Improvements are constructed, increasingly serious damages will result to impor- 
tant industrial plants necessary for the national defense, to the main line railroad 
of the Santa Fe and Union Pacific railroads, to transcontinental United States 
Highway No. 66, and to housing and business establishments serving employees 
and personnel of the industrial plants and of Norton Air Force Base. . In addition, 
the improvement would supply a drainage outlet for the Norton Air Force Base. 
Large floods occurred in this area in 1891. 1916, and 19388. Average annual bene- 
fits are estimated at $794,000. 

Fiseal year 1957.—The requested amount of $1,500,000 will be applied to— 


lnitiation and completion of construction of Santa Fe Railway and 


_ Union Pacifie Railroad bridge- ; ; $220, 000 
continuing construction of Devil Creek diversion channel, stage | 846, 000 
A~mpletion of construction of Lytle Creek levee____- Se ee ee 125, 000 


Engineering and design_____ 


~ngineer' zn a ess. oe ee eee 212, 000 
Supervision and administration _- 


x 97, 000 
ek 1, 500, 000 
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Completion of construction of the Lytle Creek levee would provide the 
quired protection along Lytle Creek. Construction of the Devil Creek diversig, 
channel would provide protection to San Bernardino from flood flows olen 
Devil, Cable, and Badger Creeks. Relocation of the Santa Fe Railway and Unie 
Pacific Railroad bridge should be programed so as not to delay construction 4 
the Devil Creek diversion channel. It is urgent that work on this project 
prosecuted, as presently scheduled, to alleviate the added flood menace ths 
threatens the city of San Bernardino, Calif. and vicinity as a result of the dennis 
tion of the natural watershed vegetative cover by the forest fires of 1953 and 195 

Non-Federal costs.—The initial investment required of local interests jn ¢op, 
oo of the authorized project is estimated at $2,071,000 broken down 4 
follows: 


eeeenteon Os mianues. ................-. ; we emir 4b + ~ arb pen 
Highway and highway bridges- - ---_--.-..-------.---.-------... 1, 280, 04 
ec icin ss sh sain cin. so it Beene Scoes ereeieeesiee 455, 00) 
a a am are ene oi air een ps sks i es a 200, 00) 
tk eee concen ahsteticsanetanst ut aahaall 2.07100 | 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple. 
tion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $67,000, 

In addition to the above, local interests advise that they have incurred cogs 
of $325,000 for channel improvements prior to adoption of the authorized project 
As a result of the forest fires of 1953 and 1954, local interests have expended 
$135,000 in this area for the removal of debris, the construction of emergeney 
debris basins, diversion channels, and fencing, and the reinforcing of existing 
levees. Local interests are also developing plans for the expenditure of $1,500,00) 


(recently authorized by the San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors) jy | 


construct levees and channels that would collect the flows from drainage ares 
between Sycamore Creek and Twin Creek and divert these flows to Twin Cree, 
Such improvement would complement the authorized improvmenet. 


LOS ANGELES COUNTY DRAINAGE AREA 


Status of funds 


| 
Date Unobligated | Unexpendei 





balance | 
ceca ; : ; eeaieenistagitieaiestnmannsagiinn ———__|— 
June 30, 1955-_ _ - ‘ , 10 | 1$1,570,2 | 
Mar. 31, 1956_- i rae he 20 | 22 530 a8 
June 30, 1956 (estimated) - .......-.-..-...-- Fomsapiitte +0 if 


! In addition to status of project funds shown, $608,693 were obligated from funds loaned to this project. 

2 In addition to status of project funds shown, $502,368 were obligated from funds loaned to this project. 

3 In addition to status of project funds shown, it is estimated that $1,264,800 will be obligated and $800,7# 
will be expended from funds loaned to this project. 


PROJECT COST 


Senator ELLENDER. Next is Los Angeles County drainage area. 

The cost of this project, Federal cost, is $348 million, and $51; 
600,000 is the non-Federal cost. I presume the bulk of the $51,600, 
is for lands and rights-of-way and things like that? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir; highway relocations. 

Senator ELLENDER. We have spent to date on that project $143; 
626,000 and you are now asking for $16,500,000? 

General Casstpy. Yes, sir. 


Senator ELLeNpER. I notice your benefit to cost ratio there is 2! | 


to one? 
General Cassipy. Yes, sir. ne 
Senator ELLENDER. Last year there was appropriated $14 million. 
What did you do with that money? 


We 


th 





nillion. | 


PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 1803 


General Cassipy. That has been used for channel construction and 
jevee construction on the main project itself. 

Senator ELLENDER. You are not having trouble with local people 
therecooperating? = 

General Casstpy. No, sir. The Los Angeles County Flood Control 
District is an agency of the State and it furnished all the local coopera- 
“Genator ELLENDER. Did you have any floods in 1956 that would 
have done damage but for the fact that you had part of this project 
constructed ? 

FLOOD DAMAGE 


General Cassipy. We had a very serious flood there in January. 
The completed portions of the project. prevented $55 million in damage. 
Actual damage was $1,900,000 and if the project were complete, 
$1,700,000 of that would have been prevented. 

Senator ELLENDER. Why not the whole? 

General Cassipy. Because of a portion of this project is taken care 
of by the Los Angeles County Flood Control District. In other 
yords, there is flood damage in there that is not a part of our project. 

Senator ELLENDER. I see. 

[notice here, even though the cost of this project has not increased, 
you have increased your contingency. Why is that? 

' You have increased it over $5,500,000. Why was it necessary for 
you to do that? 

' General Casstpy. This project is at various stages of estimating 
from the parts way out on the fringes where we have just made a 
general estimate to the work we are going to do next, where we have 
plans and specifications. We have made an overall estimate of 
$348 million, and within that estimate we have parts that are com- 
pletely estimated and parts that are very roughly estimated. 

So that we have left a rather large contingency item until we can 
actually find out what we are going to do. 

Senator ELLENDER. With the money that was made available to 
you, you will be around 41 percent complete? 

General Casstpy. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Is it not rather late to start with such a huge 
contingency? 

When was the project authorized? 

General Cassipy. 1936. 

Senator ELLENDER. And you have been studying it since? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir; but it has been expanded in that time. 
There have been other portions added. I expect that we will reduce 
the project estimate this coming year. 


PROPOSED WORK 


Senator ELLENDER. What do you propose to do with the money 
Weare how making available to you? Is there any special work? 

General Cassipy. Well, first of all, we will complete those portions 
that We started last year on continuing contract and then we will 
iitiate about eight new items. 

In addition to that, because I have had good bids this year, I am 
pong to start three items which are budgeted for this year. I can 
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start them with my savings in this construction season rather thy 
the next construction year. i 

Those are the lower Los Angeles River, part 10, and Areadig 
Wash., part 4a, and Eaton, Wash., part 2. , 

Senator ELLenpEr. All right. 

That is quite a large sum of money that we are making availgb), 
this year for that project. You feel you can spend it all yopy 
economically? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. What did you originally ask for? 

General Cassipy. That is what we asked for, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. You got it all? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record, 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS 
(FLOOD CONTROL) 


Los ANGELES County DRaINaAGE AREA, CALirF. (EXcLUsIVE oF Wuirm 
Narrows RESERVOIR) 


(Continuing) 


Location.—Along the Los Angeles and San Gabriel Rivers, Rio Hondo, and 

Ballona Creek, and tributaries thereof, in Los Angeles County, Calif. 
Authorization.—1936, 1937, 1938, 1941, and 1950 Flood Control Aets. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—2.9 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 
| Accumulated 
percent of 


Amount estimated 

Federal cost 
Estimated Federal cost $348, 000, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 51, 600, 000 
Cash contribution 0 
Other costs 51, 600, 000 
lotal estimated project cost 399, 600, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955 129, 626, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956 14, 000, 000 

Appropriations to date 143, 626, 000 4 

Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957 16, 500, 000 4 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 187, 874, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Reservoirs: Sepulveda, Hansen, and Lopez Reservoirs in Los Angeles River 
Basin; and Santa Fe Reservoir in San Gabriel River Basin. 

Debris basins: Located at the mouths of tributary canyons—17 in Los Angele 
River Basin, 7 in San Gabriel River Basin, 7 in Rio Hondo Basin, and 22 
Ballona Creek Basin. 

Main channels: 49.1 miles in Los Angeles River Basin, 35.6 miles in San Gabrie 


eee ee eee ——SSS—0 


RR 


River Basin, 14.1 miles in Rio Hondo Basin, and 2.4 miles in Ballona Creek | 


Basin. 


Tributary channels: 53.4 miles in Los Angeles River Basin, 69.2 miles in dan f 


Gabriel River Basin, 36.4 miles in Rio Hondo Basin, and 23.7 miles in Ballons 
Creek Basin. 
Jetties: 2 jetties at mouth of Ballona Creek. Mar 
Bridge reconstruction: 109 in Los Angeles River Basin, 142 bridges in San Gabriel 
River Basin, 65 bridges in Rio Hondo Basin, and 12 bridges in Ballona Creek 
Basin. 
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F Status (Jan. 1, 1956)! 


Completion 
IQ 
Percent schedule 
Completed separable units (Hansen, Santa Fe, and Sepulveda Reservoirs) 100 
Ios Angeles River Basin: . 
"Ios Angeles River, Owensmouth Ave. to Sepulveda Reservoir; and 28 | Fiseal year 1963. 
Caballero Creek. , aed 5 
Los Angeles River, Sepulveda Reservoir to Pacific Ocean, including 72 Do 
Compton Creek. : i : 
Lopez Reservoir, Tujunga and Pacoima Washes, Lopez Canyon diver- 70 | Fiseal year 1965. 
sion, and Wilson and Mansfield Sts. Channel. 
Burbank, western system and tributaries 18 | November 1960 
Burbank, eastern system and tributaries 0 | Fiscal year 1966. 
Verdugo Wash and tributaries, Sycamore Wash, and Haines Canyon 23 Do. 
san Gabriel River Basin: 
San Gabriel River Channel 10 Do 
San Gabriel River tributaries 1 | Fiscal vear 1965. 
Rio Hondo Basin: | 
Rio Hondo Channel, Peck Road to Los Angeles River 59 | November 1959. 
Rio Hondo tributaries 21 | Fiseal year 1965. 
Ballona Creek Basin e Bet ; 10| Do. 
Entire project . - -- ------ 10 | Fiscal year 1966. 


The following items are completed: 

Reservoirs: Hansen, Sepulveda, Santa Fe, and Lopez. 

Debris basins: At mouths of Haines Canyon, Bailey, Carter, and Auburn Canyons of the Arcadia 
Wash system, and on Sawpit Wash. 


Channels: 
asi Main ieee i 
Basin stream rributary 
(Miles) (Miles) 
Los Angeles River @ 39.2 @ 27.3 
San Gabriel River- 3.4 9 
Rio Hondo 5. 2 8.8 
Ballona Creek 2.4 1.9 


*Completed except for repairs to sections of Los Angeles River and Compton Creek. 
JUSTIFICATION 


The Los Angeles County drainage area project, together with Whittier Narrows 
Reservoir, is highly important for the flood protection of the entire metropolitan 
area of Los Angeles County. The parts of the improvement for which funds are 
requested for fiscal year 1957 are very important in the entire comprehensive plan 
for flood control in this area. The completion of these parts is essential to pro- 
vide adequate protection for large sections of densely populated and highly in- 
dustrialized areas in Los Angeles County. In these areas, facilities vital to mo- 
bilization and national economy are subject to serious damage or disruption by 
floods. Industrial establishments in the overflow area include large aircraft 
plants, automobile assembly plants, shipyards, food-processing plants, textile 
plants, oil refineries and oil-storage farms, oilfields, steel mills, and motion-picture 
studios, Many arterial highways, extensive urban and interurban transportation 
“ystems, the Santa Fe, Union Pacific, and Southern Pacifie railroads, which con- 
nect the Los Angeles area with the Kast and North, and large electrical power 
‘ystems are subject to inundation and damage, interrupting their essential military 
and domestic use. The largest concentration of aircraft industry in the United 
States isin Los Angeles County. The present population of the overflow area is 
estimated at 1,500,000; and the value of the overflow area, at more than $2,200 
million, The lives of thousands of persons, who live in the overflow area and who 
work in industrial plants that contribute directly or indirectly to the national 
tconomy, are endangered. A single flood in March 1938 caused a loss of 49 lives 
and more than $40 million in property damage. 1f a similar flood should now 
secur, without flood control and under present conditions of economic develop- 
ent in the overflow area, the damages would be more than three times greater 
than those reported for the 1938 flood. The average annual tangible benefits 
fom construction of the Los Angeles County drainage area project (not including 
Whittier Narrows Reservoir) greatly exceed the average annual charges. Large 
intangible benefits also would result from prevention of loss of life, interruption to 
traffic on transcontinental railroads and arterial highways, and interruptions in 


industrial production, all of which are highly important factors with respect to 
the national economy. 











1806 PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 


Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $16,500,000 will be applied to~ 


Completion of parts of the project to be started in fiscal year 1956: 
os Angeles River, Owensmouth Ave. to Sepulveda Reservoir: 


pt. 7, Reseda Blvd. to Corbin Ave., stage IT- ---_- -------- $1, 980, 199 
Los Angeles River, Lankershim Blvd. to Stewart and Gray Rd.: 
Florence Ave. to Stewart and Gray Rd. (soft bottom)-_-___ 2, 059, 9y 


Los Angeles River, Pacific Electric Ty. (Santa Ana branch) to 
Pacific Ocean: 
Pt. 7, Carson St. to below Dominguez St-_-_-__- 








202.200 aa 
Pt. 11, Atlantie Blvd. to Compton Blvd___-_--- sian te an 
Rio Hondo, upper: Pt. 1, Rosemead Blvd. to Valley Blvd_____ 1, 967, 8 
Arcadia Wash system: Pt. 2, Lima St. branch______-_________ 2, 167, 099 
Sawtelle-Westwood system: Pt. 4, Charnock Rd. to National 
cc hiede nate alta arenes SeeCaIES Gale dee esawas noon - 1,152 9 
i 
Niet a cilinieeinninae iirkneirerey ch aon -- 12, 161, 7 
Continuation of parts of the project initiated in fiscal year 1956: 
Los Angeles River, Pacific Electric Ry. (Santa Ana branch) to 
Pacific Ocean: Pt. 8, below Dominguez St. to Long Beach Blvd___ 568, 50) 
NE Aas Len ernnintesckenen shchaiicahieneaioies ----- 568 50) 
Initiation of parts of the project to be started in fiscal vear 1957: 
Los Angeles River, Lankershim Blvd, to Stewart and Gray Rd.: 
Blimp St. to Dayton Ave. (soft bottom) _--------- ksekal 70, 000 
Los Angeles River, Pacific Electric Ry. (Santa Ana branch) to 
Pacific Ocean: 
Pt. 9, Long Beach Blvd. to 63d St_____- 230, 100 
Pt. 10, 63d St. to Atlantic Blvd____________ i Cini: pas ee 283, 100 
Burbank-western system, upper: Pt. 1, station 130+00 to 
ea i aie ccaia isa nbn edi wiee Se hakiihnite wad 225, 100 
Walnut Creek Inlet: Pt. 1, San Gabriel River to Baldwin Park 
SE at entitle Rabie a te Scream se a —— 215, 00 
Arcadia Wash system: 
Pt. 3, Baldwin Ave. branch________-_-.- , 322, 900 
rt. Oe eee. ek ee cos adhe 374, 600 
Eaton Wash: 
Pt. 2, Encinita Ave. to Huntington Dr- i Tose aiekss ie 192, 000 
Pt. 3, Huntington Dr. to Eaton Dam___ ; ok 199, 200 
SN es cee ee eek eto atts frets tt 2, 112, 000 
Indirect costs: 
Engineering and design______.__-_- Bs nce 6, endeale 983, 000 
Supervision and administration_-__-- dete castitede tae aa 674, 800 
PI isiniccstipesene acai ad hid tteceitaseaae 1, 657, 80 
NE i tahiccciiiattlaiithbe shina sh a seni les tliat D ac _.. 16, 500, 


Completion of construction of part 7, Reseda Boulevard to Corbin Aventt 
(stage II), of the upper Los Angeles River Channel, Owensmouth Avenue t 
Sepulveda Reservoir, is required to provide protection to suburban land that his 
rapidly changed from agricultural to residential and business use. The popult 
tion of this growing residential area includes workers in the major industries d 
Los Angeles and vicinity, especially the Lockheed Aircraft plant in Burbank,’ 
Chevrolet plant in Van Nuys, and other industrial plants in San Fernando Valley. 
In addition, the improvement is necessary to provide an urgently needed outlé 
for local drainage structures, and will aid in collecting and directing floodwater 
into Sepulveda Reservoir. 

Completion of the replacement of the soft-bottom channel along the Los Angelé 
River from Florence Avenue to Stewart and Gray Road with a reinforced-conettt 
invert is required to protect the existing channel and levee structures. 1 
existing soft-bottom channel, which was completed in 1939 as a part of the $i 
million project, was built because of lower first cost. As a result of the paving 0 
the river channel and its tributaries upstream from Soto Street and of the phenot 
enal urban development of the drainage area, the movement of bed material 
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the soft-bottom sections has been sharply curtailed, and the resultant clear water 
has picked up its sediment load from the soft bottom of the channel. Rapid 
degradation has taken place, exposing the grouted toe of the rock-bank protection 
jp some areas, and in others, even undercutting the toe. Even normal winter 
gow may continue to undercut the existing toe and thereby jeopardize the entire 
levee structure. In this reach of the river the entire channel section is above the 
adjacent natural ground level; and if these levees should be breached, private 
property valued at millions of dollars would be damaged, transportation facilities 
interrupted, and approximately 10,000 lives imperiled. as 

Completion of parts 7 and 11, continuation of part 8, and initiation of parts 9 
snd 10 of the Los Angeles River Channel, Pacific Electric Railway (Santa Ana 
pranch) to Pacific Ocean, are required to provide vital links in the lower river 
improvement, which would provide an outlet for completed flood-control works 
with a value estimated at about $200 million and for additional storm drains 
planned by Los Angeles County as part of its $179-million project. The capacity 
of these parts of the channel, extending from Carson Street to Compton Boule- 
vard, is inadequate, partly because of subsidence in the area, partly because of 
the small waterway Capacities beneath the bridges, and partly because of inade- 
yate channel capacities provided by existing low levees. 

Completion of part 1 (Rosemead Boulevard to Valley Boulevard) will provide 
for the downstream portion of the upper Rio Hondo Channel, Peck Road to 
Whittier Narrows Reservoir. The upper Rio Hondo Channel improvement is 
required to provide protection to (1) valuable property, including about 90 indus- 
irial plants and residential, business, and industrial properties in the cities of 
fi Monte and Arcadia, and in adjacent unincorporated suburban areas, and 
2) vital transportation routes—Southern Pacific Railroad and United States 
Highways Nos. 60, 70, and 99. In recent years, large housing developments 
have been constructed in the overflow area of Rio Hondo. The early construction 
of the Eaton, Arcadia, and Sawpit Wash hard-bottom channels will concentrate 
fows into and will increase the erosion of the natural channel of Rio Hondo, 
The proposed Rio Hondo Channel would convey these increased and concen- 
trated flows safely to Whittier Narrows Reservoir. The need for this improve- 
ment has become urgent as a result of the denuding of the mountainous part of 
the drainage areas of Sawpit, Arcadia, and Santa Anita Washes by forest fires in 
December 1953 and January 1954. The improvement will also provide an outlet 
for storm drains to be constructed by Los Angeles County as part of its $179- 
million project. 

Completion of part 2 (Lima Street branch) and initiation of parts 3 and 4 
(Baldwin Avenue branch and east branch) of the Arcadia Wash system, tributary 
to Rio Hondo, are required to provide protection to (1) parts of the cities of 
Areadia, Sierra Madre, and El Monte, and nearby unincorporated areas, and (2) 
two vital transportation routes—the Santa Fe Railway and transcontinental 
United States Highway No. 66. The need for this improvement has become 
urgent as a result of the denuding of the mountainous part of the drainage area 
of Arcadia Wash by forest fires in December 1953 and January 1954. Damaging 
flood and debris flow, resulting from a minor storm in January 1954, caused 
damages of about $250,000 along Arcadia Wash system. Because new vegetation 
cover will require 8 te 10 years for its growth, the overflow area is in a very pre- 
carious condition. About 9,000 people reside in the overflow area of Arcadia 
Wash system, 

Completion of part 4 (Charnock Road to National Boulevard) of the main 
(Westwood) branch of the Sawtelle-Westwood system is required to protect 
intensively developed residential and business sections in the western part of the 
tity of Los Angeles. This area is crossed by major traffic arteries connecting this 
and other residential areas with industrial plants, airports, beaches, and down- 
town Los Angeles. Part of the United States Veterans’ Administration Center 
at Sawtelle and part of the University of California at Los Angeles are located in 
the Sawtelle-Westwood overflow area above Charnock Road, and about 16,000 
people reside here. 

hnitiation of the replacement of the soft-bottom channel along the Los Angeles 
River from Blimp Street to Dayton Avenue with a cobblestone paving is required 
'o protect the existing channel and levee structures. The existing soft-bottom 
channel was completed in 1938 as a part of the $70 million project. Besides 
lower first cost, the soft bottom was left to avoid damages to water rights of the 
municipal bureau of water and power, which alleges valuable riverbed percolation 
lo its underground aquifers. As a result of the paving of the river channel and 
ts tributaries upstream from Victory Boulevard and of the phenomenal urban 
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development of the drainage area, the movement of bed material to the soft 
bottom sections has been sharply curtailed and the resultant clear water hy 
picked up its sediment load from the soft bottom of the channel. Rapid degrads 
tion has taken place exposing the toe of the grouted-rock bank protection in come 
areas and, in others, even undercutting the toe. Even normal winter floy Ho 
continue to undercut the existing toe and thereby jeopardize the entire levee 
structure. If these levees are breached, private property valued at millions f 
dollars may be damaged, transportation facilities may be interrupted, and 
thousands of lives would be in peril. 

Initiation of part 1 (station 130+00 to station 136+ 14) of the upper Burbap,. 
Western system is required because of recent fires in La Tuna Canyon, at 4, 
head of this system of channels. The denuding of parts of the drainage areg br 
these fires may cause flood runoff to exceed the capacity of the unimproved 
channels, which meander through a highly developed residential and_ businos 
area. The California Highway Department is starting construction of a freews 
which parallels the proposed channel alinement and encroaches to the extent thy 
simultaneous construction is the only feasible way to surmount the eXCavating 
and construction problems. The highway department will start construction jy 
fiscal vear 1958, and this downstream section of channel must be complete befoy 
that time in order to handle the drainage which will be shunted around the ¢9p. 
struction area and to allow for orderly construction of our railroad relocation j 
consonance With the highway department’s complex overpass. 

Initiation of part 1 (San Gabriel River to Baldwin Park Boulevard) of th 
Walnut Creek Inlet channel is the first step in providing flood protection to th 
most rapidly growing section of Los Angeles County. The Walnut Creek Inlg 
will receive floodwaters from the Walnut Creek system, which will inelude chap. 
nels on Big Dalton Wash, Little Dalton Wash, San Dimas Wash, and Walny 
Creek, and convey these waters to the San Gabriel River channel. The Walny 
Creek system will also provide outlets for local storm drains. Floods in the area 
endanger lives and property in Glendora, Azusa, Covina, West Covina, and uw. 
incorporated portions of Los Angeles County. The population of this genergl 
area has more than doubled in the past 5 years, and a large proportion of this 
increase is in areas subject to flooding. The 10,000-acre overflow area has , 
population of about 45,000 and includes valuable residential, agricultural, and 
business property with a total value of about $255 million. 

Initiation of parts 2 (Encinita Avenue to Huntington Drive) and 3 (Huntington 
Drive to Eaton Dam) of the Eaton Wash channel, a tributary of Rio Hondo, is 
required to protect (1) parts of the cities of Pasadena and El Monte and adjacent 
unincorporated suburban areas, and (2) three vital transcontinental transportation 
routes—Santa Fe Railway, Southern Pacific Railroad, and United States Highway 
No. 66. About 30 industrial establishments are located in the overflow area of 
Katon Wash, and about 12,000 people reside in the area. The improvement is 
also urgently needed to provide an outlet for one of the principal storm drains to 
be constructed under Los Angeles County’s $179 million bond-issue program. 

On the basis of $16,500,000 for fiscal year 1957, it will be possible to complete, 
continue, or initiate construction on a minimum number of units of highest 
priority. The overall project is now about 40 percent completed, and additional 
funds required to complete the project total over $187 million. The construction 
program for this project should proceed as scheduled, so that the remaining work 
may be completed and urgently necessary flood protection provided at a reasonably 
early date. 

Non-Federal costs.—The initial investment required of local interests in cow 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at. $51,600,000, broken down 4s 
follows: 


Highway and bridge relocations $32, 400, 000 
Lands and damages 19, 200, 000 
Total } ¥ 51, 600, 000 


All items of local cooperation are being met as required. To July 1, 1955, loctl 
interests have expended $22 million for lands and damages and highway at 
bridge relocations required for the Los Angeles County drainage area project. 

Local interests are required to maintain and operate that part of the projet 
authorized subsequent to 1938. The annual cost for maintenance and operatidl 
of such portion of the project is estimated at $850,000. 

In addition, local interests advise that prior to July 1, 1954, they have & 
pended $183 million in constructing supplemental works, including dams, debrs 
basins, minor channel improvements, storm drains, and other similar improvement. 
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November 1952, residents of Los Angeles County voted and approved a bond 


- for the expenditure of $179 million for storm drains to aid in the collection 
Ssul 


snd control of runoff in Los Angeles County. Many of the improvements under 
the Los Angeles County drainage area project will provide the required outlets 
for these storm drains. Local interests estimate that the total ultimate cost to 
jocal interests for work supplemental to the Los Angeles County drainage area 
project will amount to $650 million. 


RIVERSIDE LEVEES, CALIFORNIA 


Status of funds 


Unobligated | Unexpended 


Date balance balance 
, 1955 De 0 0 
Ime 1056 e : $181, 265 $184, 553 
Jone 30, 1956 (estimate) --- bp Mid sdde deca 29, 200 33, 000 





ESTIMATED COST 


Senator ExuenpreR. Next is the Santa Ana River Basin, Calif. 
This is a local flood project having a total estimated Federal cost of 
32,980,000, and the local non-Federal cost is $2,412,000, making a 
total of $5,392,000. 

Inotice you reduced the estimated cost by $60,000. How did that 
come about? 

Was there any change in the plan that made it possible to save the 
$60,000? 

General Casstpy. This is a decrease in the estimated cost of 
supervision and administration, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. I notice the benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.47 to 1. 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. You spent last year $250,000 and vou are 
asking $750,000 this year. 

Have you started any of the work yet or what has been accomplished 
with the funds already appropriated? Can you tell us that? 

General Cassipy. It is to start the work at the upper end of the 
left bank levee. It has been advertised. Bids will be opened May 8. 

Senator ELLENDER. Why did you wait so long? You have had 
that money all of this year? 

General Casstpy. This is our construction season just beginning 
now, sir. We cannot build during the wet season. 


CONTINUING CONTRACT 


Senator ELLENDER. I see. The money we are now making avail- 
able will be in the nature of financing a continuing contract. 

General Cassipy. It will be a continuing contract but we expect 
to use all the presently allotted funds by the end of June. 

Senator ELLENDER. When you let a contract of this character to 
an individual, do you let them know of the probability aside from 
this that they would be able to keep on working? 

General Casstpy. Yes, sir. They bid on the full contract, the full 
tontract extending over the year or year and a half of the 2 budget 
Vears. 

Senator ELLENDER. How is your competition in that area? 

General Casstpy. Very good, sir. 
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Senator ELLENDER. How is that levee work done? Is it Prine). 
pally with scrapers? 

General Cassipy. Scrapers; yes, sir. 

Senator Tuyr. What percentage of these projects are | 
supported? 

General Casstpy. How do you mean, sir? 

Senator Tuye. Is not some of the project cost borne by them? 

General Cassipy, Land, easements, rights-of-way, and _ highway 
relocations, and maintenance, are handled by the local people.“ 

Senator Tuyr. Bridge construction? 

General Cassipy. Except railroad bridge construction. 

lhe Federal Government handles railroad bridge construction ay 
the local interests handle the highway bridges. 

Senator Tuyr. I noted here in some of these projects that thep 
were quite a number of highway bridges? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. A highway bridge relocation is th 
responsibility of the local interests. 


O¢ally 


LOCAL PARTICIPATION 


Senator ELuenpeER. In this particular project, I notice that th 
non-Federal cost is almost 50 percent. 
General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 


Senator ELLenpEeR. Which would indicate that the local people ar | 


contributing quite a bit. 
Land is so high in California and that is what makes it come up» 
quickly. 


Senator Tuyxr. If we keep on with these improvements, it will be | 


higher. That is what makes the value. 
General IrscHNer. In this case they are spending over $1 million 
for relocations, which accounts for a large part of it. 
JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 














CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS 
(FLOOD CONTROL) 
RIVERSIDE LEVEES, CALIFORNIA 
(Continuing) 
Location.—In Riverside County, Calif., along the Santa Ana River. 
Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.47 to 1. 
Summarized financial data 
me ae) i aan 
| Accumaliet 
Amount | Be 
Federal cast 
I i i miugem eeipmnn yd aie ibne > engin $2. 980, 000 |. -----------+-+ 
Estimated non-Federal cost..............---.--------------- cae ee eee 2, 412, 000 | 
et NG nn. cckidddanebbin dad dSdebscbebedcbentdhgdadendethed © | cnintsa eer 
Ne nesnenabene bine Scntihthceaint Sica 2, 412, 000 |.----------- 
Total estimated project cost __- SFetie bh wena A ; 5, 392, 000 |.....--.---- 
i a ce non pega id Stems ea weep ewmnmd oe omen 0 | .-----eneeeee" 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956 : ; ; in 250, 000 | -.-----------" 
REDO SINND 4. cacwatnaws~ corpo nnewesss Salida tehiiaieonienss de acdebed 250, 000 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957__.......-.- es 750, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 ieee eee OE etc ke SE aie cide 1, 980, 000 |.-.------++-- 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
yees: 
” Height: From 15 to 29 feet. 
Length: 
oiiong left bank: 13,900 feet. 
Along right bank: 10,350 feet. 
Type: Earth-fill structures, with dumped-stone facing. 
status (January 1, 1956): Constructed not started. 
Completion schedule: December 1957. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Two highly developed areas are in the overflow area to be protected by this 
roject. These two areas contain about 3,300 acres of agricultural and urban 
property, including valuable improvements in Rubidoux and in the northwest 

of Riverside, Calif. Most of the agricultural property probably will become 
wban property as a result of recent defense developments in the vicinity of 
Riverside. The levees will prevent disruptions of traffic on United States High- 
yay No. 60, which provides defense workers with access to defense installations 
snd industrial plants supplying defense material. Large floods occurred in 1884, 
(991, 1910, 1916, and 1938. Damages in the overflow area from the March 
1938 flood were estimated at $604,000. Four persons were drowned in and near 
Rubidoux, Calif. A similar flood now would probably result in many times the 
damage caused by the 1938 flood because of the increased number and value of 
improvements in the overflow area. Average annual benefits are estimated at 
$295,000. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $750,000 will be applied to— 


Continue construction of left bank levee___.._..-_-.____._._____.___ $496, 000 


Initiate construction of right bank levee______~_~ bec ieeeteee ta 555.3115. 319) Pee ne 
IE MR SOON, no oe my cena See oe Be 78, 000 
Supervision Mun RIIIMETRRION. ee oh moe wee cn nane umes 50, 000 

Meebelh. ctk Jae seheee bebe JE bbe. Deu clits _. 750,000 


Construction of left bank levee would provide flood protection to the rapidly 
gowing city of Riverside, Calif., the county seat of Riverside County. A special 
census conducted in April 1953 indicated that the population of Riverside is 
56,571, an increase of 9,800 or 21 percent over the population of 1950. Initiation 
of construction of the right bank levee will be a step toward protection of valu- 
able property in the growing community of Rubidoux. Construction of the 
Riverside levee project would provide urgently needed flood protection to an 
area of approximately 3,900 acres, which has increased in value more than 400 
percent since the flood of 1938 and which has more than doubled in population 
since 1940. 

Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in construc- 
tion of the authorized project is estimated at $2,412,000, broken down as follows: 


lands and damages____________- O Fh IE Te J.-.LUicel 2? 89640600 


Relocations: 
Highway bridge (U.S. 60)______- Se ie a a eee 920, 000 
Utilities. ___ Sn ee ores : 52, 000 
Total... ... £ 2 Pa heel WM Me oh ead aa 2, 412, 000 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon comple- 
tion, The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $11,000. 

In addition, local interests advise that, since 1946, they have spent a total of 
$1,268,000 for flood control in Riverside County. Prior to that time, they con- 
structed, along the Santa Ana River near Riverside, Calif., 10,300 feet of levee 
and 10,600 feet. of wire-mesh fencing at a cost of $159,000. The authorized left 
bank levee would be a downstream extension of the existing levee. The plan for 
the right bank levee would include reconstructing part of the existing levee near 
Rubidoux. 
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RUSSIAN RIVER RESERVOIR, CALIF. 


Status of funds 


Date Unobligated | Unexpende, 
balance balance 

June 30, 1955 awe es ae 0} 
Mar. 31, 1956 $132, 459 on 
June 30, 1956 (estimate) $224, 


0 


ESTIMATED COST 

Senator ELLENDER. Russian River Reservoir. I notice the est, 
mated Federal cost of that project is $12,687,000, a decrease of 
$3,913,000. What is the cause of that decrease, good bids? 

General Cassipy. Primarily, it was a change in design, a chang 
in engineering of the spillway which reduced the cost, and a slight 
change in the axis of the dam, which reduced embankment quantities, 

Senator ELLENDER. | notice the benefit-to-cost ratio is 2.2 to 1 
I presume that this reduction in cost has contributed to that? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir; it has. 


Senator ELLenpER. The total Federal cost there is $12,687,000 ani | 


the local contribution is $5,638,000. 

In this case I presume, as in others, that the local inhabitants 
contribute the land and rights-of-way. 

General Cassipy. No, sir; this is a flood-control reservoir with water 
supply, municipal and industrial water supply, and in this ease th 
local interests contributed $5,598,000 in cash. 

Senator ELLENDER. You built a bigger structure, | presume, than 
you otherwise would have? 

General Casstpy. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. So as to provide those facilities? 

General Casstpy. To provide for water supply in addition to flool 
control. 

Senator ELLENDER. I see. 

| presume in a structure of that kind both local people and th 
Federal Government would probably benefit, would they not? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir; it is a very great benefit to the almos 
waterless area up there. 


ACCOMPLISHMENTS TO DATI 


Senator ELLENDER. What have you accomplished so far with th 
funds we have made available to you? 

General Casstpy. We have let a contract for the gates and we wil 
open the contract for the construction of the main dam the first d 
June. 

Senator ELLENDER. How does this compare with your estimates! 

General Cassipy. Slightly high. : 

Senator ELtenper. In anticipation of the steel price rise. With 
the cost of living even and in some places going down, they are stil 
clamoring for more. It is unconscionable the way they are golf 
ahead. “d 

You know there is a reason to raise wages when your cost of living 
is going up, but now it is either steady or going down and yet thet 
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3a demand for high wages. With that, we will have inflation as 
gire as we are talking. . 
~ You say that you are going to open up the bid soon? 

General Cassipy. The first of June. 

Senator ELLENDER. I presume this will also be in the nature of a 
wntinuing contract for the whole structure? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. And it will be contingent upon Congress ap- 
propriating funds? an 

General Cassipy. Entirely, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. We have never failed yet, I do not think. 


COST FOR BUILDINGS, GROUNDS, AND UTILITIES 


| notice you have an estimate of $140,000 for buildings, grounds, 
and utilities. Is that for construction facilities or are any of those 
permanent for use after the project is completed? ; 

General Casstpy. Some of them will be permanent, sir, in that 
we must have someone at the dam to operate it and maintain it. 

Senator ELLENDER. | presume the construction is permanent. 

General Cassipy. Part of the construction will be permanent. We 
do have to put up some extra buildings for construction purposes. 

Senator ELLENDER. Have you made any changes recently in the 
plans? 

General Cassipy. No, sir. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—RESERVOIRS—(FLOOD CONTROL) 
Russtan River Basin (Covore VauuLey), CaAuir. 
(Continuing) 


Location. —The dam is on the East Fork of the Russian River, approximately 
3,000 feet upstream from the confluence with the main river at mile 94, and about 
3 miles northeast from the city of Ukiah, Calif. The channel improvements 
ae located in the several valleys below mile 97 of the main Russian River and 
in the lower reaches of several tributaries. 

Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.— 2.2 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Amount 


re 


Estimated Federal cost $12, 687, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 5, 638, 000 
Cash contribution 5, 598, 000 
Other costs. _- : 40, 000 
Total estimated project cost 18, 325, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955 586, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956 500, 000 
Appropriations to date 1, 086, 000 9 
Appropriations request for fiscal year 1957 2, 150, 000 25 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 9, 451, 000 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 


Type: Earth fill. 
Height: 160 feet. 
Length: 2,800 feet. 
Spillway: Type: Fixed crest channel control, 200 feet long, 19 feet below dam 
crest. 
Design capacity (maximum pool): 29,700 cubic feet per second. 
Reservoir capacity: 


Flood control _ _ _ __ 
Water conservation 


~-+---------------------- --------- 1 
Se  cekk eine hiemws tem ekonoemye's ~-------. a 
— 
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Outlet works: 
Type: Upstream gated, 12.5 feet diameter conduit through dam, 
Capacity: Approximately 6,500 cubic feet per second. 
Drainage area: 105 square miles. 
Status (March 1, 1956): Entire project (construction not initiated). 
Completion schedule: 
Entire project: June 1959. 
Land acquisition: February 1957. 
Relocations: June 1958. 
Reservoir (pool preparation and clearing): June 1958. 
Stream diversion No. 1: March 1957. 
Stream diversion No. 2: May 1958. 
Dam closure: October 1958. 
Access road: September 1956. 
Channel improvements: June 1959. 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities: June 1958. 
Permanent operating equipment: June 1959. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Russian River Reservoir (Coyote Valley), Calif., project is well justified 
in that it will provide urgently needed flood control and supplementary water it 
a predominantly agricultural area serving as an important source of food supply 
for the San Francisco-Oakland metropolitan area. The authorized reservoir 
will reduce average annual flood damages an estimated 58 percent. The supple 
mental water to be developed incidental to flood-control operation of the reservoir 
will be used to: (1) meet present and future domestic demands in water-deficient 
urban centers such as Santa Rosa, Petaluma, Sonoma, and adjoining ares; 
(2) augment existing water supplies for agricultural and commercial purpose 
and (3) maintain a minimum flow of 125 cubic feet per second at Guerneville 
and other important resort areas along the river during the summer months for 
recreational purposes and for propagation of fish. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $2,150,000 will be applied to— 


Continue construction of the dam eee E oe _... $1, 453, 
Initiate and complete access road__ ae 65, 00 
Initiate channel improvements - _- ; : wien 245, 00 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities d J 100, 000 
Engineering and design_______- ak : 20, 00 
Supervision and administration ade ; : a 266, 600 


Total 


Notr.—In addition, $2,827,000 of contributed funds is programed for application in fiscal year 1957 of whid 
$1,246,000 will be applied to land acquisition, $376,900 to relocations, and $1,204,100 to dam construction 


The earliest possible completion of the Russian River Reservoir is essential i 
order that the high average annual flood damages be reduced as rapidly a * 
commensurate with the efficient application of funds, and the water conservatil 
features, to which the local interests’ contribution applies, may be realized withotl 
delay. In order that these benefits may be realized upon completion of the pr} 
ect in fiscal year 1959 as now scheduled, the minimum of $2,150,000 of Feder 
funds will be required in fiscal year 1957 for application to this work. 

Non-Federal costs.—Local interests were required by the authorizing legislati! 
to contribute (prior to initiation of construction) $5,598,000 toward the water 
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enservation feature of the improvement, and to furnish lands, damages, etc. 
(presently estimated to cost $40,000) in connection with the channel improvements. 
Maintenance of the channel improvements which is required of local interests, is 
presently estimated to cost $22,000 annually. 

In addition, local interests advise that they will incur costs of $2,200,000 for 
initial construction of a water distribution system and $6,500,000 for future 
pstruction requirements. 


SAN ANTONIO AND CHINO CREEKS CHANNEL, CALIFORNIA 


Status of funds 





: | Unobligated | Unexpended 

Date balance balance 
nn a arcs - n aes aie Sone ieee einem 
sak oekenorimas ewan ven ene cen wiiinn De nmacadies Seemne 0 0 
ae 3, 1986. Be E vgakes sat pinties Hb ok ede $518, 614 $623, 003 
June 30, 1956 (estimated) - - - Pameiedad tenance ae aetaners aoeees 4, 400 218, 400 





PROJECT COST 


Senator ELLENDER. Next is the San Antonio and Chino Creeks 
Channel. The total cost of this project is $11 million and we have 
gent so far $930,000 and the appropriation requested for this year is 
$2 million. 

[notice the benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.47 to 1. 

Again I notice a decrease in the cost of the project of $1 million. 
What is the reason for that? 

General Cassipy. Adjustments in the cost of construction and land 
acquisition. In this particular project the Federal Government ac- 
quires all the lands, easements and makes the relocations. ‘This was 
a better estimate than we had previously, taking in all the factors. 

Senator ELLeENDER. What have you accomplished with what we 
gave you so far? Did you receive any bids and, if so, how do those 
bids compare with your estimates? 

General Casstpy. The awards have not been made on this job as 
yet, sir. They are scheduled for this month. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS 
(FLOOD CONTROL) 
SAN ANTONIO AND CHINO CREEKS CHANNEL, CALIF. 
(Continuing) 


Location — Along San Antonio and Chino Creeks, extending for about 16 
niles from San Antonio Dam (scheduled for completion in fiscal year 1956) 
to the meting Prado Reservoir on the Santa Ana River. The project is in Los 
Angeles and San Bernardino Counties, about 30 miles east of the city of Los 
Angeles, Calif. 
Authorization.—1936 and 1938 Flood Control Acts. 
__ Benefit-cost ratio.—1.47 to 1 (for San Antonio and Chino Creeks channel and 
‘an Antonio Reservoir). 


75008 —56—pt. 2——-30 
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Estimated Federal cost 
Estimated non- Federal cost 

Cash contributions _. 

Other costs 
rotal estimated project cost 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955 
4 ppropriations for fiscal year 1956 
Appropriations to date 


Summarized financial data 


A ppropriations requested for fiscal year 1957 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 


Channels: 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Rectangular section (reinforced concrete): 
Depth: 10 to 15 feet. 
Width: 20 to 30 feet. 
Length: 10.5 miles. 


Trapezoidal section (paved- 
of grouted cobblestone) : 


Depth: 10 to 20 feet. 

Bottom width: 60 to 100 feet. 

Length: 3.7 miles. 
Trapezoidal section (unpaved—with levees and pilot channel). 


Channel: 


Bottom width: 336 feet. 
Length: 1.5 miles. 
Levees: Height: 7 to 10 feet. 


Pilot channel: 


Bottom width: 100 feet. 
Depth: 3 to 6 feet. 


Relocations: 
Highway bridges: 29. 
Railroad bridges: 4. 


Combination highway and railroad bridge: 1, 


Lands and damages 
Relocations 
Channels: 


Status (Jan. 1, 1956) 


Part 1 (Prado Reservoir to Chino Creek) 
Part 2 (Chino Creek to Holt Ave.) 
Part 3 (Holt Ave. to San Antonio Reservoir) - 


Entire project 


JUSTIFICATION 





1957 


Amount 


$11, 000, 


11, 000, 
230, 
700, 
930, 

2, 000, 

8, 070, 


000 

0 

0 

0 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 


Percent 


0 
0 
0 


epee 


| Accumulates 


cme 
estimated 
Federal egg 


~ aii 


Completion 


schedule 





December 1957. 
December 1958 


Do. 


November 1986 
December 1937. 
December 1958 


‘invert of reinforced concrete and side slope 


The project, which was certified by the President in 1950 as being essential | 
national defense, would prevent discharges from San Antonio Dam (now neatili 
completion) from discharging over an unstable debris cone with a highly develope 
area valued at more than $600 million and a population of about 120,000. With 
out an improved channel, floodwaters would peril the principal eastern trait 
Angeles and its harbor. The Southern Pacific, Unio 
Pacific, Santa Fe, and Pacific Electric Railway (a local carrier of large quantitie 
of reloaded transcontinental freight) all cross the overflow area and are subject 


portation outlet from Los 


critical curtailment of services. 


These 4 rail lines carry more than 4,000 freigt! 


ears (including military goods) and 435 passenger cars (including military Pt 
sonnel) per day. This traffic represents 80 percent of all transcontinental railros 
traffic between Los Angeles and the East, and about 50 percent of all railros 


traffic entering and leaving Los Angeles. 
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(U, 8. 60, 66, 70, and 99), 2 State highways, and many local roads, all vital 


ways : : . 
ig defense transportation, cross the overflow area and continue to be subject to 
itical damage unless the improvements are constructed. Many industrial 


plants, including tool-and-die works and electrical plants supplying highly essential 
military goods, a $60 million guided-missile plant, and the high-power trans- 
nission lines from Hoover Dam to Los Angeles and San Diego are subject to 
damage from floods along San Antonio and Chino Creeks. The large Kaiser 
eel mills, only a few miles from the overflow area, would be seriously affeeted by 
goods. About 23,000 acres are subject to overflow by a single flood. In one 
good alone, in 1938, damages in this area amounted to $1,687,000. The present 
value of the overflow area, estimated at $250 million is at least 200 percent greater 
than in 1938. Average annual benefits from construction of both San Antonio 
Reservoir and San Antonio and Chino Creeks channel are estimated at $1,030,000. 
Fiscal year 1957,—The requested amount of $2 million will be applied to- 


Continuation of land acquisition - f sd $319, 000 


Continuation of relocations - - _ - - Seat st pins: ye a) 268, 000 
Completion of construction of part 2 (Chino Creek to Holt Ave.) of 
channel. - - - eae ; asus aiGinnies me ed 4 
lnitiation of construction of part 3 (Holt Ave. to San Antonio Reser- 
voir) of channel - - - 2 ver : Jake 116, 400 
Engineering and design _-_- uaa ; ergs 176, 600 
Supervision and administration ____ - : : Se A er: 120, 000 
ene tL See SS is Se it ee bake wt sedetsuurce: 2 GRR Re 


The requested funds are required for the continuation of an orderly and econom- 
cal construction program. The San Antonio and Chino Creek channel improve- 
ment should be completed as soon as practicable to permit proper functioning of 
the San Antonio Reservoir, now nearing completion, and thereby provide full 
food protection to highly developed areas downstream from this reservoir. 

Non-Federal costs.—No local cooperation is required by the authorizing legisla- 
tin, However, the Los Angeles County Flood Control District and the San 
Bernardino County Flood Control District have indicated their willingness to 
transfer their rights to certain parcels of real estate along the channel to the United 
States at no cost. These county easements amount to about 90 acres of a total 
area to be acquired of approximately 334 acres. No value has been included for 
these 90 acres in the project cost. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 
NAVIGATION 


Senator Exnenper. All right, we now go to operation and mainte- 
hance, navigation, channels, and harbors. 

Humboldt Harbor and Bay, Moss Landing Harbor, Santa Barbara 
Harbor and condition surveys. The total is $310,000. I suppose 
that is for bare maintenance? 

General Cassipy. Just bare maintenance. 

Senator ELLENDER. Have you any backlog in that area for main- 
tenance, and if so how much have you allocated, General Itschner? 

General IrscuNer. Mr. Chairman, I did cover that area in with 
the rest of the South Pacific Division. 


FLOOD CONTROL 


Senator ELLENDER. I see. Then you have flood control, operation, 
and maintenance of reservoirs? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. We have Brea Dam, Fullerton Reservoir, and 
others on page 55 of the justification sheet for a total of $173,000. 
Is that also for bare maintenance? 

General Cassipy. Just about minimum maintenance, sir. 
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY DRAINAGE AREA 


Senator ELLeNDER. Next is the Los Angeles County drainage any 
$33,800. 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Which would make a total with what I hay, 
just stated, a grand total for the Central and South Pacific Basin 
$517,400 and that, you say, is just about enough to keep you going’ 

General Cassipy. To keep us going; yes, sir. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the recon) 
(The justification referred to follows: ) 


CENTRAL AND SoutnH Paciric Basin—JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL, FISCAL YEAR 1957 


1. Navigation 


(a) Channels and harbors.—The work to be accomplished under this aetiyit 
consists of accomplishing essential maintenance dredging at Humboldt and Mos 
Landing Harbors and payment for work performed by local interests at Sant 
Barbara Harbor under an agreement pursuant to the provisions of the authorized 
project, and periodic inspections and surveys to determine the condition of tl 
projects for programing purposes and providing navigation interests with adequat 
information on existing channel conditions; all as authorized in the laws adoptix 
river and harbor projects. 

The budget estimate of $310,000 for fiscal year 1957 is required for essential 
maintenance work on the projects listed as well as surveys at about some 1\ 
projects. The projects listed have been subjected to an economic analysis and 
it has been determined that continuing maintenance is justified. The amount 
funds appropriated in recent vears for this activity has not been sufficient 4 
provide for the adequate and timely maintenance of all justified projects and ha 
resulted in a substantial backlog of work, particularly structural repairs and th 
inaintenance of moderate and shallow-draft navigation channels. This conditio: 
continues to exist. 


Project Tentative allocation 
California: fiscal year 18 
Humboldt Harbor and Bay $180, 000 
Moss Landing Harbor__- - 80,% 
Santa Barbara Harbor Pi; __. 30,00 
Condition surveys lawsd j — _.... 50,0 
Total navigation : _. 310,00 


2. Flood control 


(a) Reservoirs —The budget estimate of $173,000 provides for the operation 
and ordinary maintenance of 9 flood control reservoirs in the Central and South 
Pacific Basin during the fiscal year 1957, and nondeferrable rehabilitation work 
The amount requested in fiscal year 1957 is $19,000 more than the amount aval- 
able in fiscal year 1956. This increase is due to the additional requirements ¢ 
two projects which have reached full operation and maintenance status, The 
amount requested is necessary for minimum operation and maintenance of tht 
projects. 
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teotetine 

orn sie 
, eee seh OT Sak / __. $11, 000 
ONIN UONE 8 ob 4 ks - Lenhne ae geek aseqe~ an Lona-waned? se 
Hansen Dam Re ROR bthewpapio st ae noadetna ane ehrannwanan its 4 ; 23, 000 
Esa naan ned nneneansemnncaneransepeses ars 4, 000 
Prado Dam-- Skiasatensadgaiee ER t igiee 26, 000 
San Antonio Reservoir---_-_.-----__- igo). satecisate 1-0 
OI ool een hl tems jaer 4 os nae ~~ 95° 000 
ND ininnasnnnenccees Fee ee 26. 000 
Whittier Narrows Reservoir__-_-_-- --_- og 2 at 29; 000 
Scheduling of flood control reservoir operations - 3, 000 
Total flood-control reservoirs_______- I as 173, 000 


(b) Other (including channel improvement projects, miscellaneous maintenance 
ems and inspections) .— The budget estimate of $34,400 provides for the minimum 
gowth and debris removal, repairs and invert and bank paving, condition surveys, 
and miscellaneous maintenance on _the Los Angeles County drainage area 
$70,000,000) project and for inspection of completed works within the basin. 


Tentative allocation 


Project fiscal year 1957 
(glifornia: Los Angeles County drainage area______~._- re ee ae $33, 800 
Inspection of completed works- -----.--.----- SRA a ies 600 

Total flood control, other- ae 2 34, 400 
ne 00d CORIO). .......-.-.-...-.-«- ; meee 207, 400 


Grand total central and South Pacific Basin _ _ _- ‘ 517, 400 
GREAT Basin 
EXAMINATIONS AND SURVEYS 


Status of examination and survey funds 


, Unobligated | Unexpended 

Date balance | balance 
June 30, 1955... $500 $1, 357 
Mar. 31, 1956. 3 . conte s 16, 771 | 1, 771 
June 30, 1956 (estimated) : . 2, 000 2, 000 





Senator ELLENDER. Next is the Great Basin. General investiga- 
tions, examinations and surveys, flood-control studies, California, 
Mojave River. 

The entire estimated cost of that is $133,200, and you have spent 
# far $121,600 and you are asking for $11,600 to complete this study? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Is this the Mojave River and Mojave Desert? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. It is always dry; is it not? 

General Cassipy. No, sir; after a cloudburst or local storm, it is 
very wet. 

Senator ELLENDER. Does it affect any habitation? 

General Cassipy. Two towns are affected by it, sir, and local agri- 
culture. 

Senator ELLENDER. This is merely a study. 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 
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Senator ELLenper. In Nevada we have the Carson River, Neyad, 
and California; Gleason Creek at Ely, and Truckee River, Neva, 
and California. 

For those studies you have asked $20,000, $17,000, and $34 39 
respectively. Those are continuing studies previously started? | | 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLeNpER. Oregon. Do you have Oregon, too? 

General Cassipy. That is in the Great Basin but I do not have this 
one, sir. 

General Itscuner. That is in the North Pacifie Division, sir, 

Senator ELLENDER. General, do you want to testify to that one. 

General IrscHnrErR. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. I notice the entire cost is $89,300 and we hay 
spent all of that except $10,000? 

General Irscuner. That will complete the Silvies River study, sr 

Senator ELLENDER. Utah, Jordan River. : 

We have a total cost for that of $75,000 and you have spent $52.99) 
and the balance asked to complete it is $22,100? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. That will complete that job? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be inserted in the record, 
(The justification referred to follows :) 


GREAT Basin—JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 
GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS, FISCAL YEAR 1957 


1. Examinations and Surveys 


(a) Navigation studies.—None. 
(b) Flood control studies.—The amount of $115,000 is requested for work on§ 
studies in the Great Basin during fiscal year 1957. This amount will permit 


completion of 3 reports and continuation of 3 other studies. 
The tentative allocations by studies follow: 


Total Allocations lentative Additional 
estimated prior to allocation | to complete 
Federal fiscal year fiscal year | after fiscal 
cost 1957 1957 year 1957 


Study 


California: Mojave River $133, 200 $121, 600 $11, 600 
Nevada: | | 
Carson River, Nev. and Calif 100, 000 58, 100 20, 000 | $21, 0 
Gleason Creek at Ely 33, 000 3, 000 17, 000 10, 
Truckee River, Nev. and Calif 175, 000 40, 700 34, 300 10,0 
Oregon: Silvies River : 89, 300 9, 300 10, 000 f 
Utah: Jordan River (interim) 75, 000 52, 900 22, 100 


Total. _- 605, 500 , 600 115, 000 


Senator ELtenpeR. Advance engineering, none; construction, none 
General Casstpy. Yes, sir. 
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CoLorapo BASIN 
















EXAMINATION AND SURVEYS 


Status of examination and survey funds 


Unobligated 
balance 


Unexpended 
balance 







































ae ck es 41,243 45, O81 
june 30, 1956 (estimate). - -- Fo acta 4, 000 4, 000 
e. ae 
have | Senator ELLENDER. Next is the Colorado Basin, examination and 
aveys, nothing for navigation, 
ir | General Cassipy. No, sir. 
90) FLOOD CONTROL 
GILA RIVER, ARIZ. 
STATEMENT BY SENATOR HAYDEN 
Senator HayppeNn. General Cassidy, I would like to ask you some 
juestions. 
con, | To give you the background, when the Soil Conservation Service 
wsactive during the time of the depression, they designed a dam for 
fod control on the Gila River at what was known as the Camelback 
ite, about 20 miles above Safford. The plans and specifications were 
wproved by the Los Angeles office of the Corps of Engineers, which is 
ww under your jurisdiction. I endeavored at that time to have it in- 
ded ina pending flood-control bill, but I was not successful. What 
_| thepeople who live out there are concerned about is if there is a flood on 
oe ie Gila River at the present time, it spreads out over a wide river 
wttom, soaks into the sand, and then the salt cedars drink up the 
water. 
WATER LOSS 
litional : Mi . 
pk They told me in Safford last summer that a flood flow of water was 
rit | Measured as it came out of the mountains and by the time it reached 
—— | tleSan Carlos Reservoir, about 60 miles downstream, 40,000 acre-feet 
lad soaked into the sand. The water saved by clearing out the salt 
sam | (ars and making a channel for the Rio Grande in New Mexico is 
i | ‘ued at $50 an acre-foot, so at that rate, from that one flood, water 
1} ‘orth $200,000 was lost. If a dam could be built at the Camelback 
—— | ileofa capacity to retain one flood at a time with an opening to drain 
i") vutthe water at a rate that would keep it in the normal river channel, 
| “Seertain that more water would get into the San Carlos Reservoir. 
‘non. ingation-water is the most precious thing in Arizons 


Such a flood detention dam would benefit the people of the upper 
Gila Valley because the river water is divided, under a Federal court 
lectee, between lands in that area and lands in the San Carlos project 
Wer 50 miles below the Coolidge Reservoir. There is a court-ap- 
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pointed watermaster to enforce the decree, and the Geological Supy, 
maintains gaging stations to measure the water at all times. j 
more water that gets into the reservoir the more they can diver 
above it. 

SAN PEDRO RIVER WATER 


When the central Arizona project bill was passed by the Senate 
provision was made in it for a dam at the Buttes site below the june. 
tion of the Gila and San Pedro Rivers at an estimated cost of $2 
million. While I was home last summer I visited the branch offy 
of the Corps of Engineers in Phoenix and asked ‘‘What are you doing’’ 
The answer was, “We are reestimating the present cost of the Buttes 
Dam and making a careful check of the runoff records of the §y 
Pedro River to bring them down to date.” I was also told that th 
practicability of an alternative to the Buttes Dam at a site for, 
flood-control dam on the San Pedro River below the mouth 4 
Aravaipa Creek was being studied. 

What I would like to have done is for the Corps of Engineers to mak 
a preliminary investigation and report upon the utilization of eithe 
the Buttes site on the Gila or the Aravapai site on the San Pedro fy 
the construction of a flood detention dam to serve the same PUrpow 
as the Camelback Dam on the upper Gila, that is, a dam big enoug) 
to detain one flood at a time with an opening in it large enough 
release a quantity of water comparatively free from silt, sufficient 
supply the capacity of the main canal leading from the Gila River 
the San Carlos project lands, 

A reservoir, at whichever is determined to be the best site, whe 
empty would be available to hold back the next flood. The advan 
tage to the San Carlos project would be that so long as a sufficient 
quantity of water was being released from such a detention dam, 
either at the Buttes or the Aravaipa site, no water would need to bk 
released from the Coolidge Reservoir, and it would remain availabk 
for later irrigation use on the project lands. The cost of such a de 
tention dam should be less than that of a dam to completely impouni 
all floodwaters. 

I am advised that the Bureau of Reclamation is now engaged ins 
reconnaissance investigation of the possibilities of water conservation 
at both the Buttes and the Aravaipa Dam sites. The Army engines 
should closely cooperate with the engineers of that Bureau in order 
fully develop all of the facts. 


POSSIBILITIES OF FLOOD-DETENTION DAMS 


I would like to know two things: First, whether the Corps of Er 
gineers has any data about the Camelback Dam to serve as a basis {it 
an estimate of cost and whether it should be redesigned as a deter 
tion dam. Second, whether it will be possible for the Corps to malt 
estimates of the cost of similar detention dams at either the Buttes 
the Aravaipa sites to control San Pedro River floods. 

General Cassipy. The old survey was made, I believe, about 14 
That has gone back and forth between Washington and the distnt 
office. I believe the Camelback report is now back in Los Angels 
district for revision. Physical conditions in that valley have change 
considerably since that time and I believe that we should make a 
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other study of the economic feasibility of that system ; in other words, 
axamine the scope of the project, look at the size of the dams, what 
they are supposed to do, what has happened to the valley since, re- 
ualyze the benefits and come up with a new study entirely on the 
roject. : Je ae 

We can do that for about $25,000 and it will take about 1 year. 

Senator HAYDEN. That would let you do it for $25,000 in each case. 

General Casstpy. $25,000 all told. 

Senator HAYDEN. All told? 

General Casstpy. Yes, sir. 

Senator HaypeNn. There is authority of law to make preliminary 
xaminations and surveys for flood control on the Gila River and its 
ibutaries as the result of an amendment that I offered which is in 
gtion 6 of the Flood Control Act of June 28, 1938. Your suggestion 
s that if $25,000 is made available in this appropriation bill you 
ould direct that the necessary investigations be made and that a 
report could be made in about a vear. 

General Casstpy. Yes, sir. 

Senator HaypEN. That would be a very fine thing to do because 
he water situation is most serious in that entire area, particularly on 
the San Carlos project. The Coolidge Dam was authorized by 
(ongress on the basis of a report made in 1914 by three eminent 
{my engineers, Col. W. C. Langfitt, Col. C. H. MeKinstry, and 
Maj. Harry Burgess. ‘They estimated that the average annual flow 
df the Gila River would be 350,000 acre-feet, and that there were 
foods of record to justify building a dam that would hold back 
200,000 acre-feet, which was done. The Coolidge Dam was com- 
pleted in 1930, but, unfortunately, there has been a dry cycle ever 
ance, and the reservoir has never filled. 

lam very glad to have this statement from you. 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 


COLORADO RIVER 


Senator ELLENDER. Colorado River and tributaries. We have a 
iotal estimated cost of $127,100 and we have spent $57,500, and you 
wenow asking for $10,000? 

General Cassipy, Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Is that all you expect to do on that survey? 

General Casstpy. That is all we need on that study, sir. That is 
0 continue our work, collect field data so that we will be able to 
uswer Or comment to the Bureau of Reclamation or other people on 
ood control on that river. 


GILA RIVER 


Senator ExLenpER. Gila River, $29,000 requested out of a total 

timated cost of $40,000. Is that all you can spend on that survey? 
Colonel Penney. Mr. Chairman, we have since this sheet was 
prepared allocated money from savings from other studies to this 
vty important study. We have allocated $20,000 actually in fiscal 
1956 and are prepared to fund it up to the $40,000. 


Senator ELLENDER. Will that complete the study for this particular 
project? 
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Senator HaypeN. In that case, Mr. Chairman, at one time ; 
Congress authorized a flood-control project at Tucson but the loa 
interests decided that it was too expensive and they wanted to adgy 
a plan of their own which, unfortunately, did not work and now y, 
have to go back and straighten the situation out. 

You think with the money you have now you can work out q play 
that will protect the city? 

General Casstpy. We believe we can work out a plan; yes, sir, 

Senator Haypen. The city complains that so much of the areg y 
the airport has been covered with concrete that the water runs 9 
more than ever. It is a very complicated matter to handle. 

Which way are you going to handle that? 

General Cassipy. I think the best answer is that we are studying ji 

Senator ELLeNper. The Gila River downstream from Painty 
Rock Dam. You have spent so far $25,000 and you are asking fory 
allocation of $15,000, which would complete the study on that projeq! 

General Cassrpy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Haypren. There is a situation, Mr. Chairman, where yw 
have the Wellton-Mohawk irrigation project below. The nie 
channel is very wide there and they want to know where the actu 
channel will be, so in laying out their farmlands and allowing th 
people to settle on the land, they will not get to far down in the rivy 
bottom and be flooded out. 

This study is being made to determine where the channel willl 

Senator ELLENDER. This will complete that study. 

Next is the Gila River, Pinal Creek. The total cost of thati 
$40,000, and you have spent $10,000 and are asking for $20,000? 

General Cassipy. I think that is about all we can use. 

Senator Haypren. There was a serious flood from Globe that eam 
down Six-Shooter Canyon, as we call it. We had a very, very diffieal 
time there and great distress in the town and we are trying to fin 
a way to cure the trouble. Do you think vou can do it with this 
amount of money?| 

General Casstpy. We will need some additional money following 
that to complete the study, sir. 


WHITEWATER RIVER 


Senator ELLENDER. Next is California, the Whitewater River wil 
an estimated total cost of $220,300 and you have spent $190,600 am 
are now asking for $29,700 to complete this survey. Will that doit 

General Casstpy. That will do it, sir. 


LAS VEGAS WASH, NEV. 

Senator ELLenprer. Nevada, Las Vegas Wash, $10,000 out’ 
$35,000 requested, $25,000 having already been appropriated. Thi 
amount will complete that study? 


General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELtenpER. The justification will be placed in the reco! 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


{rizona: 
Colot 
Fe 

(ila 


der 
Whit! 
Th 
$4.62 
estim 
An 
the p 
Is 
this 
Ge 
air, { 
ing 
Wi 
d0 
prese 
Se 
plan 





le th 
» local 
adop, 
OW We 


& play 


Ir, 
eR 
INS of 


ring it 
ainitel 
for a 
rojedt 


Te VOI 
rive 

acta 
ng th 
le river 


will he 


that i 
()? 


st cam 
Lifficul 
to fini 
th this 


llowing 


er wilh 
00 and 
t doit 


PUBLIC WORKS 


APPROPRIATIONS, 


1957 


CoLorAbDO Basin—JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS, 


+ Braminations and surveys 
(a) Navigation studies.—None. 


FISCAL 


YEAR 1957 


) Flood-control studies.—The amount of $104,700 is requested for work on six 


dudies in the Colorado Basin during fiscal year 1957. 


completion of 3 studies and progress on the other 3 studies. 


The tentative allocations by studies follow: 


Total 
estimated 
Federal 


cost 


Study 


{ llocations 
prior to 
fiscal year 
1957 


Tentative 

allocation 

fiscal year 
1957 


This amount will permit 


Additional 

to complete 
after fiscal 
year 1950 


I ariemareen ti eee Guenigion 


\rizona: 
Colorado River and tributaries above Lees 
Ferry . - - 
Gila River at Tucson — - 
Gila River downstream from Painted Rock 
Dam ' 5 
ila River, Pina) Creek 
‘uifornia: Whitewater River 
Nevada; Las Vegas Wash 


$127, 100 $57, 500 
40, 000 0 


$10, 000 
20, 000 


$59, 600 
20, 000 


40, 000 
40, 000 
220), 300 
35, 000 


25, 000 
10, 000 
190, 600 | 
25, 000 


15, 000 0 
20, 000 10, 000 
24, 700 0 
10, 000 0 


ee i 502, 400 308, 100 104, 700 89, 600 


ENGINEERING AND DESIGN 


WHITLOW RANCH, ARIZ. 


Senator ELLENDER. Next we have advance engineering and design, 
Whitlow Ranch Reservoir, Ariz. 

This is a flood-control reservoir having total estimated cost of 
4620,000 and the benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.3 to 1. The budget 
stimate is for $100,000 to initiate preconstruction planning. 

An additional $147,000 will be required in future years to complete 
the preconstruction planning on this project. 

ls this project of sufficient importance to maybe complete planning 
his year so that you can go on next year with construction work? 

General Cassipy. We believe this is the most economical schedule, 
it, for advance engineering and design. We are looking into redesign- 
ug that dam. It is now planned as a concrete structure. 

We may be able to save money by placing an earth structure there. 

So this schedule that we have here is the most economical at the 
present time. 

Senator ELLeNDER. If this money is given you this year, will the 
linning advance sufficiently so that you can use construction money 
text year? 

[mean would you be in a position to use construction money next 
year? 

General Casstpy. Yes, sir. 

CHANGE 


IN PLANS 


Senator Haypen. I am interested to know about your change of 
plans. I always understood there was to be a concrete structure in 
the Narrow Gorge. 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Senator HaypEN. Which way do you go, above or below? 
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General Cassipy. We are just studying the possibilities of that poy 
The Los Angeles district believes that it may be possible to change th 
site slightly and put in an earth dam at considerable saving, whig 
will do the same job. 

Senator Haypen. We have had two very serious floods there thy 
menaced the Williams Air Force Base. The commander told me thy 
if it had not been for the dikes, they would have had water all oy 
the place. 

Senator ELLENDER. What area will be protected other than {h 
airfield Senator Hayden has been talking about? 

General Cassipy. The cities of Chandler, Higley, Gilbert, gy 
Goodyear, the State highway and the main line of the Southern Pagif 
Railroad. 

Senator ELuenpeER. Is this strictly flood control? 

General Cassipy. Strictly flood control. 

Senator ELLenpER. Will any of the water be used for irrigatioy 

General Cassipy. Not as presently planned, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. How far are you from fields or areas whe 
there is cultivation. 

General Cassipy. This is, I believe, in an area that is present) 
irrigated now. , 

Senator ELLENDER. By pumps? 

General Cassipy. By pumps. It is a question of getting reservi 
capacity there at reasonable cost. 

Senator Etienper. This will retain the water so that it willg 
down in the ground and probably replenish water taken up by pump 

General Cassipy. Some of it will. It will slow up the flow dow 
the stream, too. 

Senator ELLENDER. Senator Thye? 

Senator Tuyr. You could not impound any great amount of wate 
because you do not have the valley or the gorges. 

General Cassipy. It is a question of reservoir capacity and add: 
tional cost to run it on up. 

Senator THyr. What you are doing here is to safeguard devastation 
from the floods by having it spread out over a vast area? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Tuyk. It is unfortunate that you could not impound som 
of this water because they could certainly make use of it rather thy 
to be pumping it out from the undersurface waters? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLeNpER. The justification will be placed in the recor 
(The justification referred to follows: ) 


| Additions 


4 uired 
Tentative Additional che te 


allocation, to complete year 1957 
fiscal year after fiscal | completep 
1957 year 1957 | constructit 


Total esti- Allotments 
Project mated Fed- | prior to fiscal 
eral cost year 1957 


Flood-control projects, Arizona: | + 
Whitlow Ranch Reservoir $4, 620, 000 $100, 000 $4, 520, 000 | sii 
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Whitlow Ranch Reservoir would provide flood protection to an area of 84,000 
of which 59,000 acres are highly developed irrigated lands planted to cotton, 
sia and small grains. Williams Air Force Base, the city of Chandler, the town 
figey, Gilbert, and Goodyear, important irrigation facilities, State Highway 87, 
yany county roads and the main line of the Southern Pacific Railroad are subject 
inundation and flood damage in the area. A severe flood occurred in August 
i4and caused damage estimated at $2,100,000 in the Queen Creek area, Whit- 
iy Ranch Reservoir would have prevented at least $1 million of these damages. 
The benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.3 to 1. 


PAINTED ROCK RESERVOIR, GILA RIVER BASIN, ARIZ. 


Status of funds 


| Unobligated | Unexpended 
balance | balance 


jype 90, 1955.---- . 0 0 
weal 1956. - $181, 995 $497, 048 
je 20, 1956 (estimated) f A i 58, 400 73, 700 


BUDGET ESTIMATE 


Senator ELLENDER. Next is Painted Rock Reservoir, Gila River 
Basin, Ariz. 

This is a flood-control reservoir for which this committee recom- 
waded funds last year for the initiation of construction. This year 
the budget estimate is for $2,500,000 for the continuation of con- 
struction. 

The project has a benefit-to-cost ratio of 1.76 to 1. The total 
stimated cost of this project is $30,800,000, a reduction of $4,200,000 
ance last year. 

What has been the reason for that reduction? 

General Casstpy. This is primarily a reduction in the estimated 
wstof the lands. Land values have decreased, we believe, primarily 
iue to cotton quotas. 

Senator ELLENDER. Cotton quotas? 

General Casstpy. Restricting the use of the land for cotton. 

Senator ELLENDER. How many acres were involved there to make 
weh a reduction? 

General Casstpy. There are 6,000 acres of irrigated land, fee title, 
ud about 4,000 acres of desert land, private land, fee title. 

Senator ELLENDER. What do you pay for the desert lands, approxi- 
mately? 

General Cassipy. For the 4,000 acres of desert land, about $179,000. 

Senator ELLENDER. What do you expect to protect by this reser- 
vir? Are there any Federal facilities there? 

General Casstpy. Yes, sir; there are 300,000 acres of intensely irri- 
aed land along the Gila River and the lower Colorado River and in 
the Imperial Valley of California. 

There is an atomic-energy plant, railroad lines of the Southern 
Pacific and the Arizona Eastern. 


his is also a part of our commitment with Mexico in the regulation 
tthe Colorado. 
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RELATIONSHIP WITH MEXICO 


Senator ELLENDER. What is the relationship there between this 
reservoir and the operation of the 1944 Water Treaty with Mexicg 

General Cassipy. The Gila comes into Colorado just above the 
line and the planning of the levees on the American side and ¢h 
Mexican side are based on the construction of this reservoir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Who builds those on the Mexican side? 

General Cassipy. They do. 

Senator ELLENDER. Is it done under the same leadership? Ap 
the same studies made, joint studies? 

General Casstpy. The studies are coordinated by the Bounday 
Commission. Anything on the Colorado River has the approval ¢ 
that Joimt Commission. 

Senator Ettenper. Even though it is located within our ow 
country? 

General Cassipy. The Commission works on both sides; yes, sir, 

Senator ELLENDER. What did you do with the money we gave yu 
last year? 

General Casstpy. We have started the construction of the roqj 
into the site. This is quite an isolated site. 

Senator ELLeENpDER. Did you have any bids out of any kind? 

General Cassipy. I do not have that information with me, sir, 

Senator ELLenpDER. If you do, I wish you would put in the recon 
how your bids compared with your estimates. 


HISTORY OF GILA RIVER FLOODS 


Senator Haypen. I might state, Mr. Chairman, that the Gik 
River flood that broke the levees finally let the Colorado River wate 
run into the Imperial Valley. 

The earliest record that I know anything about is found in the 
printed copies of what we call the Record of the War of Rebellion 
There was a Federal Regular Army garrison at Fort Yuma and they | 
were needed to fight the Confederates in Virginia so they raise 
volunteer troops in California to go down to relieve them. 

In the Gila River flood in the winter of 1861-62, the California ma 
had to wade up to their armpits across what is now all fine irrigated | 
land to get up to Fort Yuma. | 


That was one heavy flood. The Colorado River in its normal flor 
before there were dams on it had a June rise like the Mississippi from 
the snows. As the water rose, the channel scoured out and as the 
water went down it would pile up with sand and gravel. Then th 
sudden flood in the winter had no place to go and it flooded the entir 
area. | 

If this dam were not built, the levees that protect the Imperial | 
Valley will be in danger and the levees protecting the Yuma Rive 
and the railroad would be in danger. These floods that we haves 
good record on, some people have argued that it was because reservols 
have been built on the Salt, Gila, and Verde that floods could n0' | 
occur. . 

But the records show each time that you have quite heavy Ml | 
that soak up the watershed, and then will come a storm and that® 
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the one that does the damage within a few weeks afterward. The 
st storm would fill the reservoirs and the second storm would over- 


fow them all. 
That is why we had to build this dam. 


ACCESS ROADS 


Senator ELLeNDER. You spoke of building some access roads. 


Have you let contracts for all of them or just starting? 


General Cassipy. Just starting. I have the information for which 


you asked. 


A contract for the access road and grading of the campsite. We 
bad a good bid, $282,000 against a programed estimate of $372,000. 
Senator ELLENDER. Have you had a change of plans since the last 


time this project was before us? 
General Casstpy. No, sir. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 


(The justification referred to follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—RESERVOIR PROJECTS 
CONTROL) 


PAINTED Rock ReEsERvoIR, ARIz. 


(Continuing) 


(FLOOD 


Location.—On the Gila River, 126 miles above the junction of the Gila and 


Colorado Rivers and about 20 miles northwest of Gila Bend, Ariz. 
Authorization. —1950 Flood Control Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.76 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


A mount 


Estimated Federal cost. $30, 800, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost : 0 
Cash contributions ; : 0 
_ Other costs 0 
Total estimated project cost 30, 800, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955 359, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956 600, 000 
Appropriations to date____ 959, 000 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957 2, 500, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 27, 341, 000 
PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 


Height: 174 feet (maximum above stream-bed). 
Length: 4,470 feet. 

__ Type: Earth fill, 

Spillway: 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Type: Uncontrolled detached broad crest in natural saddle behind right 


abutment. 


Capacity (maximum water surface): 518,000 cubie feet per second. 


Crest length: 1,050 feet. 
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Reservoir capacity: 


. lere-fee 
Pe NE 6 cw nnnesebeterneonrerrrerrentedti-hinners 2, 280, 004 
Sediment -_ -- es Debergss Ss tape i as cece Se 200, 00) 
’ 
Total 2 ion on 
otal. ._-_----_~.-------------------------------------. 2, 480, 00 
Outlet works: ~~ 
Type: Radial gate controlled, located at right abutment. 
Number and size of gates: Three—10 by 18 feet. 
Design outflow: 22,500 cubic feet per second. 
Status (Jan. 1, 1956) 
a! Completic 
Percent Pletion 
ercen | schedule 
ae eo ts 7 "" + Senn eee 
Lands and damages_ --_- ‘ 0 | June 1960, 
Relocations zo 0 May 1960, 
Dam ; 0 | March 1961, 
Access roads 0 | September 19%, 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities ; 0 | December 198), 
Dam closure (start -.-| April 1960, 
Entire project 0 | March 1961, 


' 


JUSTIFICATION 


The construction of Painted Rock Reservoir is essential for the stabilization 
of the economy of over 300,000 acres of intensely developed irrigated land aloy 
the Gila River in Arizona, along the lower Colorado River in Arizona and Cai. 
fornia, and in Imperial Valley, Calif. This irrigated area contributes substantial) 
to the economy and welfare of southern California and western Arizona, ary 
of great military significance. In addition, installations adjacent to Salton Seq, 
including the recently constructed Atomic Energy Commission plant, would be 
submerged on the occurrence of large Gila River floods that flood Imperial Valley 
Such flooding may result in the abandonment of the atomic energy plant, an 
important cog in the defense effort. Railroad lines of the Southern Pacific Co 
and the Arizona Eastern Railroad Co., which carry a substantial amount o 
defense freight and goods, and United States Highways Nos. 80 and 99, connecting 
Los Angeles and San Diego with the East and South lie in the path of Gila River 
floods and would be subject to interruption of service unless the Gila River is 
controlled. The total value of the area subject to overflow is over $200 million, 
and the average annual future flood damage prevented by the construction o 
Painted Rock Reservoir would be $2,090,000. 

Flows of the Gila River transport sediment that is now deposited in the Colorad 
River below the mouth of the Gila River. As a result, the riverbed and sub 
sequently the ground-water levels in Yuma Valley are raised. A sufficient ris 
in subsurface water elevation would adversely affect drainage conditions in the 
area and might result in large crop losses, or abandonment of land, unless costly 
drainage facilities were constructed. Painted Rock Reservoir would retains 
large colume of sediment that otherwise would be deposited in the Colorado 
River below Laguna Dam and would thereby help to stabilize river-channel 
conditions in that part of the Colorado River. Benefits from retention of sedime, 
although very substantial, were not susceptible of evaluation and were consider 
intangible. 

In addition to its importance in providing flood control for the areas in the 
United States, Painted Rock Reservoir is vital to the operation of the 1944 wale 
treaty with Mexico. Mexico has constructed Morelos Dam on the lower Colorad 
River on the assurance of the construction of Painted Rock Reservoir; and the 
Bureau of Reclamation has raised and strengthened levees protecting Yum 
Valley on the assumption that Painted Rock Reservoir would be constructed 
Both the Department of State and the Bureau of Reclamation have expres 
interest in the early construction of Painted Rock Reservoir. 
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piscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $2,500,000 will be applied to: 


Continue acquisition of Mages. 52). 2511 $1, 095, 000 
Complete construction of access roads i 187, 000 
jnitiate relocations._.__-.-._..- nse . , 278, 000 
initiate embankment, spillway, outlet works, gates, and appurten- 


ances - - - - - - 300, 000 
initiate and complete camp and facilities 202, 000 
Operation and maintenance during construction 1, 000 
Initiate construction of buildings, grounds, and utilities ; 70, 000 
fngineering and design_____ ; 237, 000 
Supervision and administration 130, 000 

oe 3. 2, 500, 000 


Acquisition of lands should be continued as speedily as possible to prevent 
greased development of the reservoir area. Construction of the access roads 
ould be completed as soon as possible to permit the initiation of construction of 
tedam. Relocation of the powerline will be combined with the construction of 
wer facilities for the construction camp and facilities, which are scheduled for 
istallation in fiscal year 1957. The initiation of construction of the dam in fiscal 
ar 1957 is necessary to the earliest possible completion of Painted Rock Reser- 
wir, which is essential to the national defense, to defense-related civilian economy, 
wd to meet international obligations. 

Non-Federal cost.—\.ocal interests are required to (1) adjust all calims concern- 
ing water rights that might result from the improvement and (2) keep the flood 
hannel of the Gila River downstream from the dam free from encroachment 
Xo local costs are required directly for the project. 


HAWAII, ALASKA AND PUERTO RICO DRAINAGE AREAS 


Salus of examination and survey funds, Hawaii, Alaska, and Puerto Rico drainage 


areas 
Date Unobligated | Unexpended 
balance balance 
June 90, 1955_.. $5, 881 $5, 881 
Mar. 31, 1956. . 9, 427 9, 725 
June 30, 1956 (estimated) 2, 000 2, 000 


EXAMINATIONS AND SURVEYS 


Senator ELLENDER. Next is the general investigations, Hawaii, 
Alska and Puerto Rico drainage areas; Alaska ‘308’ report, 
stimated Federal cost $325,000. 

You spent. $257,100 and the tentative allocation here is $30,000. 
Would that be sufficient? 

Cieneral IrscHNER. Yes, sir; that will be sufficient. 

senator ELLENDER. Hawaii, Kahului Harbor, Maui, estimated 
tost of $7,000 and you have been given $4,000, and vou are asking 
for $3,000 to complete the study? 

General Cassipy. That will complete it. 


FLOOD-CONTROL STUDIES 


_ Senator ELLENDER. Now, flood-control studies, the ‘308’ report, 
Alaska. Total estimated cost is $775,000 and vou spent $673,100, 
ind you are now asking for $20,000? 

General Itscuner. That should be sufficient, sir, to carry us through 
the fiscal vear 1957. . 


15008—56—pt. 2 31 
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_ Senator ExLENDER. Hawaii, Waimea River, Kauai. You are ag. (b 
ing for $3,000, which would complete the $23,000 estimated eog ap oe 


this study? 1 
General Cassipy. Yes, sir; that would complete it. 
Senator Tuyr. What will be the construction there? 

General Cassipy. That is Waimea River? 
Senator Tuyr. Yes. 


—_— 


General Cassipy. Probably a levee between the river and the tow, | ii 
possibly with some provision for maintenance of the bar which for; | #0 
across the river during nonstorm periods. : 

BEACH EROSION STUDIES yg” 
t 
. . : . ° the s 

Senator ELLenpER. Puerto Rico, San Juan, beach erosion studig | 
with $20,000 as the estimated cost, $10,000 being asked to pur») — 
that study? : 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. How does that compare with the studies wi —_ 
made on the Atlantic? Do you use the same data? am 

Colonel ALLEN. Some of the information would be useful. Hoy. | 
ever, this being removed from any other area of recent study, it wi | | 
have to be studied locally. — 

LOCAL COOPERATION ' 

This is a study, Mr. Chairman, where you recall we have loa 

cooperation of 50 percent of the total cost. r 
} Se 

JUSTIFICATION Fed 

and 

Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the recon} We 

(The justification referred to follows:) ' 
Se 

Hawai, ALASKA, AND PveEeRTO Rico DRAINAGE AREAS—JUSTIFICATION @ (\ 
ESTIMATE . 

x 

GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS, FISCAL YEAR 1957 C 

Se 


1. Examinations and surveys 
(a) Navigation studies —The amount of $33,000 is requested for completion s 
one study in Hawaii and continuation of work on the studies in the Alaska drains x 


area. C 

The tentative allocations by studies follow: brea 

i ¢ ———— en ~oae 

Total Allocations Tentative Addition! Se 

Study estimated prior to allocation, | to complet “ 

owerrr Federal fiscal year fiscal year after fisea C 

cost 1957 1957 year 1% S 

Pe eae, | lin et 

Alaska: Alaska ‘‘308’’ report $325, 000 $257, 100 $30, 000 | $7, (" 
Hawaii: Kahului harbor, Maui 7, 000 4, 000 3, 000 . 

Tt iss 332, 000 261, 010 33, 000 sup 4 la 
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(b) Flood-control studies.—The amount of $23,000 is requested for continuation 
f work on the Alaska ‘308’ report and the completion of a study in Hawaii. 
: The tentative allocations by studies follow: 








Total | Allocations | Tentative Additional 

Study estimated prior to | allocation to complete 

Study Federal fiscal year fiscal year after fiscal 

cost 1957 | 1957 year 1957 

ial Th iia . thle teens aun 
\Jaska: Alaska “308”’ report. -- -- $775, 000 | $673, 100 $20, 000 | $81, 900 
Hawaii: Waimea River, Kauai-.. _ 23, 000 20, 000 3, 000 0 
Total... -- ‘ ee ; oe 798, 000 693, 100 23, 000 81, 900 


(c) Beach erosion studies.—The amount of $10,000 is requested for initiation of 
the study on San Juan, P. R. 


Total Allocations Tentative Additional 
Study estimated prior to allocation to complete 
oud, Federal fiscal year fiscal vear after fiscal 
cost 1957 1957 year 1957 
Puerto Rico: San Juan $20, 000 0 $10, 000 | $10, 000 
0 NES OE a ee ee | 20, 000 0 10, 000 10, 000 
Grand total _- - - - ‘ 1, 150, 000 $954, 200 66, 000 129, 800 


CONSTRUCTION 
KETCHIKAN HARBOR, ALASKA 


Senator ELLeENDER. Ketchikan Harbor, Alaska, total estimated 
Federal cost for construction $3,670,000 and the Coast Guard $13,000, 
andan estimated non-Federal cost of $193,000, fora total of $3,876,000. 
We have not provided any appropriation to date? 

Colonel ALLEN. This is a new start. 

Senator ELLENDER. And you are asking for $500,000 on this one? 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.3 to 1? 

Colonel ALLEN. Correct, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Will that remain constant? 

Colonel ALLEN. That is our best estimate right now. 

Senator ELLENDER. What is the plan of improvement? 

Colonel ALLEN. The plan of improvement there is to construct a 
breakwater and do some dredging in order to accommodate the large 
tumber of commercial fishing vessels which use that facility. 

Senator Exnenper. Is that at Ketchikan? 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. That locality there is solely dependent on fish- 
ing and lumbering? 

Colonel Auten. Alaska in general is dependent upon vessels for 
a large part of their traffic. 

Senator ELLENDER. Last year we put in 2 or 3 projects and I hope 
We can get a few more in this vear. 

General Irscuner. There is no land access to Ketchikan. It is 
slated by land from the rest of Alaska. 





1832 PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 


Senator ELLenDER. Hawaii, Waimea River, Kauai. You are ask. 
ing for $3,000, which would complete the $23,000 estimated cost of 
this study? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir; that would complete it. 

Senator Toye. What will be the construction there? 

General Casstpy. That is Waimea River? 

Senator Tuysr. Yes. 

General Casstpy. Probably a levee between the river and the town 
possibly with some provision for maintenance of the bar which forms 
across the river during nonstorm periods. 


BEACH EROSION STUDIES 


Senator ELLENDER. Puerto Rico, San Juan, beach erosion studies 
with $20,000 as the estimated cost, $10,000 being asked to pursue 
that study? 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. How does that compare with the studies we 
made on the Atlantic? Do you use the same data? 

Colonel ALLEN. Some of the information would be useful. How- 
ever, this being removed from any other area of recent study, it will 
have to be studied locally. 


LOCAL COOPERATION 


This is a study, Mr. Chairman, where you recall we have local 
cooperation of 50 percent of the total cost. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENDeER. The justification will be placed in the record, 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


Hawan, ALaska, AND PuEerRTO Rico DRAINAGE AREAS—JUSTIFICATION OF 
EsTIMATE 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS, FISCAL YEAR 1957 
1. Examinations and surveys 


(a) Navigation studies —The amount of $33,000 is requested for completion of 


one study in Hawaii and continuation of work on the studies in the Alaska drainage 
area, 


The tentative allocations by studies follow: 


Total Allocations Tentative | Additional 

Study estimated prior to allocation, | to complete 
2 - Federal fiscal year fiscal year after fiscal 
cost 1957 1957 year 1957 


Alaska: Alaska “308” report : $325, 000 | $257, 100 | $30, 000 | $37, 900 
Hawaii: Kahului harbor, Maui ; a 7,000 | 4, 000 3, 000 


ANS ili set ol > ae eS 332, 000 | 


261, 010 | 33, 000 | 37, 00 
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(h) Flood-control studies—The amount of $23,000 is requested for continuation 
of work on the Alaska ‘308” report and the completion of a study in Hawaii. 
The tentative allocations by studies follow: 


| | | 
Total | Allocations | Tentative | Additional 
estimated | prior to | allocation | to complete 
Federal | fiscal year fiscal year | after fiscal 
| cost | 1957 1957 year 1957 


Study 


\Jaska: Alaska ‘‘308’’ report a 2 775, 000 | $673, 100 $20, 000 | $81, 900 
Hawaii: Waimea River, Kauai-.. 23, 000 | 20, 000 | 3,000 | 0 


Total nena ee | 693, 100 23, 000 81, 900 


(c) Beach erosion studies.—The amount of $10,000 is requested for initiation of 
the study on San Juan, P. R. 


Total Allocations Tentative Additional 
Study estimated prior to allocation to complete 
; ¢ Federal fiscal year fiscal year after fiscal 

cost 1957 1957 year 1957 


Puerto Rico: San Juan_........--.-- $20, 000 | 0 $10, 000 | $10, 000 


lotal ie Bs 20, 000 0 10, 000 | 10, 000 
Grand total : = : 1, 150, 000 $954, 200 66, 000 129, 800 


CONSTRUCTION 
KETCHIKAN HARBOR, ALASKA 


Senator ELLENDER. Ketchikan Harbor, Alaska, total estimated 
Federal cost for construction $3,670,000 and the Coast Guard $13,000, 
and an estimated non-Federal cost of $193,000, fora total of $3,876,000. 
We have not provided any appropriation to date? 

Colonel ALLEN. This is a new start. 

Senator ELLENDER. And you are asking for $500,000 on this one? 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.3 to 1? 

Colonel ALLEN. Correct, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Will that remain constant? 

Colonel ALLEN. That is our best estimate right now. 

Senator ELLENDER. What is the plan of improvement? 

Colonel ALLEN. The plan of improvement there is to construct a 
breakwater and do some dredging in order to accommodate the large 
number of commercial fishing vessels which use that facility. 

Senator ELLENDER. Is that at Ketchikan? 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLeNDER. That locality there is solely dependent on fish- 
ing and lumbering? 

Colonel Auten. Alaska in general is dependent upon vessels for 
a large part of their traffic. 

Senator ELLENDER. Last year we put in 2 or 3 projects and I hope 
we can get a few more in this year. 

_ General Irscnner. There is no land access to Ketchikan. It is 
isolated by land from the rest of Alaska. 
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LOCAL CONTRIBUTION 


Senator ELLeENDER. What are the local people asked to do there? 

Colonel AuLeN. The local people, sir, have a contribution of 
$193,000. 

Senator ELLENDER. What does that consist of? 

Colonel ALLEN. Their work will consist of providing mooring fae. 
ties and operation of mooring facilities. 

Senator ELLENDER. When do you propose to award the contrac 
there? 

Colonel ALLEN. The present schedule contemplates letting this jy 
the spring of next year with a continuing contract to carry “through 
with funds required in fiscal 1958. 

Senator ELLENDER. I see. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELtenper. The justification will be placed in the record, 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


ConstTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGATION 
KETCHIKAN HARBOR, ALASKA (BAR POINT BASIN) 
(New) 


Location.—Ketchikan Harbor is located on Tongass Narrows on the southerl 
shore of Revillagigedo Island, 650 nautical miles from Seattle and 220 nautica! 
miles from Juneau. The project modification is located in Tongass Narrows 
off Bar Point near the northwestern city limits of Ketchikan. 

Authorization.—1954 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio. 


Summarized financial data 


| Accumulated 
percent of esti- 
Amount mated Federal 
cost (Corps of 
Engineers 


Estimated Federal cost (C ¥ ene a we eae ‘ $3, 670, 000 |_- 
Estimated Federal cost (U.S. Coast Guard) -_- 13, 000 | 
Estimated non-Federal +g : seu nbikantbivase ha aeeben 193, 000 
Cash contribution Pitted otteea ee | 0 |-- 
Other costs. _._- a I a le — 193, 000 |... 
Total estimated project ae ee os a ; 3, 876, 000 | 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955 ‘ r yeti et) S55 0 | 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956 Pins as er Se cu 0 | 
Appropriations to date iatiessi sabe sobeaeen 0 | 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957__......-..-...-.---------- | 500, 000 | 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 LS henaeinaiew rare ; 3, 170, 000 | 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Basin dredging: Area of 780,000 square feet to depths ranging from 6 to 15 feet 
at mean lower low water. 
Breakwaters: (Rock mound) 700 feet and 1,550 feet in length. 
Status (Jan. 1, 1956): Not started. 
Completion schedule: 
reakwaters:! June 1958. 
Dredging: October 1957. 


! Completion date is for the 700-foot breakwater and 1,100 feet of the second breakwater which is proposed 
for initial construction. Balance of authorized second breakwater (450 feet) is deferred construction depend: 
= _— experience indicates its necessity. The estimated Federal cost of this deferred constructio: 
8 $1,288,700. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


At least 1,200 commercial fishing boats base at Ketchikan during the fishing 

eason and these boats make 4,000 to 5,000 calls during the season. Also several 
hundre d trips are made each year by boats towing logs or salmon scows. The 
existing small-boat harbor in Thomas Basin provides adequate mooring facilities 
for only 300 of these boats, however, 500 boats jam into the harbor creating fire 
and other hazards due to ove rerowding. Another 500 or more boats are moored 
along the waterfront unprotected from storms and the wakes of passing steamers, 
Ketchikan has the largest fleet of small boats in Alaska and since it has no con- 
necting highway or railroad links to the outside world it is solely dependent on 
warine and air traffic for transportation, 

The prineipal industry is fishing and fish processing, an industry which is entirely 
de e ndent on small boats. 

iscal year 195?7,—Initiate construction of the breakwaters under continuing 

Ri ict. To provide for an orderly and economical rate of construction with 
completion in f fiscal year 1958 as scheduled, $500,000 will be required in fiscal year 
1057 for application to this work. 


COMPLETED MODIFICATIONS, KETCHIKAN HARBOR 


Work completed consists of a small boat harbor in Thomas Basin. Area of 
dredged basin is 11.35 acres, depth is 10 feet at mean lower low water, and the 
dredged area is protected by a rock mound breakwater 940 feet in length. The 
cost of this completed work is $225,000. 


REMAINING AUTHORIZED MODIFICATIONS, KETCHIKAN HARBOR 


None. 

Von-F'ederal costs.—The costs to local interests of complying with the require- 
ments of local cooperation as set forth in the authorizing legislation for the small 
boat harbor is $193,000. In addition, local interests are required to operate and 
maintain the mooring facilities installed by them at an estimated annual cost of 
$11,200. 


Local interests have incurred costs in complying with requirements of the exist- 
ing harbor (Thomas Basin) by installing mooring floats and facilities valued at an 
estimated $100,000. 


WRANGELL HARBOR, ALASKA 


I notice here that the Wrangell Harbor in Alaska total Federal cost 
is $556,000 and the local non-Federal cost. is $76,000. 

We have appropriated to date $220,000 and the original appropria- 
(ion request for 1957 was for $336,000. 

| notice here that this estimate has been revised to provide no funds 
io that area. Why is that? 

Colonel ALLEN. In last year’s appropriation, there were three 
projects consisting of Petersburg, Metlakatla and Wrangell. 

The District Engineer combined those in one contract and, by com- 
bining, was able to advertise them as one job and thereby saved 
mobilization and demobilization on 2 of the 3. This effec ‘ted consid- 
erable savings in dredging the Petersburg, Metlakatla and Wrangell 
projects to the point where this $336,000 will not be required. 

Senator ELLENDER. So that the project will be completed without 
additional cost? 

Colonel Auten. That is right, largely from combining the three 
projects in one. 
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NAWILIWILI HARBOR, T. H. 


Status of funds 


| Unobligated Unexpended 
balance | balance — 


June 30, 1955 | 
Mar, 31, 1956 | 
June 30, 1956 (estimated) - | 

\ 


$0 

‘0 

20 | 
| 


w) 
S61, Sop 
34 


! In addition to status of project funds shown $48,965 were obligated from funds loaned to this project, 
2 In addition to status of project funds shown, it is estimated that $260,000 will be obligated and e \pended 
from funds loaned to this project. 


TOTAL PROJECT COST 


Senator ELLENDER. Now, Nawiliwili Harbor. This is a navigation 
projectand the total estimated Federal cost for construction is $1,070,000 
and the project has a benefit-to-cost ratio of 2.2 to 1. 

The budget request for this year is $570,000 for completion of the 
project. We allowed $500,000 last year so that this will complete 
the project? 

General Cassipy. This will complete the project; yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. What have you done with the money we gave 
you last year? Is that navigation? 

General Cassipy. Navigation projects, sir. We have had a hopper 
dredge working in the outer waters of the harbor and we have let a 
contract for work in the inner harbor. 

Senator ELLENDER. I notice that the decrease in cost there was 
$140,000. What was that due to? Better bids? 

General Cassipy. The hopper dredge was out in that area doing 
some other dredging so we avoided mobilization costs. 


JUSTIFICATION 
Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 
CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS 
(NAVIGATION) 
NAWILIWILI Harpor, Kavai, T. H. (40-Foor Prosecr) 
(Continuing) 
Location.—On southeast coast of island of Kauai, about 100 nautical miles 
northwest of Honolulu. 


Authorization.—1954 River and Harbor Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—2.2 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 


| 
Accumulated 
percent of esti- 
Amount | mated Federal 
cost (Corps of 
Engineers) 


Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) -- ------- ev cao ab EA -| $1,070, 000 
Estimated Federal cost (U.S. Coast Guard)_____- ok cea ee 300 
Estimated non-Federal cost oe Soeece bane ee : 43, 000 | 

Cash contribution - -- es ; widetsta $3, 000 

Other costs - - — oes : : ad beats : 0 
rotal estimated project cost ce Sate : 300 
\ppropriations to June 30, 1955 _- ‘ : ; 0 
,ppropriations for fiscal year 1956 . 000 
({ppropriations to date = ‘ 000 
\ppropriations requested for fiscal year 1957 Lawainas 000 
Bulance to complete after fiscal year 1957 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Channels: Entrance channel 40 feet deep, 600 feet wide, and about 2,400 feet 
long. 
Harbor basin: 35 feet deep, mean low low water. Added area: 440 feet in width 
and 1,230 feet in average length along westerly side of existing basin. 
Status (January 1, 1956): 
Deepening entrance channel to 40 feet: 5 percent complete. 
Enlarging harbor basin and revetting disposal area: Not started. 
Completion schedule: 
Deepening entrance channel to 40 feet: June 1957. 
Enlarging harbor basin: August 1956. 
Revetting disposal area: February 1956. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The present facilities at Nawiliwili Harbor are inadequate to meet the needs of 
present and reasonably prospective commerce; the proposed improvements, con- 
sisting of a deeper entrance channel and a larger turning basin, are warranted in 
order to provide safe and adequate harbor facilities. Vessels normally used and 
required to handle the commerce to and from this harbor can then operate under 
favorable conditions. 

Long period swells generated by tropical hurricanes in the remote areas of the 
South Pacific are diffracted around the island and enter the harbor from the south- 
east, making navigation of the present improved channel very hazardous. It 
is very difficult for large vessels to negotiate the reverse turn around the end of the 
breakwater and then around the seawall during periods of strong wind. The 
large seas and swells which at times roll into the entrance channel cause vessels to 
pitch badly and greatly increase the hazard. The harbor basin is restricted in 
size and offers little space for maneuvering large commercial vessels. Only one 
such vessel can maneuver in the basin or pass through the entrance channel at a 
time. The width of the basin restricts the number of vessels that may be berthed 
at a single time to 1 large vessel and 1 smaller one or to 2 smaller ones. In 1954, 
the total commerce of Nawiliwili Harbor was about 372,000 tons, of which about 
328,000 tons was transpacific commerce. 

Fiscal year 1957.—$570,000 is required in fiscal year 1957 to complete the im- 
provement. 

COMPLETED MODIFICATIONS, NAWILIWILI HARBOR 


Work completed consists of rubble-mound breakwater about 2,150 feet in length; 
an entrance channel 35 feet deep, 600 feet wide, and 2,400 feet long; and a harbor 
basin 35 feet deep, 1,100 feet wide, with a maximum length of 1,950 feet. Work 
was completed in 1930 at a Federal cost of about $1,197,000. 


REMAINING AUTHORIZED MODIFICATIONS, NAWILIWILI HARBOR 

None. 

Non-Federal costs.—The cost. to local interests of complying with the require- 
ments of local cooperation for deepening the entrance channel and enlarging the 
harbor basin is estimated at $43,000. This amount has been contributed in cash 
to cover the cost of the revetment for the fill area. Maintenance of this revetment 
is estimated at $800 annually. 
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Local interests also contributed the amount of $200,000 in complying with y), 
requirements of local cooperation for previous work accomplished on Nawiliyy) 
Harbor under the existing project. No previous local maintenance costs hay, 
been incurred as a requirement of local cooperation. 

In addition, local interests advise that they have incurred costs of $621,000 fo; 
the construction of a seawall and other features not a part of the existing project 
They also have constructed a reinforced concrete wharf 1,000 feet long, shea. 
storage facilities for petroleum products and molasses, and a bulk sugar plant 
with appurtenant loading facilities. The estimated first cost of these item, 
exceeds $2 million. Annual maintenance cost of the above items including ¢} 
seawall is estimated at $5,000. 


GOLD CREEK, ALASKA 


Senator ELLeENpER. Next is Gold Creek, Alaska. This is a Joa! 
flood-control project having a total estimated Federal cost of $428.99 
and for which there is a budget estimate of $393,000. The benefit-to- 
cost ratio is 2.2 to 1. 

Now, last year we provided $35,000 and you are asking for $393 (00 
which would complete this project? 

Colonel Datrympte. That is right. 


LOCAL COOPERATION 


Senator ELLenpeR. Is there any local cooperation required? 

Colonel Datryme.e. Local cooperation required, sir, is the usual 
cooperation, plus the maintenance of works in accordance with th 
regulations specified by the Army. 

Senator ELuenper. What is your problem there? 

Colonel DaLrympLe. Gold Creek rises in the coastal mountains to 


the east of Juneau, Alaska, and flows generally westward and empties 
into Gastineau Bay, consequently it is a high grading of the stream, 
and this will consist of improving the channel. 

Senator ELLENDER. Removal of obstructions? 

Colonel Datrympue. Yes, sir; and lining it with concrete. 


JUSTIFICATION 


. 


Senator ELLENDER. The justification will be inserted in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAIL—LOCAIL PROTECTION PROJECTS 
(FLOOD CONTROL) 


GoLp CREEK AND TRIBUTARIES, ALASKA 
(New) 


Location.—Gold Creek rises in the coastal mountains 4 miles east of Juneau, 
Alaska, and in its course of about 5 miles flows generally westward passing throug) 
the western section of the city of Juneau to empty into Gastineau Channel. 

Authorization.—-1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio. —2.2 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 


| Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Amount 





Estimated Federal cost._.-.....-- oes - ; : sche $428, 000 |_- 
Fstimated non-Federal cost Lae gaeeesnacorades eet 27, 000 | 
~ Cash contributions. ----- 4 canteens are Geaimpcenaien ae 0 | 
Other costs ere ein wt ema pails pomroe yeaah 27,000 
abel GNtl NNN MINIs 244i a cinin sane sensed cucwsadueaabsaseeia 455, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955_ - ; ; ; Serta ae 
\ppropriations for fiscal year 1956____- ; ‘ 35, 000 
,ppropriations to date. - ek = 255i 35, 000 
\ppropriations requestec J 393, 000 
Rulance to complete after fiscal year 1957 - 0 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels: 
Paving: 1,717 feet. 
Minimum width: 12 feet. 
Maximum width: 30 feet. 
Minimum depth: 8 feet. 
\Maximum depth: 13 feet. 
Outlet strueture: 150 feet in length. 
Inlet structure: 283 feet in length. 
Status: New start. 
Completion schedule: June 1957. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Benefits which will accrue from construction of the channel improvement are 
primarily the elimination of heavy annual maintenance costs of the existing chan- 
nel, and the removal of the threat of serious flood damages to Juneau with possible 
loss of life. The most destructive flood of record, which occurred in September 
1918, destroved a bridge, 15 houses, and caused damages to the Government 
hospital evaluated at $157,000. Although major floods since then have been 
confined to the improved channel, serious damage has been averted only because 
of continued maintenance and emergency flood fighting activities. The flood 
zone of about 55 acres contains approximately 40 city blocks, 370 residences, 
the United States Indian Service Hospital, the powerplant of the Alaska Electric 
Light & Power Co., the Juneau baseball park, the Southeastern Alaska fair- 
grounds, a petroleum tank farm, a concrete block factory, a construction equip- 
ment yard, the Juneau small-boat harbor, a wharf, a dairy, and several small 
business establishments. Real and personal property within this area was 
evaluated at $2,330,000 in 1949. It is estimated that the direct damage from the 
design flood, if it broke out of the present channel, would be nearly $2 million; 
and from a flood similar to the one of 1918, $314,000. 

Neither flood could be retained in the present channel, since a relatively small 
flood in September 1952 of 1,360 cubic feet per second, which rates as only one-half 
of the record flood, washed out a large portion of the baseball park area, and would 
have caused extensive damages if it had not been for the diligence of city flood 
fighters. A large flood, which can occur at any time, would do extensive damage 
to property, with possible loss of life, unless flood control measures are taken on 
Gold Creek. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $393,000 will complete the project 
and will be applied as follows: 


Channels and canals (paving) - $364, 000 
Engineering and design___- _-- 5, 000 
Supervision and administration ; : es 24, 000 


Total _ _ - Smid : d : 393, 000 
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Non-F ederal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in constrye. 
tion of the authorized project is estimated at $27,000 broken down as follows: 


Lands. - - - - - See RAR as oe ea eat ee ae $6, 000 
Fencing and ws ae 21. 000 


27, 000 

Local interests are required to maintain the project upon completion. The 
annual cost for maintenance is estimated at $2,000. In addition, local interests 
have spent over $50,000 in emergency repairs on Gold Creek Channel sine 1946, 


The city of Juneau has also provided fencing on both banks for most. of th, 
channel length. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Senator ELLENDER. You are requesting $548,000 for operation and 
maintenance of channels and harbors. The justification for that wil] 
be placed in the record. 

(The justification referred to follows: ) 


Hawat-ALASKA-PUERTO Rico—JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL, FISCAL YEAR 1957 


1. Navigation 


(a) Channels and harbors. The work to be accomplished under this activity 
consists of maint: aining the navigation channels and harbors by means of dredging, 
and repairing harbor jetties and breakwaters; and periodic inspections and su 
veys to determine the condition of the projects for programing purposes aia 
providing navigation interests with adequate information on existing channel 
conditions; all as authorized in the laws adopting river and harbor projects 

The budget estimate of $548,000 for fiscal year 1957 is required for essential 
maintenance work on two channel and harbor projects named in the list which 
follows. The projects listed have been subjected to an economic analysis and 
determined that continuing maintenance is justified. The amount of funds 
appropriated in recent years for this activity has not been sufficient to provide 
for the adequate and timely maintenance of all justified projects and has resulted 
in a substantial backlog of work, particularly structural repairs. The funds 
provided for in the budget estimate will provide for accomplishment of a major 
part of the backlog of such work. 

Tentative 
allocation, 
fiscal year 


1Qh” 
1904 


Alaska: Nome Harbor _ - p , ; $40, 000 
Territory of Hawaii: Kahului Harbor. ; y aes 500, 000 
Project condition surveys. - =. =e 8, 000 


Project 


Total navigation ‘ : _ 548, 000 
Grand total insular possessions 54 Je : 548, 000 
Senator ELLENDER. Gentlemen, that finishes up for the day. | 
want to thank all of you. 
The subcommittee will recess until 10 o’clock tomorrow morning 
in this room. 
(Whereupon, at 12:40 p. m., Monday, April 30, 1956, the subcom- 
mittee recessed, to reconvene at 10 a. m., Tuesday, May 1, 1956.) 
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TUESDAY, MAY 1, 1956 


Unirep Srares SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a.m. in room F-37, 
the Capitol, Hon, Allen J. Ellender (chairman of the subcommittee) 
presiding. 

Present: Senators Ellender, Hayden, Holland, Knowland, Thye, 
Mundt, Smith, and Dworshak. 


CIVIL FUNCTIONS—DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
Pine AND Marruews Canyon Reservorrs, Nev. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ALAN BIBLE, A UNITED STATES SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF NEVADA 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Senator ELLenper. The committee will please come to order. 

Senator Brste. Mr. Chairman, | am very grateful of the oppor- 
tunity of appearing before this committee. My statement will be 
very brief. I know how busy you are. 

I am here relative to appropriations for the Corps of Engineers for 
construction of the Pine and Matthews Canyon Dams in Lincoln 
County, Nev. As you undoubtedly know, the Flood Control <Act 
of 1950, passed by the 2d session of the 81st Congress, provided for 
construction of various dams throughout the country for the purpose 
of flood control. 

The act specifically provides for the construction of Pine and Mat- 
thews Canyon Dams at page 176, volume 64 of the United States 
Statutes at Large, Public Law 516. Since the 1950 authorization 
for the construction of these two dams, work on the projects has 
progressed slowly due to the lack of funds. 


STATUS OF PLANS 


However, I am advised by the Corps of Engineers that they have 
completed their advance planning on both of these dams and there 
is to my knowledge no reason why construction on these dams should 
not begin in fiscal year 1957. 

Over the past 50 years, due to floods, there has developed in the 
stream bed of the Meadow Valley Wash, where these dams are to 
be constructed, a channel of such character as to make necessary con- 


1841 
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struction of these dams as soon as possible. The channel, because of 

erosion, has carried away thousands of tons of the best farm soil from 

the upper end of the valley and deposited it over the lower lands of the 
valley and into Lake Mead, which is back of Boulder Dam. 


DEVELOPMENT IN AFFECTED AREA 


The areas in Clark and Lincoln County, Nev., have been affected 
by this situation and they are steadily growing. New homes are being 
built. Farming activity is expanding and the area is experiencing « 
greater general development than it did prior to the passage of the 
act in 1950. 

The Moapa Valley area is primarily agricultural and the more 
highly populated areas of Clark and Lincoln County are to a con. 
siderable extent dependent upon the farm and dairy products produced 
in this particular area. 

Another factor more incidental to this project is that the Union 
Pacific Railroad maintains a line passing through this area over ter- 

rain dominated by the Meadow Valley Wash. Serious flooding of 

the tracks in 1910 brought traffic on this line to an impasse for 6 
months. Flooding in 1938 halted traffic on the Union Pacific Railroad 
for 2 weeks. A recurrence of like floods today could again halt traftic 
over this line resulting in delays in the transportation of perishable 
crops produced in the area and equally if not more important could 
halt traffic in the times of emergencies. 


ESTIMATED COST OF DAMS 


The Army engineers have advised me that the construction of 
Matthews Canyon Dam would cost $722,000. To date, $67,000 has 
been expended for planning purposes. The Pine Canyon Dam, which 
is a companion dam with the Matthews Canyon Dam, would cost 
$1,570,000 to construct. To date, $65,000 has been expended for plan 
ning purposes. 

The Corps of Engineers has advised me that damages resulting from 
the floods of 1910, “193 8 and 1946 total $1,429,000 ‘and according to 
their estimates, construction of these dams would benefit the area 
approximately $110,000 a year. 

In view of the authorization for the construction of the dams, tlie 
reason which I have stated I respectfully urge this committee’s serious 
consideration of an appropriation of $i, 210,000 for the United States 
Corps of Engineers so the construction on these two vital projects can 
begin in fiscal year 1957. 

Senator Extenper. As the Senator knows, we took this matter up 
last year. They are both flood control pro jects. The Corps of En- 
gineers witness who was here, General Starbird, said that they could 
be constructed either separately or concurrently. You have, as you 
know, a budget estimate for $250,000 for the start of construction on 
Matthews Canyon Reservoir. 

Senator Brste. That is correct. 

Senator ELtenper. That is to make a start on Matthews Dam. | 
will give you assurance that we will see what we can do about pro 
viding money for the other. 
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Senator Braue. I very much appreciate that, Mr. Chairman. They 
are both ready to go forward and it might be beneficial to have them go 
forward at the same time. 

Thank you very muc h. 

Senator Smirn. Has there been any estimate as to the saving if the 
construction was carried on at the same time? 

Senator Brace. I am sorry, I cannot answer that question. Iam sure 
the Army engineers could answer as to the saving if both are carried 
on at the same time, and I certainly will supply that for the record. 
ihink it is a very good point. 

(The information requested follows :) 

By the construction of Pine Canyon and Matthews Canyon Reservoirs concur- 
rently, there is a possibility of saving which may approximate as much as 
S1OO,000. 

Senator ELLenper. They are both earthen dams. How far apart 
are they ¢ 

Senator Bisix. Very few miles apart. I think one is 17 miles east of 
Caliente and another within about 24 or 25 miles. 

Senator ELLenpeR. All right, Senator. 

Senator Bratz. Thank you, Mr, Chairman. 


Missourt Provecrs 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR SYMINGTON 


Senator ELLENDER. Senator Symington is very interested in water 
resources projects, and has previously appeared before the committee 


on certain items when local residents were testifying. He has re- 
quested that his formal statement in support of these projects be placed 
in the record. Without objection they will be inserted at this point 
in the record. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. Sruart SYMINGTON, A UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF MISSOURI 


NORTHEAST MISSOURI AGRICULTURAL LEVEES 


Mr. Chairman, plans to improve the levee systems along the Mississippi River 
in northeast Missouri are of growing importance to the Des Moines and Mis- 
sissippi Levee District No. 1, the Fabius River Drainage District, the Marion 
County Drainage District, and the South River Drainage District. 

These districts are comprised of more than 39,000 acres of rich productive 
land in Clark, Lewis, and Marion Counties, Mo. 

The present levees in the area were built 40 years ago by the local districts. 
Since then they have been rendered inadequate by the buildup of levees and 
navigation dams elsewhere along the Mississippi. 

During the last 10 years 3 major floods have struck the area with a 
resultant flood damage that runs into millions of dollars. 

These levee districts, members of the Upper Mississippi River Flood Control 
Association, along with the representatives of other member districts, recently 
met with the District Engineer at Rock Island. 

\s a result of this meeting, the association, with the advice and support of 
the District Engineer, approved and recommended that the Congress give imme- 
diate consideration to what are considered to be the three most needed projects 
in the area. 
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These projects are the Muscatine Island Levee District in Iowa, the Fabius 
River Drainage District in Missouri, and the Hunt-Lima District in Illinois 

This levee work is needed to repair the damage done to the existing levees py 
the Federal Government in its work on the Mississippi River. The engineers 
report advanced planning on these projects will require $300,000. 

The people of this area now ask that the Federal Government assist them in 
repairing the damage. 

Therefore, it is urged that necessary planning funds be made available in 
order that we can move ahead in meeting this need. 


BEAR CREEK RESERVOIR, MO. 


Mr. Chairman, the Bear Creek Reservoir, located in Marion County, is designed 
to protect the city of Hannibal, Mo., from the flash floods that periodically occur 
in the area. Hannibal is a city of over 20,000 population and is the largest city 
in northeast Missouri. 

During the past 10 years, 4 floods have inundated parts of Hannibal, the wors} 
being in 1947, when damages totaled $657,000. As the city continues to grow. 
the damages from floods will necessarily increase unless adequate protection js 
provided. 

The Bear Creek project, authorized in September 1954, will consist of an earth 
fill dam, 2,600 feet in length, with a water capacity of 7,500 acre-feet. 

The total estimated cost of the project is $8,651,000. Of this amount $38,460,000 
will be provided by the Federal Government. Local interests provide $191,000 

The benefit-to-cost ratio is good—1.35 to 1. 

Last year the Congress appropriated $50,000 for preliminary planning on the 
project. 

In his fiscal 1957 budget the President recommends the appropriation of 
$60,000 for continued advanced engineering and design. 

In view of the benefits of this project to one of Missouri's important cities, I 
respectfully request that this amount be included in the fiscal 1957 civil 
functions bill. 

CAPE GIRARDEAU 


Mr. Chairman, recommended for immediate construction is Reach No. 2 of the 
Cape Girardeau flood-control project, designed to protect a large portion of the 
business, industrial and residential section of Cape Girardeau, Mo., a city of over 
25,000 population and the largest city in southeast Missouri. 

Since 1940, Cape Girardeau has been flooded 9 times, the worst being in 1951, 
when damages totaled $910,000. 

Approximately SO acres are subject to flooding. This area includes much of the 
business section, a large portion of the industrial area, the railroad yards, and 
some 5 acres of residences. 

Reach No. 2 of the Cape Girardeau project, authorized in May 1950, will 
consist of 1144 miles of levee and flood wall, 18 feet high on the average, and 
two small pumping plants. 

Of the estimated cost of $4,540,000 to be paid by the Federal Government, 
$940,000 has already been appropriated. 

In addition to the Federal costs, the local interests provide $275,000, plus 
$178,000 for lands, rights-of-way and necessary relocations. 

Annual maintenance and operation of the project when completed will be 
provided by local interests at an estimated cost of $10,000 per year. 

The benefit to cost ratio is high—1.82-1. 

Last year the Congress appropriated $750,000 and construction was initiated. 

The fiscal 1957 budget recommends $1,500,000 for continuing construction 

In view of the importance of this project, I respectfully urge that this com 
mittee include this amount in fiscal 1957 eivil functions bill. 


CANTON Y70OOD PROTECTION 


Mr. Chairman, the Canton flood protection project is located on the west 
bank of the Mississippi River at Canton, Mo., and is designed to protect the city 
of Canton from floods. 

Canton, a community of approximately 2,500 residents serves as a trade center, 
possesses a number of industrial plants and grain storage facilities, and is the 
home of Culver-Stockton College, the first chartered coeducational college west of 
the Mississippi. 
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During the last few years, Canton has suffered several floods, the most de- 
structive being in 1951, when losses totalled approximately a quarter of a million 

ollars. 

; The Canton project, authorized in 1950 but delayed because of the Korean de- 
fense effort, will divert Canton Creek around the north end of the town, and 
the hill drainage around the south end of the town, with adjacent levees to both 
of the divergent channels. 

Construction will include concrete flood walls, two pumping stations, and some 
interior drainage intercepting ditches. 

Proposed protection provides a 3-foot freeboard above the highest flood 
anticipated. 

The total estimated cost of the project is $1,290,000. Of this amount there 
isa local first cost of approximately $100,000 which includes lands, easements, and 
right-of-way. 

Last year the Congress appropriated $50,000 for preliminary planning on the 
roject. 

In the fiscal 1957 budget is a recommendation for $275,000. This amount 
will permit the completion of advanced engineering and design and will also 
permit the initiation of construction. 

In view of the importance of this project to the Canton area, I respectfully 
request that this amount be included in the fiscal 1957 civil functions bill. 


TABLE ROCK DAM 


Mr. Chairman, after many years of uncertainties and delays, construction 
is now well underway on the Table Rock Dam located 8 miles above Branson, 
Mo., on the White River. 

Table Rock, the key dam in an integrated plan of flood control and power de- 
velopment in the White River Basin, should be completed as soon as possible. 

The fiscal 1957 budget recommends $14,750,000 for continuing construction on 
this multiple-purpose project. 

In view of the important benefits of flood control and power generation which 
will acerue, IT respectfully urge that this amount be included in the civil fune- 
tions appropriations bill for the further construction of the Table Rock Dam 
project. 


MISSOURI RIVER AGRICULTURAL LEVEES (KANSAS CITY TO MOUTH) 


Mr. Chairman, improvement of the levee systems along the Missouri River 
from Kansas City to the mouth is of growing importance to the members of the 
several levee districts affected. 

Comprised of many thousand acres of rich agricultural land, this area has 
often been subjected to severe flooding. During the last 10 years flood damage 
has run into millions of dollars. 

Construction on these projects has been delayed by national emergency and 
the necessity of controlling the flow of the Missouri through the operation of 
upstream dams and dams on Missouri River tributaries. 

Construction work on the upstream dams is substantially complete, and work 
on Tuttle Creek Dam on the Blue River in Kansas is well underway. Real prog- 
ress is being made toward control of the Missouri River. 

In the engineers’ words, “Under these circumstances it is considered feasible 
to initiate the construction of levees below Kansas City on a selective basis.” 

In view of the need for an orderly completion of these lower Missouri agricul- 
tural levees, I respectfully request that the needed funds be made available in 
fiscal 1957 so that construction may be begun in those districts where planning 
is complete, and urge that planning be completed in the remaining districts. 


Senator ELLeENpER. We will now take up some Pacific Northwest 
projects. 
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Pactric Nortuwest Prosects 


STATEMENTS OF HON. WAYNE L. MORSE, A UNITED STATES SENa. 
TOR FROM THE STATE OF OREGON; AND ARTHUR J. FARMER 
MANAGER, PORTLAND, OREG., CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Senator EL.Lenper. Next is Senator Morse. 

Senator Morse. Mr. Chairman, before I start reading my statement. 
I want to say that I am going to shorten my statement and not take 
all the time that the committee has allowed me because I understan( 
that Senator Holland is here with a group of witnesses from Florida 
and I know that my statement is going to receive the careful attep. 
tion of the committee and it is going to require individual confer- 
ences thereafter anyway, so I want to read part of it and insert the 
rest. 

T want to thank the committee very much for arranging to give 
a brief hearing to Mr. Farmer of the Portland Chamber of Com. 
merce, who sits at my right this morning, in regard to projects that 
he wants to comment on and reinforce as far as my own testimony is 
concerned. 

Senator ELLenper. Senator, your entire statement will be put in the 
record. I wonder if you could tell us something about the projects 
in which you are vitally interested. 

Senator Morse. Just let me read the first page or two and then | 
will mention the projects and put the rest in the record. 

Senator E,Lenper. All right. 

Senator Morsr. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, on 
behalf of the people of Oregon, I want to express my appreciation 
for this opportunity to appear before you, cal T want to thank you 
for your assistance last year in providing funds for vital projects in 
Oregon and the Pacific Northwest. 

Last year Congress broke the deadlock imposed by the administra- 
tion’s no new policy by providing construction funds for 107 
unbudgeted projects and by increasing funds for many projects in 
the President’s budget to more realistic and adequate amounts. 

Oregon and the Pacific Northwest gained new construction starts 
on Cougar, Hills Creek, and Ice Harbor Dams, on planning funds 
for John Day and Green Peter Dams, the Talent project and con- 
struction starts on important navigation projects at the mouth of the 
Columbia, Tillamook Bay and bar, Coos Bay, and Charleston boat 
harbor. That action by Congress is greatly appreciated. 

Today I want to urge that the projects begun last year, as well as 
those that have been in progress for several years, be carried forward 
with all possible speed. The budget proposals of the President would 
not. be adequate for that purpose. 

In addition, there are several important projects that should be 
undertaken, and others, on which planning is required, should be 
readied for construction. 

Congress can and should appropriate more funds for flood contro! 
and power than proposed in the President’s budget if the people of 
Oregon and the Pacific northwest are to be protected from repeated 
and costly flood losses and power shortages. 





PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 1847 


RECENT FLOODS DEMONSTRATE NEED 


The last several months have shown the urgent need for flood control 
work on both coasts. I do not believe that newspaper stories on the 
east coast conveyed the seriousness of the floods in Oregon. They were 
devastating. The budget does not meet the urgent needs for flood 
control made plain by the disasters in recent months in Oregon. 

The Portland district engineer, Colonel Graham, wrote to me in 
January : “Recent floods on Oregon streams were among the maximum 
of record. The resulting damages were extremely heavy in many 
areas.” 

Flood losses and suffering were extreme. There is a great deal that 
can and should be done to prevent and minimize repetitions. Maxi- 
mum progress should be made in flood control throughout the country. 
Oregon in particular is subject to these disasters, and I ur ge that this 
matter be given the most sympathetic consideration by the committee. 
Flood control is imperative in basins whose rivers are now partially 
controlled and in areas where there are practically no flood-control 
projects at all. 

COLUMBIA FLOOD THREAT 


The Columbia Basin is threatened this year by a flood that could 
equal or exceed the 1894 flood, the greatest on record. 

Snow-pack figures throughout ‘the basin are about comparable to 
those which produce ed the 1894 flood. In late March, I examined Gen- 
eral Itschner, the Assistant Chief of the Corps of Engineers during the 
hearings on Upper Columbia Basin storage. He agreed that the snow 
pack on the Columbia tributaries held the menace of a gigantic flood 
that could equal the 1894 flood and exceed the disastrous 1948 flood. 
The April 1 snow-pack report confirmed that fear. 

If the weather is unfavorable, if the thaw is late, the basin will be 
subjected to tremendous property loss and many lives will be 
endangered. 

Since mid-March, Senator Neuberger, Representative Green, and I 
have been in constant contact with the corps, urging all-out prepara- 
tions for this possible disaster. The corps has responded with larger 
allocations from emergency funds for repair work to downstream 
(dikes and levees. But those funds cannot be used for the initiation 
of construction work on new projects. Unfortunately, the President’s 
budget makes no provision for this work and no additional requests 
have been presented by the President since January. 


JOINT LETTER 


Our proposals and their justification are set forth in a joint letter 
to Chairman Cannon submitted since we testified before the House 
committee. I ask that it be made a part of my testimony today at 
this point. 

Senator ELLENpDER. Without objection, that will be done. 

(The joint letter referred to follows :) 


Senator Wayne Morse, Senator Richard Neuberger, and Representative Edith 
Green of Oregon sent the following letter to Chairman Clarence Cannon of the 
House Appropriations Committee which is currently considering public works 
appropriations : 


Deak CHAIRMAN CANNON: This letter is to supplement our recommendations 
for appropriations for authorized projects in Oregon which we made in testi- 
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mony before the Public Works Subcommittee of the House Appropriations (oy 
mittee on March 19. 

Reference to our testimony at that time will indicate the concern we they 
expressed with the grave flood threat on the lower Columbia River and tho 
urgency with which we recommended that all sound and practical progress nos 
sible be made on works which will ease and, eventually, eliminate that flood 
threat. The terrible extent to which the people and economy of the lower Colum. 
bia are at the mercy of the perennial flood threat makes this goal of utmost 
importance to this area. 

Since the hearings in March we have continued to study and investigate thjg 
serious situation. We have discussed it with a number of informed and respon. 
sible citizens and have received a great many communications from resident. 
and businessmen in the area. Mrs. Green recently made an extensive inspectio) 
of the existing flood protection works in Multnomah County. In addition we 
have been in frequent consultation with the Corps of Engineers both by phone 
and in our letters to General Sturgis of March 14 and March 29. In response 
the engineers, cognizant of the great threat involved, informed us on April 6 that 
they were taking the unusual action of making available to the division engineer 
flood emergency funds for strengthening of existing works and other emergency 
measures. Over $700,000 at latest advice had been allocated to specific projects 
for this work. 

In view of all these facts we have concluded that a renewed effort is necessary 
to insure that all possible funds are available and all work done to cope with 
this continuing problem. We are therefore asking that funds be appropriated 
at the earliest possible time for projects authorized in the Flood Control Act of 
1950 (Public Law 516, 81st Cong.) but not yet commenced, on the lower Columbia 
These consist largely of strengthening and improvement of existing works and 
represent crucial necessities if we are substantially to decrease the flood threat 
in this area. The projects in question are summarized in the enclosed table 

Flood emergency funds presently being utilized by the engineers can and are 
being used only for repair and reinforcement of existing structures. We there- 
fore urge that funds be made immediately available for these projects by supple 
mentary appropriation if necessary, so that all work can be promptly initiated 
which the Corps of Engineers may find possible and useful in meeting th 
present emergency. Only in this way will any possible benefits be derived fron 
them during the current fiood season, i. e., approximately through July. 

In addition, we request that funds be included in the regular appropriations 
hill to insure that work continues at the best possible rate for early completion 
In some cases, the Corps of Engineers has not yet advised us what sums are 
needed; in the Multnomah County projects the corps has indicated that the 
amounts requested will be sufficient to complete planning, thereby making pos- 
sible an early beginning on construction. 

As you know, flood control works on the Columbia River have been little im- 
proved since the disastrous flood of 1948 that destroyed the city of Vanport and 
did a hundred million dollars in total damage. The work we are now requesting 
represents projects planned by the engineers with the benefit of their experience 
in the 1948 disaster. It would have been wise economy if we had had these 
projects then. It would be a wise economy if we had them now. Unfortunately, 
though authorized in 1950, they have heen postponed until much of their benefit 
will still be unavailable for this year’s need. 

But by acting now and putting an end to further delay we can be sure that 
what is possible is done in the present emergency and, beyond this, that greater 
protection can be promised the hard-pressed people of the lower Columbia 
against the inevitable flood threat of future years. Of course, real and _ per- 
manent elimination of this recurrent hazard depends on the upstream projects 
of the Columbia River main control plan. But in the light of the present 
administration’s opposition to further development of this vital upstream pro- 
tection, the least we can ask is that the people of the area be given the protection 
afforded by these modest downstream diking projects. As the president of the 
Portland Chamber of Commerce has recently written us, emergency work now 
being done “is not extending the dike structure to heights and depths to with- 
stand the kind of floods that the area can reasonably anticipate.” 

We hope, therefore, that the Corps of Engineers can act quickly to provide 
necessary information and estimates, so that the Congress may give to the people 
of the lower Columbia every practical protection against the devastating floors 
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that now threaten them. In doing so, we will also be providing for more durable 
and permanent protection which in the long run, is a truer economy than costly 
though necessary emergency measures. 
Sincerely yours, 
WAYNE MORSE, 
United States Senator. 
RICHARD NEUBERGER, 
United States Senator. 
EpitH GREEN, 
Member of Congress. 


Projects authorized in the Flood Control Act of 1950 (Public Law 516, 81st 
Cong.) but not yet begun for which appropriations are being requested : 

Amount 

Project requested ! 

Multnomah County Drainage District No. 1__~- $43, 000 

59, 000 

59, 000 

38, 000 


iCorps of Engineers advises these amounts usable to complete planning. 
Amounts usable for the following projects not yet provided by the Corps of 
Engineers: 

sjeaver Drainage District. 

Clatskanie Drainage District. 

Clatsop County Drainage District No. 1. 

Deer Island Drainage District. 

John Drainage District. 

Rainier Drainage District. 

Scappoose Drainage District. 

Tenasillahee Island Diking District No. 6. 

Woodson Drainage District. 

Magruder Drainage District. 

Midland Drainage District. 


FLOODS IN WILLAMETTE BASIN 


Senator Morsr. The recurrent flood threats in the Willamette Basin 
also require immediate attention. They are related to the flood threat 
in the Columbia because spring runofis can contribute to flood prob- 
lems in the Portland area and below the confluence at Portland of 
the Willamette and Columbia Rivers. 

Floods elsewhere in Oregon present the same problem. Work must 
go forward on surveys and planning to ready flood-control projects 
to prevent continued damage and privation. A major effort is required 
on examinations and surveys. 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


So much, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, for my 
general statement. 
(The statement referred to follows:) 


FLOOD AND POWER SHORTAGE THREATS REQUIRE SUBSTANTIAL INCREASES OVER 
PRESIDENT’S BUDGET 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR WAYNE MORSE 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, on behalf of the people of 
Oregon, I want to express my appreciation for this opportunity to appear 
before you. And I want to thank you for your assistance last year in provid- 
ing funds for vital projects in Oregon and the Pacific Northwest. 

Last year Congress broke the deadlock imposed by the Administration’s no 
new start policy by providing construction funds for 107 unbudgeted projects 
and by increasing funds for many projects in the President’s budget to more 
realistic and adequate amounts. 
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Oregon and the Pacific Northwest gained new construction starts on Cougar 
Hills Creek and Ice Harbor Dams, on planning funds for John Day and Greey 
Peter Dams, the Talent Project and important navigation projects at the mouth 
of the Columbia, Tillamook Bay and Bar, Coos Bay and Charleston Boat Harbo; 
That action by Congress is greatly appreciated. ; 

Today, I want to urge that the projects begun last year, as well as those 
that have been in progress for several years, be carried forward with al] pos- 
sible speed. The budget proposals of the President would not be adequate fo, 
that purpose. 

In addition, there are several important projects that should be undertakey 
and others, on which planning is required, should be readied for construction, 

Congress can and should appropriate more funds for flood control and power 
than proposed in the President’s budget if the people of Oregon and the 
Pacific Northwest are to be protected from repeated and costly flood losses anq 
power shortages. 

RECENT FLOODS DEMONSTRATE NEED 


The last several months have shown the urgent need for flood control work 
on both coasts. I do not believe that newspaper stories on the east Coast cop- 
veyed the seriousness of the floods in Oregon. They were devastating. The 
budget does not meet the urgent needs for flood control made plain by the 
disasters in recent months in Oregon. 

The Portland District Engineer, Colonel Graham, wrote to me in January: 
“Recent floods on Oregon streams were among the maximum of record. The 
resulting damages were extremely heavy in many areas.” 

Flood losses and suffering were extreme. There is a great deal that can 
and should be done to prevent and minimize repetitions. Maximum progress 
should be made in flood control throughout the country. Oregon in particular 
is subject to these disasters, and I urge that this matter be given the most 
sympathetic consideration by the committee. Flood control is imperative in 
basins whose rivers are now parttially controlled and in areas where there are 
practically no flood control projects at all. 


COLUMBIA FLOOD THREAT 


The Columbia Basin is threatened this year by a flood that could equal or 
exceed the 1894 flood, the greatest on record. 

Snow pack figures throughout the basin are about comparable to those which 
produced the 1894 flood. In late March, I examined General Itschner, the 
Assistant Chief of the Corps of Engineers during the hearings on upper Colum- 
bia Basin storage. He agreed that the snow pack on the Columbia tributaries 
held the menace of a gigantic flood that could equal the 1894 flood and exceed 
the disastrous 1948 flood. The April 1 snow pack report confirmed that fear. 

If the weather is unfavorable, if the thaw is late, the basin will be subjected 
to tremendous property loss and many lives will be endangered. 

Since mid-March Senator Neuberger, Representative Green and I have been 
in constant contact with the corps urging all-out preparations for this possible 
disaster. The corps has responded with larger allocations from emergency 
funds for repair work to downstream dikes and levees. But those funds cannot 
be used for the initiation of construction work on new projects. Unfortunately 
the President’s budget makes no provision for this work and no additional re- 
quests have been presented by the President since January. 

Our proposals and their justification are set forth in a joint letter to Chair- 
man Cannon submitted since we testified before the House committee. I ask 
that it be made a part of my testimony today. 

The recurrent flood threats in the Willamette Basin also require immediate 
attention. They are related to the flood threat in the Columbia because spring 
runoffs can contribute to flood problems in the Portland area and below the 
confluence at Portland of the Willamette and Columbia Rivers. 

Floods elsewhere in Oregon present the same problem. Work must go forward 
on surveys and planning to ready flood control projects to prevent continued 
damage and privation. A major effort is required on examinations and surveys. 


ARMY CIVIL FUNCTIONS—EXAMINATIONS AND SURVEYS 


There have been authorizations for many flood control surveys outstanding for 
several years. I have urged funds for those surveys repeatedly so that a start 
could be made in determining what work can and should be done to prevent or 
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winimize floods on many rivers in Oregon which chronically flood farmlands 
and communities. 

Last year Congress increased “Examination and survey” funds by $2,035,000. 
of that amount, $1 million was allocated, and I believe properly, to hurricane 
vestigations. The remainder, in accordance with regular practice, was to be 
allocated by the Executive. 

On July 12, 1955, Senator Neuberger and I wrote to the Chief of Engineers 
urging that allocations be made from the additional $1,035,000 to Oregon flood 
ontrol and rivers and harbors surveys. The budget had included only $24,500 
for 3 project surveys. Our request covered the streams which were the prin- 
cipal flooders in recent months. The Executive did not make any additional 
allocations for flood control surveys in Oregon. 

The President’s Budget message of January 17, 1956 was even less satisfactory 
in this respect. Only $13,800 was requested for engineer surveys for two proj- 
ets. The $250,000 for “Columbia River review studies” is not for surveys and 
examinations, but a study of the 308 report. Indeed, it appears that it will 
result in a Sealing down of the flood-control plans for the basin. 

Substantial additions should be made to the President’s flood-control survey 
program. Recently the Army engineers announced that it was cutting back the 
hudget allocation for Chief Joseph Dam, because of equipment delivery problems, 
and would allocate $400,000 for California and Oregon surveys. 

Since testifying before the House committee the corps has advised me what 
allocations are to be made from this amount to Oregon. They are: Coquille 
River ($10,000) ; Umpqua River ($20,000) ; Rogue River ($20,000) ; Luckiamute 
River and Rickreall Creek ($5,600): and Coos Bay ($4,000), for a total of 
859,600 of the $400,000 allocated for California and Oregon surveys. 

Quite obviously this is insufficient to make real progress on urgently needed 
flood-control surveys in Oregon. I do not know whether California’s allocation 
issuficient. But I urge that the total be increased. 

Page 1859, the summary submitted by Senator Neuberger, Representative 
Green and me, shows our recommendations. The amounts we recommend for 
specific projects are those the corps have submitted to us as of January 1956. 
They do not take into account any increases occasioned by flood damage. 

Therefore we urge an additional amount of $250,000 to be used on these proj- 
ects as needed. If the corps must return to Congress for additional funds, as 
would be probable, then the necessary work would be delayed further. 

All of these projects concern flood control on rivers and streams that are 
habitual flooders. Most concern rivers and streams that inflicted grave damage 
only recently. 

The people of Oregon, and particularly those who must live under the threat 
of these rivers, deeply desire that this work be undertaken. Hundreds of families 
have been made homeless by these streams. Millions of dollars of business and 
jersonal property have been carried away. Countless individuals have seen the 
fruits of a lifetime of effort destroyed by flood. 

It is therefore requested that the necessary increases be made and earmarked 
so that the mandate of Congress will be clear. 


COQUILLE RIVER REVIEW REPORT (BANDON) 


The Committee on Public Works of the United States Senate, at the request of 
Senator Neuberger and myself, on July 6, 1955, adopted a resolution pretaining 
to review of the Coquille River harbor project. 

During October 1955 I personally viewed this particular area and am convinced 
that it has great potentialities as a port on the southern portion of our Oregon 
coast. The Corps of Engineers indicates that $3,500 will be required for a review 
report to determine the feasibility of a survey. I recommend the appropriation 
of $3,500 for this purpose. 


CONSTRUCTION FUNDS—-WILLAMETTE BASIN 


In January 1956 the Portland district engineer wrote to me: “The flood in 
Willamette River Basin was of an overall frequency of about once in 20 years, 
on an average. Streamflows above some of the completed reservoirs exceeded 
previous recorded maximums, both in volume and peak discharge. Floods of 
that nature are both extremely damaging and particularly difficult to control. 
The five completed multiple-purpose reservoirs, Cottage Grove, Dorena, Fern 
Ridge, Lookout Point, and Detroit, however, were extremely effective in con- 
trolling flooding and reducing damage. Stages at Eugene, Albany, and Salem, 
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on the main stream, were reduced about 9, 5 and 6 feet, respectively. Preljnj. 
nary estimates indicate that damages in the order of $9 million were prevented 
thereby. Even though the 5 reservoirs were effective, damages in the basin 
were large. McKenzie and South Santiam Rivers, and many minor tributaries 
such as Fall Creek and Calapooya, Marys, Luckiamute, Yamhill, Pudding, Mo. 
lalla, and Tualatin Rivers were without any control. Middle Fork Willamette 
River, above Lookout Point Reservoir and downstream from the site of Hijjs 
Creek Reservoir, broke through a privately constructed levee and necesistateq 
evacuation of about 300 people from their homes. Particularly notable examples 
of the effects of storage control were the uncontrolled and extremely damaging 
flooding on South Santiam River, as compared to the controlled North Santiam, 
and on McKenzie River as compared to Willamette River which was held withip 
banks above the confluence of the McKenzie. 

This data reinforces the already recognized necessity of proceeding with 
fiood-control work in the Willamette River Basin. 


COUGAR DAM—CONSTRUCTION 


Cougar Dam is a vitally needed multipurpose project near Eugene, Oreg, Its 
primary value is for flood control, providing 210,000 acre-feet of storage, of which 
155,000 would be usable for other than power purposes. 

Flood problems are acute in the Willamette River Basin which drains the 
most heavily populated area of Oregon. The Cougar site is on the South Fork 
of the McKenzie River, a principal tributary of the Willamette River. 

First construction funds were provided in the appropriations for fiscal 1956. 
Despite delay occasioned by the President’s stop order it is expected that actual 
construction will begin this spring. 

The Corps of Engineers advise that it can use $2,450,000 for this project during 
fiscal 1957 and that is the amount recommended by Senator Neuberger, Repre- 
sentative Green and me. Unfortunately, the President has requested only 
$1,500,000. This project will take 5 years to construct. That work should be 
done as speedily as possible. 

Total average annual benefits are estimated at $2,867,300 and it is expected to 
prevent an average of $1,699,200 in flood losses. 


HILLS CREEK DAM——CONSTRUCTION 


As indicated by the Portland division engineer’s letter already quoted, flood 
control is vitally needed on the Middle Fork of the Willamette River on which 
Hills Creek Dam is to be built. It will have an installed capacity of 20,000 
kilowatts. In addition, it will increase the power output of Lookout Point Dam, 
which has an installed capacity of 120,000 kilowatts that cannot be fully used 
today, although the project is in operation. The 1955 Portland division engi- 
neer’s report states: “This project is closely related to Lookout Point Reservoir 
downstream from Hills Creek. The integration of the two projects involves the 
transfer of flood-control storage from Lookout Point Reservoir to Hills Creek 
Reservoir in the interest of maximum power production at Lookout Point.” 

It will prevent annual flood damage of $1,637,200 with its 280,000 acre-feet of 
storage. 

Construction funds for this important multipurpose project were first provided 
in fiscal 1956. The corps reports it can use $2,900,000 this coming year to carry 
forward construction. Unfortunately, the budget requests only $2 million. Con- 
struction will take 5% years. The lesson of recent floods and high water is that 
construction should be accomplished with all possible speed. Therefore, we 
request $2,900,000 for Hills Creek construction. 


WILLAMETTE RIVER BANK PROTECTION 


This is a continuing project which is more than 50 percent complete. Local 
participation is substantial. In view of the continuing threat of high water on 
the Willamette and some tributaries, it is feared that the budget request of 
$300,000 for bank protection work in this basin is inadequate. 

The Corps of Engineers has indicated that flood damage has increased the cost 
of this work and further, that additional work can be undertaken subject to the 
availability of local contributions as required. 

In view of the proven need for maximum progress on this work, the committee 
is urged to treat the budget allocation of $300,000 as the minimum and provide 
more adequate funds to overcome the flood damage. In addition, it would 
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appear highly desirable to provide funds for new undertakings so that when 
jycal contributions are obtained work can proceed. Otherwise we shall be faced 
py a full year’s delay until next year’s appropriation bill is enacted. 


AMAZON CREEK—CONSTRUCTION AND PLANNING 


This project is for flood control of Amazon Creek in the city of Eugene. Last 
year Congress appropriated funds to complete planning of the project as amended 
in 1954 

The immediate need for the $100,000 in construction funds proposed can best be 
judged from a letter from the Eugene city manager, who recently wrote to me: 
' »Throughout the winter, the city of Eugene has experienced several severe 
storms Which caused the Amazon Creek to overflow its banks, flood the streets, 
and cause considerable damage. For the 8-day period, December 18, 1955, to 
December 26, 1955, the storms that occurred, according to record, had no parallel. 
For the 24-hour period 6 p. m1., December 20, 1955, to 6 p. m., December 21, 1955, 
the average rainfall was 4.87 inches, which is greater than any on record at the 
weather station for this area. The greater portion of this rain fell within the 
first 18 hours, causing the Amazon Creek to overflow its banks more so than any 
other time with widespread flooding of our streets. 


* % * % * * * 


“The flooded area encompassed a large segment of our residential district, 
including the new $4 million high school. This flooding of our streets, 
coupled With the ground saturation, allowed storm water to enter our sanitary 
sewers, Causing them to overflow and back up into homes through toilet facilities, 
thus creating an unsanitary and unhealthy condition. Also, the floodwaters 
entered basements and, in a few cases, ground floors of dwellings became 
inundated. 

. * * x » * ® 


“The city has set aside the funds which they are expected to furnish; also, 
they will secure all necessary rights-of-way and whatever else is required by 
Federal law.” 

As a resident of the Eugene area I can testify from personal knowledge to the 
need for control of Amazon Creek. 


JOHNSON CREEK——-CONSTRUCTION 


This channel improvement and bank protection work is of great importance to 
the Portland area and the town of Gresham particularly. 

In view of the frequency of floods on Johnson Creek, it is requested that 
$150,000 be appropriated for this work. Representative Green’s testimony pre- 
sents the data on this project in greater detail. 


CONSTRUCTION COLUMBIA RIVER 


lhe Dalles and MeNary Dams 

These are major projects of vital importance to power generation, flood control 
und navigation along the Columbia River. 

The $50 million and $6 million requested for these projects are sound invest- 
ments that will pay for themselves directly and indirectly many times over. 

I would emphasize several things in connection with these projects which 
ire pertinent to other projects in the area. 

First, their expected cost has been substantially reduced. This is contrary to 
the general allegation that costs always increase after a multipurpose project 
is authorized or put under construction. Recent dam building experience has 
pointed the way to greater benefits at lower costs. The $31 million saved on 
the expected costs of these projects is heartening for future construction of 
major dams. 

Two, these projects are approaching completion. Their appropriation needs 
have declined greatly. So, for instance, last year $11 million was appropriated 
for McNary as compared with the $6 million needed this year. The picture is 
even more impressive at The Dalles, for which $63 million was appropriated 
last year as compared with $50 million required this year. 

This means that the general level of appropriations for fiscal 1957 would not 
be increased for Pacific Northwest power, flood control, navigation and irriga- 
tion by undertaking the new projects Senator Neuberger, Representative Green 
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and I recommend and the more adequate appropriations we request for budgeted 
projects. 

These facts also show that the construction pipeline is in the process of hp. 
coming empty. Fortunately, the 84th Congress has prevented this from hap- 
pening by providing vital starts on construction and planning at Hills Cree, 
Cougar, Ice Harbor, Green Peter and John Day. Important projects cannot 
be readied overnight and it is vital that progress continue without interruption, 


Ice Harbor—construction 


Again this year, we join with the Senators from Washington in advocating 
construction funds for Ice Harbor Dam, which is necessary for power and 
navigation. 


Columbia River at the mouth 


Funds for deepening the channel at the mouth to the authorized depth were 
first provided last year despite the fact that the President made no request for 
this purpose. 

I urge that $1,300,000 be appropriated to carry this phase of the program for- 
ward. The channel deepening is badly needed to provide safe passage to oceap- 
going vessels which carry trade to and from Astoria and Portland. This work 
will also aid commerce with ports above Portland on the Columbia and Snake 
Rivers. 

This project and others covered in my testimony are required for the long and 
short term economic needs of the region. Oregon continues to suffer from 
serious unemployment with depressing effects upon the whole economy. Imme- 
diate stimulation is needed and the long range benefits will provide a more stable 
and balanced economy for Oregon and Washington, and will thereby assist other 
parts of the Nation. 

These projects are also of importance to defense especially in providing badly 
needed low-cost power and navigation. 

Lower Columbia fish sanctuary program 

Preservation of fish resources of the Columbia Basin is vital to the local 
economy and national defense. This program, to be carried on by transfer of 
funds to the Fish and Wildlife Service, is important to balanced use of the 
riches of the Columbia Basin. Work of this kind should not be delayed because 


tish resources are being depleted. The sooner an effective program is devised 
and put into operation the more successful and economical it will be. 


COOS BAY (CHARLESTON HARBOR AND CHANNEL) 


Last year Congress appropriated $236,000 for the purpose of initiating con- 
struction work on this harbor and shore erosion project which is located in one 
of Oregon’s outstanding port areas, 

Originally, the total cost of the project was estimated at $696,000, but the 
lntest revised estimates reduced that figure to $675,000. The amount required 
to complete this project is $489,000, which was requested in this year’s budget 
1 urge the appropriation of that amount. 


TILLAMOOK BAY AND BAR—CONSTRUCTION 


Congress approved this project in 1954 and authorized the expenditure of 
$1,500,000 with which to fill in a break in the Bayocean Peninsula. Completion 
of this project will restore Tillamook Harbor to the status of an important 
waterway for the shipping, logging and sawmill products and for the carrying 
on of fishing activities. 

During fiscal 1956 $200,000 was appropriated for final planning and the be 
ginning of construction. The sum of $1,300,000, as requested in the budget, will 
enable the Corps of Engineers to complete the project. I urge the appropriation 


of this amount, because the worth of the project has been convincingly 
demonstrated. 


WARRENTON (SKIPANON CHANNEL) BOAT RASIN—CONSTRUCTION 


This project was authorized in 1948, but like many others throughout the 
Nation, was held in abeyance upon the outbreak of the Korean war. Its merit 
was recognized by the Corps of Engineers and Congress, but the lack of funds 
caused postponement of construction work. 
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The small-boat basin portion of the Skipanon Channel project is of significance 
to the economy of the Columbia River coastal area. An appropriation of 
g1s5.000 would assure completion of this basin, and would constitute a source 
of employment in an area that is greatly in need of additional employment 
stimulus. 

CHETCO RIVER AND HARBOR—CONSTRUCTION 


This project was authorized under the 1945 River and Harbor Act, as a 
s600,000 project designed to stabilize the river channel at its mouth, and to 
authorize dredging and the construction of jetties. 

The project was found to be justitied economically. The corps writes that 
the first year’s work would cost $225,000 and that amount is recommended. 


ARMY CIVIL FUNCTIONS——ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DESIGN (PLANNING) 


An orderly program requires that projects be readied for construction. There 
are several keey projects which are needed at the earliest possible moment. It is 
therefore urged that their planning be pressed to completion. 


JOHN DAY DAM-—PLANNING 


It is impossible to overemphasize the urgency of readying Jolin Day Dam for 
construction. When it comes on the line, it will be a major power producer 
contributing 1,100,000 kilowatts of initial installed capacity—the equivalent 
of approximately 24% Bonneville dams. With adequate upstream storage its 
storage Capacity can be increased to 1,500,000 kilowatts. 

The Pacifie Northwest faces a power shortage in the 1960's that must be 
prevented. John Day Dam will take more than 5 years to build. Clearly, if it 
sto be ready in time to help prevent the predicted shortage, there can be no 
delay in readying the project for construction. 

John Day preconstruction planning can be completed this coming year for 
s1.450,000, This is a matter of the gavest urgency to the Pacific Northwest. 

It is therefore perplexing that the President has requested only $500,000 for 
this purpose, only one-third of the amount required. To delay completion of 
panning in this manner would be a blow to the economy and defense potential 
of the region and the Nation. 

“In view of the great need and support for this project, I urge that the corps be 
given the $1,450,000 it has advised me it ean use to get this project ready for 
construction in the year beginning July 1, 1957. 


PENDLETON, OREG. 


Flood control—advance enginering and design 

This project provides an extension in scope and capacity of the existing channel 
und leyees at Pendleton, Oreg. 

Flood protection greater than that now afforded, and substantially in excess 
of floods of record on Umatilla River and small streams in the area would be 
provided by strengthening and reconstruction of existing levees and channel 
excavation. Protective works would also be constructed in the Riverside and 
State hospital areas. 

This project would eliminate 97 percent of flood damages presently suffered. 
It would also eliminate the threat of loss of life and would permit expansion of 
important food-producing activities. The proposed project would protect prop- 
perties lying within the flood plain having a total valuation of about $20 million. 
Completion of the work would also eliminate the fear of floods and consequently 
enhance the value of existing improvements. 

The project was authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1950. The estimated 
cost of construction is $675,000. A cash contribution of $16,000 is to be made 
by local interests, and they would also contribute rights-of-way, make utility 
relocations, and reconstruct necessary irrigation diversions. There has been 
appropriated $15,000 for planning purposes. 

I recommend to the committee the appropriation of $45,000 for advance engi- 
heering and design on this project. 
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GREEN PETER DAM-WHITE BRIDGE—PLANNING 


Green Peter is a key flood-control project for the Willamette River Basin. It. 
history parallels that of Cougar. It is a substitute for an earlier flood-contro) 
project and was authorized several years ago for flood control only. 

In 1954 Federal power facilities were authorized to be added to the Green 
Peter and White Bridge project (the latter, a small reregulating dam new), 
authorized ). ; 

It would provide about 300,000 acre-feet of storage on the South Santiam Riyer 
(near Sweet Home, Oreg.), another major tributary of the Willamette. 

Installed power capacity of 81,000 kilowatts is projected for Green Peter-White 
Bridge. 

This important project has an estimated total cost of $58,400,000 which repre. 
sents an expected reduction of $3,600,000 since last year’s estimate by the corps 

Last year Congress provided the first planning funds. An appropriation of 
$735,000 would enable the corps to complete preconstruction planning this com 
ing fiscal year, I am advised. This means that in the fiscal year beginning 
July 1, 1957, construction could be begun. 

Unfortunately, the President has requested only $100,000 for this purpose, 
which would mean years of delay. This inadequate request is in strange con- 
trast to administration emphasis upon the importance of the Green Peter-White 
Bridge project. 

The recurrent floods that Green Peter storage would help control will not 
wait. Under the best schedule, construction will take 4 years. Delay means 
greater and continued flood and erosion losses. Delay is pennywise and pound 
foolish. 

HOLLEY DAM—PLANNING 


The corps describes this project as follows: 

“This project will be located on the Calapooya River, 49.8 miles above the 
mouth of that stream. The dam will be an earth- and gravel-fill-type embank 
ment 4,700 feet long with a maximum height of 160 feet from foundation to crest 
A straight, free overflow, chute-type spillway 180 feet wide will be located on the 
left abutment. Outlet works will also be located in the left abutment. 

“The reservoir will have 90,000 acre-feet of usable flood-control storage and 
will be operated as a unit of the coordinated reservoir system planned for the 
Willamette Basin. Minor day-use recreational facilities will be provided. 

“The cost of installing egg-collecting racks below the dam and a share of the 
cost of providing game-fish facilities within the Willamette Basin have been in- 
cluded in the cost estimates for the project. Construction time will be 2 years. 

“Project cost is estimated at $12,500,000. Total average annual benefits will be 
$1,066,800. The project will prevent average annual damages of $578,900.” 

The Calapooya River inflicts yearly damage from high water. In recent 
months its depredations were unusually heavy. 

The corps advises that $100,000 is usable during the first year of planning 
which will take 2 years to complete. 


COLUMBIA CHANNEL—VANCOUVER TO THE DALLES—PLANNING 


This project has been authorized for many years. Each year’s delay means 
that the eventual cost of deepening the channel to 27 feet will increase. 

Commerce on the Columbia River is important. The new Harvey aluminum 
plant at The Dalles will require oceangoing vessels for transportation of ma- 
terials. It is highly desirable to have the channel ready when the plant gets 
into operation in a few years. 

This channel would mean expanded commerce for the whole basin. Therefore. 
we recommend $12,000 with which the project’s planning can be completed. 


ARMY CIVIL FUNCTIONS—OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Maintenance funds totaling $7,722,000 are required for completed multipurp»se 
navigation and flood-control projects. 
These consist of the following: 
Operation and maintenance: 
Columbia River between Vancouver, Wash., and The Dalles, Oreg. 
Columbia River at the mouth. 


Columbia and lower Willamette Rivers below Portland, Oreg., and Vancouver, 
Wash. 
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Willamette River above Portland and Yamhill River. 
The Dalles-Celilo Canal. 

Willamette River at Willamette Falls. 
Cottage Grove Reservoir. 

Dorena Reservoir. 

Fern Ridge Reservoir. 

Willamette River bank protection. 
Bonneville Dam. 

The Dalles Dam. 

Detroit Reservoir. 

Lookout Point Reservoir 

McNary Dam. 

Coos Bay. 

Coquille River 

Umpqua River. 

Yaquina Bay and Harbor. 


I believe that the committee is familiar with these projects because of past 
appropriations for construction and maintenance. 

Particular attention is called to the need for continued maintenance work for 
pavigation at Yaquina Bay and Harbor ($380,000), Umpqua River ($130,000), 
Coquille River ($40,000) and Coos Bay ($1,200,000). 

These are vital to commerce. Postponement of such work is uneconomic 
because of the adverse effects upon the communities involved and the general 
increase in costs When harbor and channel maintenance is neglected. 


MALHEUR IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT 


Snake River, Oreg.—Flood control—Construction 
This is a local flood-control project conditionally authorized by the Flood 
Control Act of 1950, subject to an overall limitation of $15 million for projects 
of this type in the entire Columbia River Basin. 
The project would be located on the bank of the Snake River opposite Weiser, 
Idaho. The project would provide protection against flood damage to an irri- 
gated area of about 500 acres and an arterial highway. Sixty to 70 farm units 
on which 45 families reside are in the area subject to damage. It comprises 
developed irrigated lands, farm homes, roads, irrigation works, and utilities 
constructed over the past 30 or 40 years at an investment of about $1,000 per 
were. A flood-protection project here authorized in 1944 was never built. 
The severe flood of April 1952, caused considerable damage, and by enlarging 


: the area of attack has greatly increased the future flood hazard. Continued 
erosion of the high bank creates possibility of a breakthrough which would 
extensively damage the irrigated lands, might cause loss of life, and would 


isolate the pumping plant and other facilities serving the irrigation opera- 
tions of the district. In addition, an arterial highway would be severed requir- 


. ; > 
: ing long rerouting of traffic and damage to the roadway. 
The estimated cost is now about $55,000, and the annual benefits that would 

be realized from the project are about $3,000. The benefit-cost ratio is about 
2 to 1. 

s The need for this work is urgent. I ask the committee to give favorable 
consideration to the request for $55,000 on this item. 

li 

- UMPQUA RIVER, SCHOLFIFLD RIVER AT REEDSPORT, OREG. 


This project was authorized by the River and Harbor Act of 1954 as a 
navigation project. 

Provides for a channel in Scholfield River, 12 feet deep and generally 100 
feet wide, from its confluence with the Umpqua River to a point 0.5 mile below 
the first railroad bridge, a distance of 2 miles, widened at the entrance. 

The present estimated Federal cost is $54,000. Local interests would con- 

e tribute $10,000 toward the cost of the new work, and furnish rights-of-way and 
suitable spoil-disposal areas, 

benetits are estimated at $15,000 and are comprised of savings in elimina- 
tion of time lost in tying up 175,000 tons of logs awaiting high tide and elimi- 
nation of extra handling costs on 20,000 tons of outgoing lumber. The benefit- 
cost ratio is about 1.75 to 1. 
r, I recommend the appropriation of $54,000 for this item. 
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BUREAU OF RECLAMATION—CON STRUCTION 


Talent Division-Rogue River project—Construction funds 

The Talent project was authorized in August 1954. It involves rehabilitatioy 
work on the Talent Irrigation District for flood control, irrigation, and electri. 
power generation. The total cost of the project is estimated at $19,200,000, a 
reduction of $1,300,855 over last year’s estimate. 

$150,000 was appropriated for planning on this project during fiscal 1956, This 
planning has reached an advanced stage, and I have been advised by the Bureay 
of Reclamation that $3 million could be used for construction during fiscal 1957 
The project is extremely important to an area of my State that has been rayageq 
by floods, and its irrigation economic benefits are substantial. 

lor the foregoing reasons I urge that $3 million be appropriated for coy 
struction, rather than the lower sum of $2,400,000 recommended in the Presi 
dent’s budget. 


HAYSTACK RESERVOIR-—DESCHUTES PROJECT, NORTH UNIT 


On August 10, 1954, the Haystack equalizing reservoir was authorized as part 
of the north unit of the Deschutes irrigation project. 

This reservoir would store offpeak flows from the Wickings Reservoir, and 
would provide a source of water for irrigation of about 50,000 acres of fertile 
land. 

Congress appropriated $274,000 for initiation of construction on this dam fo: 
fiscal 1956. I recommend the appropriation of $1,035,000 for the project for 
tiscal 1957. 

CONCLUSION 


Last year Congress foresightedly provided funds for many projects in the 
Pacific Northwest and elsewhere in the country not included in the President's 
budget. Those actions showed wisdom and understanding of the flood control, 
power, navigation, irrigation, and recreation needs of the country. We must gy 
forward in the same affirmative fashion. If we do otherwise, the cost in damage 
human suffering, and economic stagnation will be many times greater than the 
sound investments we are making in America’s future. 
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PACIFIC NORTHWEST FLOOD DANGER 


Senator Morse. I am not going to read the rest. I did want to stress 
this great flood danger that confronts the Pacific Northwest. We are 
just not going to prevent it by inaction. We are going to have to haye 
funds, in my judgment, to proceed on the projects that we have eny. 
merated in these requests if we are going to save the people in our area 
from devastating loss from floods. 

I have commented next, in my statement, on the Army civil fune- 
tions examinations and surveys, and the need for money there. The 
surveys have to be conducted. The Army engineers need the mone, 
for the surveys, because without the surveys you don’t know where to 
place the project. 


COUGAR DAM 


The $500,000 appropriated last year was to complete planning and 
to start construction. This is a vitally important flood-contro} dan, 
and I wish you could go out in my State and see the areas in whic, 
there was no flood protection this last year and the areas of the State 
in which there were dams for flood protection, and you see in dramatic 
relief what flood-protection dams can do, because you see areas almost 
wiped out by the flood and in contrast, areas fully protected by the 
dlams already constructed. 

Senator ELLenperR. We have $114 million there in the budget. \Vil| 
you comment on that, as to whether that is sufficient / 

Senator Morse. The Corps of Army Engineers advised that they 
could use $2,450,000 and that is the amount requested by Senator Neu- 
berger, Representative Green, and me. 

Senator Evienper. All of that, Senator, will be taken up after we 
consider the testimony of all witnesses. 

Senator Morse. That is why I am just mentioning there in a high- 
light manner as I go on. 


HILLS CREEK DAM 


Hills Creek Dam is one already under construction. My point, Mr. 
Chairman, is if we have these things under construction, then it is 
sound economy to get them completed as rapidly as possible. 

Senator ELLtenper. That project has $2 million authorized ; that is, 
budgeted. 

Senator Morse. It will prevent an annual flood damage of $1,637,200, 
the Army engineers say. The Willamette River bank protection, the 
Amazon Creek construction and planning, Johnson Creek construc- 
tion, then the deepening of the channel at the mouth of the Columbia 
River, The Dalles, and McNary Dams, that deals not only with our 
Hood-control problems, but our power-shortage problem, are covered 
by sections of my statement. 

There are underway and it seems to me that the test should be 
and I speak most respectfully about this in appropriation matters 
what can the Army engineers efficiently spend? You have the project 
underway and the Army engineers say, “We can spend this amount 
of money efficiently in the next fiscal year.” Then it is sound econ- 
omy in my judgment to complete the project within the framework 
of what they can spend efficiently. 
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jee Harbor construction follows in my full statement and then 
Columbia River at the mouth, Mr. Farmer will comment on that 
aise me, very briefly, but it is a very ete project to our 
a shipping industry. It is a sound project. The Army engi- 
neers, in my judgment, ought to be given every dollar that they say 
they can efficiently spend to complete the project. 

Senator Exienper. That is one we put in last year without a 

budget estimate; there is some money provided in the budget this 
ear’. 
. Senator Morsr. Yes. On page 6 of my full statement, the Lower 
Columbia fish sanctuary program, Coos Bay, Tillamook Bay and Bar 
construction, if you will remember in my ‘testimony last year and 
the pictures which I submitted which showed how very valuable 
homes were actually being washed into the ocean because of a failure 
to complete that bar construction. 

We appropriated some monte last year. We ought to get enough 
in my judgment this year to finish that washout protection that is 
needed there. 

JOHN DAY DAM 


The Warrenton boat basin and the Chetco River and Harbor con- 
struction; on page 7, is discussion of the John Day Dam planning 
funds. I can’t stress it too much, Mr. Chairman, and let’s be very 
frank about the John Day Dam. There was a controvery as we know 
as to how the dam shall finally be administered. 

You have to have the same planning funds no matter how you 
operate this dam, whether it is going to be operated by the Federal 
Government as a Federal project or as a partnership project. 

I am taking the same position that McNary used to take. He used 
to say, “Our “job is to get the dams built, and then we can quarrel 
among ourselves as to how we are going to administer them after 
they are built.” I am urging the maximum amount of money, 
$1,450,000 for completing the planning of John Day, this next 
year, fiscal 1957. The President’s budget requests only $500 ,000. 

You are not going to get any construction done until you get the 
planning done. I am urging the maximum amount that the engi- 
neers say they can spend for planning. Then follows discussion of 
the flood-control project in the Pendleton area. Now, we come down 
to Green Peter. Again, it is a question of planning money. Again 
I say let’s not quarrel about how we are going to administer the dam 
when what the Army engineers need is the money for planning. 
Let's get the plans completed and then I am perfectly willing to meet 
head-on the question as to how the dam should be administered. 


HOLLEY DAM 


The Holley Dam, which follows in my statement, is a vitally needed 
flood-control project. It is almost 100 percent flood control. There 
is ho power connected with this dam. It comes in a section of the 
Willamette Valley that greatly concerns the Army engineers as far 
as potential flood threats are concerned. 

They assure me it is an exceedingly sound flood-control project and 
[ wi se to particularly emphasize it in my testimony today. 


75008—56—>pt. 2 
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Columbia Channel, Vancouver to The Dalles, is a continuation proj. 
ect of long existing plans and the money is soundly needed. They 
we come in my full statement to the “Army Civil Functions, opera- 
tions and maintenance,” followed by Malheur Improvement District, 
Snake River, Oreg., flood-control project, the Umpqua River at Reeds. 
port, Oreg. You heard some testimony on that earlier in the year, 
I want to stress the Reedsport project. It is of great economic jy. 
portance to that section of my State. 

Then follows a discussion of the Bureau of Reclamation construc. 
tion appropriations for the Talent Division project, for which you, 
Mr. Chairman, I think, more than anyone else, was responsible last 
year for getting some funds. I want to thank you for that and 
urge that we go ahead now with the maximum amount that the 
Reclamation Bureau can use. 


HAYSTACK RESERVOIR 


The Haystack Reservoir discussion comes next in my full state. 
ment. The conclusions of the statement is: last year Congress far- 
sightedly provided funds for many projects in the Pacific North- 
west elsewhere in the country not included in the President’s budget, 
Those actions showed wisdom and understanding of the flood-control, 
ower, navigation, irrigation, and recreation needs of the country, 
Ve must go forward in the same affirmative fashion. 

If we do otherwise, the cost in damage, human suffering, and 
economic stagnation will be many times greater than the sound in 
vestments we are making in America’s future. 

Senator ELLENDER. May I state to the distinguished Senator from 
Oregon that in a review by the engineers of many of these new proj 
ects that were started last year, a good many are being completed 
with money requested this year. Money is being asked for construe. 
tion of many of them, so that we really have our foot in the door as 
to all those projects except, I think, 4 or 5. I hope we will be able 
to take care of those this year, and that we will, in addition, continue 
work on those begun last year so that they will go forward, too. 

Senator Morse. I understand that and I appreciate it very, ver) 
much, Mr. Chairman. 

I submit the summary table without discussing it. It contains 
the appropriation, “ Army civil functions” and Bureau of Reclama- 
tion analysis of the ree ommendations that Senator Neuberger, Con- 
gresswoman Green, and I are making. 

I have already inserted the letter from Mr. Cannon and just be 
fore I came over, I received two copies of a memorandum that I have 
been asked to submit to this committee from the Warm Springs and 
Umatilla Indian Tribes asking for funds that have already been au- 
thorized by way of damages due the Celilo Indians for the loss 
of their fishing rights as a result of the construction of the Dalles 
Dam. 


MEMORANDUM 


They pray in this petition that we allow them the funds this yea! 
and I emphatically, and urgently as I can, strongly recommend the 
adoption of their request. 
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(The memorandum referred to follows :) 


MEMORANDUM 


Yo: Public Works Subcommittee of Senate Committee on Appropriations. 
From: Warm Springs and Umatilla Indian Tribes. 
Subject: 1957 appropriations for the Dalles Dam; Indian damage settlements. 

On March 8, 1955, the Warm Springs and Umatilla Indian Tribes and the 
United States entered into separate written contracts wherein the United States 
agreed, as part of the expense of building the Dalles Dam, to pay the tribes 
certain Sums as damages for the taking of their fishing rights at the Celilo Falls 
of the Columbia River. Copies of the two contracts were presented to this com- 
mittee on May 18, 1953. Their full text is printed in part 2 of the hearings of this 
committee on H. R. 5376, 83d Congress, Ist session, at pages 1300-1305 and 
1319-1824. 

The purpose of this memorandum is to request that the Congress make adequate 
provision in the 1957 appropriation for the Dalles Dam project to pay the amounts 
which the United States, through the Corps of Engineers, has agreed to pay the 
Warm Springs and Umatilla Indian Tribes for the destruction of their interests 
in the Celilo Falls fishery. 

Specifically, we request that the 1957 Appropriation Act contain the same 
authorizing language as has been contained in the 1954, 1955, and 1956 Appro- 
priation Acts, namely: 

“Provided, That funds appropriated herein may at the discretion and under 
the direction of the Chief of Engineers be used in payment to the accounts of 
the Confederated Tribes of the Yakima Reservation; the Confederated Tribes 
of the Warm Springs Reservation; the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla 
Reservation; or other recognized Indian tribes, and those individual Indians not 
enrolled in any recognized tribe, but who through domicile at or in the immediate 
vicinity of the reservoir and through custom and usage are found to have an 
equitable interest in the fishery, all of whose fishing rights and interests will be 
impaired by the Government incident to the construction, operation, or mainte- 
nance of the Dalles Dam, Columbia River, Wash. and Oreg., and must be subor- 
dinated thereto by agreement or litigation:” (See 67 Stat. 198, 68 Stat. 331, 
Public Law 163, 84th Cong.) 

The President’s budget now before Congress requests the inclusion of this 
identical language in the 1957 Appropriation Act. See budget for 1957, page 
614. 

The Warm Springs and Umatilla damage settlement contracts constitute obli- 
gations of the United States. The contracts are not contingent upon, nor re- 
lated in any way, to claims of other Indian tribes against the United States 
because of the destruction of the Celilo fishery. The Warm Springs and Uma- 
tillas are as much entitled to appropriations to fulfill these contracts as are the 
Union Pacific Railroad and other parties to which the Corps of Engineers has 
agreed to pay damages in connection with the construction of the Dalles Dam. 

What we have said above concerning the Warm Springs and Umatillas applies 
equally to the Yakima Indian Tribe, which has entered into a similar settlement 
contract with the United States fixing damages to its interest in the Celilo fishery. 

Dated April 25, 1956. 

CONFEDERATED TRIBES OF THE WARM SPRINGS INDIAN RESERVATION, 
By T. LELAND Brown, 
Of Tribal Attorneys. 
CONFEDERATED TRIBES OF THE UMATILLA INDIAN RESERVATION, 
By CHARLES F. LUCE, 
Tribal Attorney. 
PORTLAND CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


STATEMENT OF ARTHUR FARMER, MANAGER 


COLUMBIA RIVER FLOOD 


Senator Morse. I thank the committee very much, and I would 
like to present Mr. Farmer for a brief statement if the committee 
will be pleased to hear him. 

Senator Evienper. All right, Mr. Farmer. You speak in lieu 
of Mr. David Duncan ? 
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Mr. Farmer. Yes. 

Senator ELLenper. Give your full name for the record. 

Mr. Farmer. Arthur Farmer, Portland Chamber of Commerce. 
manager. 

Mr. Chairman and Senator Smith and gentlemen, 1 just came 
on from North Portland. We are in flood now. The ( ‘olumbia 
is not running wild because some very fine dikes have been built in the 
past, but it may run wild withina month. By “running wild” I meay 
we could have a loss in Portland of $100 million this year. 

We had our big flood and the Senator will understand in terms of 
water what it means tous. We have 100,000 cubic feet per second nor- 
mally running by us, and our biggest flood was when we had 1,200,000 
as against maximum water at Baton Rouge of 1,400,000 in 1945. This 
seems inconceivable in that this river is only 1,200 miles long as com- 
pared with the Mississippi's great length. 

In the 1948 flood. we lost the city entirely, the city of Vanport, a 
city capable of housing 40,000 people. There were 17,000 in there at 
the time. It could have been the Nation’s greatest flood disaster due 
to loss of lives, but it happened that the flood came around the back 
door. The force of the river wasn’t pushed in against the city. It 

came in in a soft dike and it was a little slow in coming in and it came 
in on Decoration Day, in the middle of the afternoon, when people 
were at the beach or the mountains. 

The fathers were home and they got out with a loss of 20 lives. It 
could have been a loss of 10,000. That city has been eliminated. 
We won’t have that possibility this year. 

We have a section of 15 miles abreast of Portland with high dikes, 


They are about 25 feet high for the first time in history and we are 
very grateful to a delegation of the Corps of Engineers for spending 
emergency money now ahead of the flood which we know we will have. 


EMERGENCY PREPARATION 


This morning they are spending $700,000 on 20 projects to try to 
beef it up right: now. It may do the ‘ob: We can’t tell. If we have 
hot weather at the crest, and then heavy rains, we are going to have 
trouble. In 1950, after our 1948 experience, you approved a plan, 
Public Law 516 of the 81st Congress, which provides for a $50 million 
project which, in our view, is going to do the job admir: ably, but there 
has been no money over this time spent on that authorized project. 

I suppose it is the fault of our own people, because it comes to mind 
when we have another threat, and now we have the threat. That 
money can’t help us in 1956, but certainly we can have a repetition in 
1957 and 1958, and we are bound to have it in other years, and we do 
pray for enough of that money for planning and certainly what the 
engineers can “reasonably spend next year in construction. 

I want to — we need the money for construction, not only 
planning, because the 1957 may be as disastrous as the one that Senator 
Morse mentioned in 1894, our heaviest, in 1948, or 1956, whatever it 
may be. 

Thank you very much. 

May I say very briefly that we do have a very critical situation at 
the mouth of the river. TI believe the funds are in your bill. We are 
losing no ships at the moment, but we are holding them up, and with 
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oreat economic loss, and we have 8 feet and the job is halfway done, 
and we would certainly like to see it finished. 

Senator ELLENDER. Money will be provided. We took that up only 
recently, we hope to be : able to assist you. 

Senator Morse. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Farmer. Thank you. 


PREPARED STATEMENT 
(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF ARTHUR J, FARMER, MANAGER, PORTLAND, OREG., CHAMBER OF 
COMMERCE 


In the spring of each year we have floods on the Columbia River. Some have 
heen disastrous. We owe much to the Congress and the Corps of Engineers for 
having effected an extensive dike structure on the lower Columbia to help meet 
the problem. 

In 1894 we had our worst flood with 1,200,000 cubic feet per second flow at 
Vancouver which is abreast of Portland. 

In 1948 flood the flow was 1,010,000 cubic feet per second at Vancouver. The 
water was 30.2 feet above low water on the Vancouver gage. 

During that flood our losses were approximately $100 million without putting 
a proper evaluation on the city of Vanport which was entirely lost. Vanport was 
a city capable of housing 40,000 people but which at the time of the flood was 
housing 17,000. 

We now have another very threatening flood situation. The snow pack in the 
250,000 square miles drained by the Columbia and its tributaries is much heavier 
than usual. 

As of yesterday, the river was flooded to 20 feet at Vancouver with a flow of 
540,000 cubic feet per second as against the normal flow of 100,000 cubic feet per 
second. Within the next 2 weeks it is estimated that the river will drop to 
170,000 cubic feet per second and then it will climb again to the 1956 freshet peak 
whatever it may be. 

The weather condition consisting of a series of hot days followed by heavy 
rains at the peak of the freshet will inevitably bring on a major flood. 

This year’s flood can be a disastrous one. If the river goes slightly above 
30 feet we will have extensive damage. If it goes a few feet above 30 feet it will 
ean disaster; a very heavy loss of property, and a likely loss of lives. 

The Corps of Engineers at the moment is engaged in the use of emergency 
funds to strengthen the dike structure. That is unprecedented and we are 
extremely grateful for the work being undertaken. I can say to you now that 
their work is going forward under some difficulty because the dikes are soggy 
due to the present minor flood being visited upon the area. 

The engineers proposed a plan to strengthen the dikes in this area in 1950. 
Funds have not been forthcoming to date to implement the 1950 control plan 
which you approved and is now Public Law 516, 81st Congress. 

We ask that much more than planning money be appropriated so that per- 
manent dike strengthening work may be in place before a 1957 freshet, and urge 
that such appropriation be provided this year for extending major construction 
work during the 1957 fiscal year 

Please know Mr. Chairman, and members of this committee, that we greatly 
appreciate this opportunity to present a case which to us is vital. 


LETTER FROM SENATOR PRESCOTT BUSH 


SURVEY PINE ORCHARD HARpor, CONN. 


Senator ELLENpEerR. The committee has received a letter from Sen- 
ator Bush relative to the need for survey funds for Pine Orchard 
Harbor. That letter will be inserted in the record at this point. 
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(The letter referred to follows :) 
UNITED STaTEs SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC Works, 
April 21, 1956. 
Hon. CARL HAYDEN, 
Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


DreAR CHAIRMAN HAypEN: Last year your committee approved funds in the 
public works appropriation bill for a preliminary survey of Pine Orchard Harbor 
Conn. 

This survey has been completed by the division engineer and his report states 
that the prospective benefits to commercial navigation from provision of q 
channel 17 feet deep appears to be sufficient to warrant undertaking further 
detailed studies. However, he says that funds included in his budget request 
for fiscal year 1957 are insufficient for inclusion of the survey of Pine Orchard 
Harbor, and at this time no estimate can be made as to when work can be started 
on detailed studies. 

I am advised by the New Haven Trap Rock Co., as you will see by the attached 
correspondence, that the volume of shipments from Pine Orchard is going to be 
so large during the next 2 years that they would like to get the dredging project 
underway as soon as possible. The tonnage has increased from 109,695 tons 
in 1950 to 398,673 tons in 1955. Peak monthly tonnage figures during this period 
ran as high as 55,239 tons, requiring the monthly movement of 76 deck scows, 
or an average of 3 deck scows per day. Indications of the future demand for 
aggregates, however, make it apparent that the volume of shipping from the Pine 
Orchard Basin should be at least double the present volume by 1957, provided 
that suitable depths can be maintained to permit the movement of vessels in 
the area at all tides. 

For these reasons, I very much hope your committee may authorize sufficient 
funds to allow for the survey of Pine Orchard Harbor in 1957. 

With respect, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
PRESCOTT BUSH, 
United States Senator. 


THE Naw HAVEN Trap Rock Co., 
New Haven, Conn., April 6, 1956. 
Hon. Prescott BusH, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 
Dear PrEs: In answer to your letter of April 2, we are enclosing a statement 


g 
which presents the need for navigational improvement of the basin and channel 
at Pine Orchard. If it would be possible for you to present this to the Public 
Works Appropriations Committee, we would certainly appreciate it. 

The volume of shipments from Pine Orchard is going to be so large during the 
next 2 years that we would like to get the dredging project underway as soon 
as possible. We believe that all parties concerned would benefit by having an 
appropriation of funds this year for completion of the study. 

Thanks again for your interest. 

Yours sincerely, 
R. S. REIGELUTH, 
Secretary and Treasurer 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, 
Washington, D.C., March 30, 1956. 
Hon. PREscoTT BUSH, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR BusH: Further reference is made to your letter of March 25, 
1956 enclosing a communication from Mr. R. S. Reigeluth, Secretary and Treasurer 
of the New Haven Trap Rock Co., New Haven, Conn., requesting information on 
the status of the preliminary examination report on Pine Orchard Harbor. 

The division engineer of the New England division has completed a preliminary 
examination report on Pine Orchard Harbor, Conn., and will issue a public notice 
to all known interested parties setting forth his findings. The notice states that 
the prospective benefits to commercial navigation from provision of a channel! 17 
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feet deep appears to be sufficient to warrant undertaking further detailed studies. 
It also states that the benefits to recreational craft would not be commensurate 
with the costs and therefore concludes that no further study for small-craft harbor 
improvements is warranted. The notice informs all interested parties that they 
have the privilege of presenting their views on the subject matter covered in the 
report to the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors. An advance copy of the 
notice was mailed to your office on March 27, 1956. 

Local interests have a 30-day period in which to present any statements they 
may wish to make to the Board regarding the division engineer’s conclusions. I 
am informed by the Board that they have scheduled completion of Board action 
on the report in the latter part of May 1956. No funds are available from our 
fiscal year 1956 appropriations for allocation to any detailed studies that may 
be recommended for the harbor. Funds included in our budget request for fiscal 
year 1957 are insufficient for inclusion of the survey of Pine Orchard Harbor, and 
at this time no estimate can be made as to when work can be started on detailed 
studies. 

I shall be pleased to answer any further questions that you may have on this 
matter. The enclosures to your letter are returned. 

Sincerely yours, 
E. C. ITSCHNER, 
Major General, United States Army, Assistant Chief of Engineers for 
Civil Works. 


IMPROVEMENT OF PINE OrcHARD HARBOR PINE OrcHARD, CONN. 


For several years, commercial activity in the Pine Orchard Harbor, Branford, 
(onn., has shown the need for improving the harbor channel and basin for wider 
and more efficient usage. The present volume of commercial traffic in the Pine 
Orchard area is already large, and inquiries make it apparent that navigational 
improvement would not only help the present operations but would also offer the 
opportunity for further growth and development that would be of economic signifi- 
cance to Connecticut and Long Island, N. Y. It will be the purpose of this report 
to highlight the possible benefits to be realized from harbor improvements at 
Pine Orchard. The report will consist of (a) a description of the existing facil- 
ities and the improvement considered desirable; (b) an analysis of the present 
volume and type of marine activity ; (¢) a statement of the benefits resulting from 
the proposed harbor improvement. 


PINE ORCHARD HARBOR—EXISTING CONDITIONS 


The attached photographs and charts show the topography of the Pine Orchard 
Harbor and particularly the area considered for improvement. They show the 
location of the dock and loading terminal of the New Haven Trap Rock Co., which 
serves as a major source of construction aggregates in Connecticut and Long 
Island, N. Y¥. 

The harbor is also connected directly with the main line of the New York, New 
Haven, and Hartford tracks by the Branford Steam Railroad Co., a fully chartered 
railroad operating under the Connecticut Public Utilities Commission. This line 
runs directly to the harbor and provides the opportunity for transfer of shipments 
from ship to rail, and vice versa. As a result, the harbor has considerable value 
as a potential loading point and anchorage for Navy or Coast Guard craft, and 
could be of particular value during wartime conditions. 

To the northeast of the harbor is located approximately 47 acres of vacant 
meadowland which can be developed for commercial loading terminals, or 
inilitary depots. 


PINE ORCHARD HARBOR, PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 


The plan proposed herewith requests that the Pine Orchard Channel and load- 
ing basin be dredged to a depth of 17 feet and that the project be financed as a 
Federal project. 

It is suggested that the fill pumped from the channel and basin are may be 
deposited in the northern section of the meadowland located in the northeast 
section of the harbor area. This will provide a convenient and economical loca- 
tion for depositing the fill and will at the same time provide an improvement 


to the existing meadowland, making it suitable for the commercial development 
described. 
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PRESENT ARTIVITY IN THE HARBOR 


During the past 10 years, shipments from the Pine Orchard Harbor have in. 


creased steadily. Tonnage figures since 1950 for the Pine Orchard Harbor are 
as follows: 


Year: Tonnage | Year—Continued Tonnage 
109, 695 


952 294) 545 


Peak monthly tonnage figures during this period ran as high as 55,229 tons 
requiring the monthly movement of 76 deck scows, or an average of 3 deck scovwe 
per day. Indications of the future demand for aggregates, however, make jj 
apparent that the volume of shipping from the Pine Orchard Basin shoulq 
be at least double the present volume by 1957, provided that suitable depths can 


be maintained to permit the movement of vessels in the area at all tides, 


EFFECT OF IMPROVEMENT 


The Pine Orchard Channel is presently maintained by the New Haven Tr; ay) 
Rock Co. to a depth of 12 feet. There is, however, a large volume of shipping 
from the loading basin, and serious delays are caused by the inadequate harbor 
depths when compared to the draft of vessels using the harbor. The mavxi- 
mum draft of tugs is 15 feet and that of loaded barges 11 feet. By force of 
these circumstances, loading operations at Pine Orchard are limited to periods 
of high tide. Harbor operations are furthrer impeded by the constant silting 
of the harbor and channel areas as a result of storm and tidal action. 

To accomplish the loading of a minimum of 3 boats per day, 6 boats must 
be kept in the basin at 1 time—38 light and 3 loaded. When the above depths 
are not maintained (which is generally the case, because of the high cost of 
dredging), loading and towing operations are costly. Lower stone production 
and construction delays, together with overtime charges, both at the loading 
terminal and for water transportation firms, amount to sizable additional 
expense. 

It is estimated that delays to the many water transportation firms using the 
area result in 2 lost days per week. At $200 per day for a tug and $20 per day 
for a barge, the cost per week (a tug and three barges) is $520. Overtime 
charges at the loading terminal (5 men at $1.75 per hour) equals $175 per 
week. 

Loading delays also result in serious loss of production. Two more boats 
could be loaded per day. This is the equivalent of 1,400 tons of stone. At $1.30 
per ton, this additional production would amount to $1,820 per day. Present 
demands in the construction field urgently require the additional tonnage 
and apparently will do so for years ahead. 

The above figures do not give consideration to losses at construction projects 
which are the result of delays in loading boats at Pine Orchard. 

It is apparent from the following tabulation of water and rail rates that 
rail transportation of crushed stone to construction projects in the southern 
New England and Long Island area would result in greatly increased costs 
of the projects. Under the present operating conditions, the increased de 
man for stone could not be satisfied by water shipment, but would have to be 
handled in many cases by rail. 

The following is a comparison of water rates versus rail rates at various points 
covered by shipments from Pine Orchard: 
=) fer ae all 
eee Rail mi 


Portchester, N. Y---- . Of a | New York City, N. Y_- 


Greenport, Long Island 3. 28 Bridgeport, Conn 
Port Jefferson, Long Island_---_--} : 3. 2 Norwalk, Conn 
Oyster Bay, Long Island : . OF Stamford, Conn_- 
Roslyn, Long Island . . 9 Greenwich, Conn 
Shinnecock, Long Island 


In addition to the destinations listed above, there is a abo intial demand for 
stone shipments to Bermuda, Nassau, Florida, Spain, and the gulf region. At 
the present time, for example, arrangements are being made for the shipment 
of 35,000 tons of crushed stone from Pine Orchard to Bermuda. Shipments such 
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as this can be handled economically only from Pine Orchard because of the high 
wst of loading vessels in the New Haven Harbor, the only alternate location. 
joading stone for this shipment in New Haven would result in increased costs 
on the order of more than $1.30 per ton. The plans for handling this shipment at 
pine Orchard include the use of 2,500- to 3,000-ton tramp steamers (draft 6 to 
4 feet light; 16 feet loaded). The loading area in the Pine Orchard Harbor 
would be dredged to a depth of 17 feet to handle this shipment and loaded ves- 
sels would be shipped out at high tide. 

It is clear from inquiries at hand that many transportation firms would utilize 
the Pine Orchard Harbor facilities for tramp steamer shipment if the harbor 
could be maintained at a 17-foot depth. It is estimated that these overseas 
shipments would result in annual shipping increases of 150,000 tons from the 
pine Orchard Harbor. 

In summary, the cost of dredging and maintaining the channel and basin at 
Pine Orchard appear small in comparison to the operating economies and the 
increased industrial activity that would result. It is felt that the net result of 
these savings, together with the increased production which would be realized, 
would make it possible to maintain development of the channel many times over. 


Friormwa Progectrs 


STATEMENT OF HON. SPESSARD L. HOLLAND, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Senator Ex,Lenper. All right, Senator Holland. 

Senator Hotianp. I want to expedite the hearing as much as I can 
and allow the witnesses who are here from our State to use the time 
is much as possible. 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR SMATHERS 


With that in view, I ask permission to insert in the record at this 
point a statement by my colleague from Florida, Senator Smathers, 
relative to the budgeted items and to one additional item, which state- 
ment will speak for itself. 

Senator ELLENDER. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR GEORGE SMATHERS 


Mr. Chairman, I am very grateful for the opportunity to again appear before 
this subcommittee in support of adequate appropriations for Florida public 
works projects. To conserve the valuable time of this subcommittee, I will treat 
in this statement very briefly, and as a group, those projects for which we, in 
the Florida delegation, feel adequate funds are included in the President’s 
budget. 


APALACHICOLA-FLINT-CHATTAHOOCHEE WATERWAY IMPROVEMENT PROJECT 


Mr, Chairman, I strongly support the Bureau of the Budget’s request for 
appropriations for the projects to provide for the orderly completion and im- 
provement of the Apalachicola-Flint-Chattahoochee Waterway system. It is 
a project which will greatly benefit the economy of three States, namely, Florida, 
Georgia, and Alabama. This fact has been recognized by the Congress in the 
past by the appropriation of substantial funds for its development in the last 
few years. Any delay in providing the funds requested by the Bureau of the 
Budget at this time would seriously endanger the public interest and the pro- 
gressive development of hydroelectric power, navigation, flood control on this 
Waterway system upon which there has been established a benefit to cost ratio 
of 1.05 to 1. 
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APALACHICOLA BAY, FLA. 
(Channel across St. George Island) 


Mr. Chairman, this project authorized by the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1954. 
has a benefit cost ratio of 1.04 to 1, and provides for a channel extending fro, 
the Gulf of Mexico across St. George Island to Apalachicola Bay. The estimate, 
Federal cost of this project is $613,000; $300,000 of which has already bee 
appropriated to date. At this time it is requested that the remaining $313,009 
be appropriated to complete the project. This is a reasonable request and one 
which I sincerely hope this committee will favorably consider. 

The project provides for a 10-foot deep channel across St. George Island to 
shorten the round trip, by a minimum distance of 20 miles, or by an estimated 
21% hours a round trip by the average commercial fishing vessel from the sgeg- 
food docks and processing houses at the port of Apalachicola to the Gulf of 
Mexico. This reduced distance will enable the operators of these vessels to 
realize a saving in fuel consumption and tite which can profitably be used fo, 
fishing at no increase in operating costs at times away from the port. Commer. 
cial fishermen will also be able to exploit fishing and shrimping areas in th 
Gulf of Mexico which were heretofore inaccessible due to the excessive distance 
by way of the existing channel route. 

The economic soundness of this project is, | am sure plainly obvious to this 
subcommittee, and I trust that favorable action will be taken to report out the 
$313,000 necessary for its completion. 


APALACHICOLA RIVER CHANNEL IMPROVEMENT 


Mr. Chairman, this project provides for a 9-foot deep, 100-foot minimum width 
and 101.8-mile-long channel extending from the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway i 
the Appalachicola River to Jim Woodruff Dam near Chattahooche, Fla. The 
estimated Federal cost of the project is $980,000; $535,000 of which have been 
appropriated to date. It has a benefit-cost ratio of 1.05 to 1. An additional 
$445,000 which has been requested by the Bureau of the Budget is necessary to 
complete this project in October 1956. 

Ordinarily a depth of 414 is available throughout the year in the Apalachicola 
River. This is entirely inadequate for modern marine equipment now being 
used by inland waterway towing companies. In order to utilize the navigable 
pool behind the Jim Woodruff Dam, improvement of the Apalachicola River along 
the lines which I have indicated above is essential. In this area there is a 
definite trend toward movement of manufacturers due to many favorable condi- 
tions, such as the availability of hydroelectric power, the proximity of raw 
materials and other factors. Some of the principal commodities which are 
exepected to utilize the waterway are pertoleum products, cottonseed oil, sugar, 
and fertilizer. These facts amply demonstrate the economic justification for 
the project which your committee has long since recognized. Its early comple- 
tion can be brought about by granting the $445,000 requested. I strongly urge 
that this committee act on this project favorably. 


JIM WOODRUFF DAM 


Mr. Chairman, the total estimated cost of this project is $46,380,000 ; $44,685. 
000 of which has been appropriated to date. The Bureau of the Budget requests 
$1,197,000 to continue its orderly completion. As this committee knows the 
Jim Woodruff Dam is a multiple-purpose navigation and power project on the 
Apalachicola River, just below the confluence of the Chattahoochee and Flint 
Rivers. The requested funds will be sufficient to complete the entire project in 
March of 1957. Since this committee is familiar with the soundness of this 
project, I know I need not go into any further details concerning it. I sincerely 
hope that the funds requested for the fiscal year 1957 will be favorably acted 
on by your subcommittee. 

ST. AUGUSTINE, FLA, 


Mr. Chairman, the estimated cost of this project is $2,520,000. Federal appro- 
priations to date total $163,000; $600,000 is requested for the fiscal year 1957 
The project has an estimated benefit-cost ratio of 1.4 to 1. 

The inland channel to St. Augustine Harbor provides access for established 
navigation between the ocean and the protected waters of the Intracoastal 
Waterway. The bar of the channel has shifted somewhat with the tides to 
the extent that it has been almost impossible to maintain navigation aids neces 
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sary for the safety of life and property since the opening of a new inlet in 
1940. To prevent complete or partial impairment of the value of existing works 
and to protect life and property, jetty protection of the entrance to the channel 
is required. 

The improved channel in San Sebastian Harbor will be an asset to the vicinity, 
and is amply justified by the direct benefits, not only to the fish, shrimp, and 
other seafood establishments, but also to manufacturing and commercial estab- 
lishments in St. Augustine. These beneiits will accrue from savings resulting 
from the elimination of lost time and repairs to commercial shipping boats, and 
in transportation costs for movements of petroleum products by barge instead of 
by rail. 

To provide for the orderly and economic rate of construction, it is essential 
that there be appropriated this vear the sum of $500,000 which I sincerely trust 
the committee will favorably see fit to grant. 


INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY 


Mr. Chairman, this project was authorized under the Rivers and Harbors Act 
of 145 and extends from St. John’s River, Jacksonville, Fla., to Miami, Fla., 
following the canal constructed by the Florida Coastline Canal & Transportation 
Co. The estimated Federal cost is $18,800,000 ; $4,053,000 of which has already 
been appropriated, 

Due chiefly to the recommendation contained in the report of this subcommittee 
last vear, the Bureau of the Budget has included in the President’s budget a 
recommended appropriation of $200,000 for the fiscal year of 1957 to begin 
construction on that segment of the Intracoastal Waterway from Jacksonville 
to Miami. The project is now completed to a depth of 12 feet as far south as 
Eau Gallie, Fla. Continuation of construction and early completion of the 
enlarged channel between Eau Gallie and Miami is important to the economy 
of the entire eastern seaboard. In addition it will provide an essential facility 
when required for national security. 

The completion of the waterway will permit the economical and _ profiable 
long-haul movement of commodities by barges and inland waterway freighters, 
as well as the transshipment from the several deep-water harbors of petroleum 
products and bulk and packaged commodities. It will also afford a protected 
inside passage for many larger craft now required to sail outside because of 
the restrictive dimension of the existing channel. As this committee knows the 
Intracoastal Waterway from Jacksonville to Miami is an integral part of the 
inland waterway from Trenton, N. J., to Miami, of which approximately 1,200 
miles of continuous 12-foot channel are now open to navigation by 1,500-ton 
barges, 

The Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of the Budget have concluded that 
$200,000 is necessary to be appropriated in this fiscal year to provide for a 
minimum rate of construction to resume dredging, to enlarge the channel between 
Eau Gallie and Fort Pierce. 

I strongly favor and support this recommendation and trust that the committee 
will act favorably on it. 


THE MIAMI HARBOR AND PORT DEVELOPMENT PROJECT 


Mr. Chairman, there is one other additional project for which no founds have 
been included in the Bureau of the Budget’s request for appropriations, but 
which has been previously authorized by the Congress. This is the proposed 
Dodge Island Harbor and port plan to serve the Greater Miami area. 

Today the existing port facilities in Miami are wholly inadequate and cannot 
be operated efficiently and economically. They are in such poor physical condi- 
tion that major repair and expansion offer many economical handicaps. 

To improve these very essential and vitally needed facilities, the local author- 
ities have come up with a proposed plan to provide for proper harbor and port 
facilities essential to meet the continuing growth and economical benefit of the 
Greater Miami area. In view of the present conditions in the Miami port this 
project is one which is badly needed and the time for action to bring about 
improvement is long overdue. 

We seek at this time an appropriation of $50,000 to conduct a much-needed 
survey by the Corps of Engineers, and urge that the committee give favorable 
consideration to this request at this time. 
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PREPARED STATEMENT 


Senator Hotianp. I have also prepared a statement with referenee 
to ali budgeted items for projects in Florida which are apparent 
subject to no controversy, and I will ask that my statement relative 
to them be included in the record at this time. 

Senator ELLenper. Without objection, it will be so included. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR SPESSARD L. HOLLAND 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to appear today in support of 
Florida public works projects for which Federal funds are now being sought. 
In order to facilitate matters I will treat in this statement very briefly and as 
a group projects for which we feel adequate funds are included in the Presj- 
dent’s budget, and on which there is little or no controversy. 


APALACHICOLA-FLINT-CHATTAHOOCHEE WATERWAY IMPROVEMENT PROJECT 


Mr. Chairman, I strongly support Bureau of the Budget appropriations re- 
quests for three projects which make up the Florida part of the Apalachicola- 
Flint-Chattahoochee Waterway improvement program. The improvement of 
this waterway system will be of great benefit to the economy of a large area 
of Florida, Georgia, and Alabama, and Congress has recognized its importance 
by appropriating substantial sums of money for its development in the last few 
years. The benefit-to-cost ratio for the entire authorized Apalachicola-Flint- 
Chattahoochee project is 1.05 to 1. 


Jim Woodruff Dam 


The Jim Woodruff Dam is a major project in the overall improvement of the 
Apalachicola-Flint-Chattahoochee Waterway system. This dam is situated on 
the Apalachicola River 107.6 miles above the mouth, 0.2 miles below the con- 
fluence of the Chattahoochee and Flint Rivers in Jackson and Gadsden Counties, 
Fla., and Decatur County, Ga. This project was authorized in the 1946 River 
and Harbor Act and the total Federal cost is estimated to be $46,380,000. Ap 
propriations to June 30, 1955, totaled $43,763,000, and $920,000 was appropriated 
for fiscal year 1956, bringing the total appropriations to date to $44,683,000, 
and leaving a balance of $1,697,000 unappropriated. The President’s budget re- 
quest for this project in fiscal year 1957 is $1,197,000. The requested funds will 
be sufficient to physically complete the entire project in March 1957, and the 
remaining $500,000 for which no request has been made may be needed later to 
satisfy outstanding claims. The first power unit is scheduled to be placed on 
the line in August 1956, with others to follows in October and December of 
1956. 

Jim Woodruff Dam is a multiple-purpose navigation and power project. The 
reservoir formed by its construction will extend about 47 miles up the Flint 
River, providing navigation as far up as Bainbridge, Ga., and about 52 miles 
up the Chattahoochee River, providing navigation to Columbia, Ala. Also, it 
will constitute a link in the canalization of the Apalachicola River, Chattahoochee 
River, and Flint River, which will provide a 9-foot depth navigation channel to 
Columbus and Bainbridge, Ga., present channels being approximately 3 feet and 
2.6 feet respectively. This project will provide additional transportation facil- 
ities which will be extremely valuable in time of national emergency and will 
ultimately provide a large block of power of 30,000 kilowatts in an area where 
it is badly needed. 

Also, the reservoir area will provide excellent recreational facilities for public 
use to a large portion of the population of south Alabama, south Georgia, and 
north Florida, and in the requested appropriations for fiscal year 1957, there 
is included to complete reservoir access roads $55,000 and a sum of $60,000 to 
complete recreational facilities. 


Apalachicola River Channel improvement 
The Apalachicola River Channel improvement is also an integral part of the 
project for the Apalachicola-Chattahoochee and Flint Rivers and was author- 


ized in the River and Harbor Act of 1946. The total Federal cost of this unit is 
estimated at $980,000. 
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Prior to fiscal year 1956 only $35,000 had been appropriated, but in order to 
move this project to completion at an early date, and thus remove a major 
pottleneck, Congress last year appropriated $500,000 for fiscal year 1956, leaving 
only $445,000 to be appropriated. The President’s budget includes this $455,000, 
and I sincerely hope that Congress will include it in this year’s public works 
appropriation bill. ; 

The improvement of this channel from the Gulf of Mexico to Jim Woodruff 
Dam is absolutely essential if we are to make full use of the vast improvements 
made in the river system above that point. 

Jim Woodruff Reservoir is presently scheduled to be raised to its full pool 
elevation by August 1956 and the Buford Reservoir is scheduled to be raised 
to its minimum power pool elevation by December 1956. Of the total 1,227,000 
tons of traffic expected to move over the waterway upon completion of the entire 
project, 500,000 tons are estimated to use that part of the waterway below 
Bainbridge, Ga., and Columbia, Ala. The Gulf Power Co. has a steam-electric 
plant near the Chattahoochee River, the coal for which will be barged up the 
Apalachicola River when it is improved to accommodate such traffic. Present 
coal requirements of the plant are about 240,000 tons annually. 

Commodities which are expected to utilize the waterway are petroleum prod- 
ucts, cottonseed oil, sugar, fertilizer, and many others. Also, there is a definite 
trend toward movement of manufacturers to that area because of favorable labor 
conditions, the proximity of raw materials, hydroelectric power, and other 
factors. 

Channel across St. George Island 

The cut across St. George Island is another important element in the Apa- 
lachicola-Flint-Chattahoochee Waterway system and was authorized in the 1954 
River and Harbor Act. The total estimated Federal cost of this project is $613,- 
00, of which $300,000 was appropriated for fiscal year 1956. The remaining 
$313,000 is included in the President’s budget and will finish this vital 
construction. 

This is a channel extending from the Gulf of Mexico across St. George Island 
to Apalachicola Bay. It is planned to have a channel 10 feet deep and 100 feet 
wide from a 10-foot depth in Apalachicola Bay across St. George Island to 
within 300 feet of the shore; thence increasing uniformly to a 200-foot width 
at the shore and continuing at this width to a 10-foot depth in the Gulf of Mexico 
a distance of about 4,200 feet. 

Also scheduled for construction are two jetties, which will extend from the 
dune line on St. George Island to the 10-foot depth in the gulf. This entire 
project is scheduled for completion in November 1956. 

The channel across St. George Island will shorten by an estimated 214 hours 
a round trip by the average commercial fishing vessel from the seafood docks 
aud processing houses at the port of Apalachicola to the Gulf of Mexico. It is 
estimated that it will shorten the distance by a minimum of about 20 miles. 
This reduced distance will enable commercial fishermen to exploit fishing and 
shrimping areas in the gulf which are now inaccessible to these vessels because 
of the excessive distance that they must travel through the existing channel. 
It will also mean a saving to the fishermen by the reduction in fuel consumption 
and the extra 2144 hours which may be devoted to profitable fishing. 

The channel also will provide a haven for fishing vessels which seek refuge 
from storms and squalls which arise suddenly in this area. 

It is estimated that the value of lands required for rights-of-way for which 
local interests are responsible will be $3,000. 

Mr. Chairman, the President's budget recommendations include funds with 
which to complete these three projects and I earnestly hope this subcommittee 
and the Congress will appropriate the requested funds. The completion of these 
three projects will be the culmination of many years’ effort on the part of the 
Florida congressional delegation and many other civic-minded people in Florida, 
and we are sincerely grateful to the Congress and to the Federal Government for 
the fair and generous treatment we have received. 


ST. AUGUSTINE HARBOR 


Mr. Chairman, the navigation improvement of St. Augustine Harbor and vicin- 
ity was authorized in the River and Harbor Act of 1950, and this improvement 
Was designed to remedy a situation within and in the vicinity of a new inlet 
Which was cut across Vilano Beach by the Federal Government in 1940. Conse- 
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quent to the cutting of the new channel, the inlet widened materially and mainte. 
nance of the channel to project depth became impractical except at excessive 
cost. 

The improvement authorized in 1950, in accordance with House Document 133 
of the 8ist Congress, was one to redredge a channel across the bar to 16-foot 
depth, the channel thence to the Intracoastal Canal to 12-foot depth, to construct 
a groin on the south side of the channel and to improve the groin on the north 
side. This authorization also carried authority for improvement of the lower 
San Sebastian River. The project is necessary for the proper stabilization and 
economic maintenance of the channel and for the protection against erosion of 
islands adjacent to the new inlet. 

The Congress appropriated for fiscal year 1956 $163,000 for this project, which 
has an estimated Federal cost for completion of $2,520,000. The President's 
budget recommendations include $500,000 for the project for use in fiscal year 
1957, leaving a balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 of $1,857,000. Present 
plans call for completion of the project in June 1959. The benefit-to-cost ratio 
on the San Sebastian River project is 1.14 to 1. No benefit-to-cost ratio has beep 
determined for other work because it was authorized on the basis that the engi- 
neers had developed a project which could not be maintained and that the Federa| 
Government should provide corrective measures. In commenting on the project 
modification the Bureau of the Budget in a letter dated December 3, 1948, stated: 

“Existing and prospective commerce and vessel traflic at St. Augustine does 
not appear to warrant as large an expenditure for harbor improvements as that 
proposed in this report. However, damages and dangerous conditions have o 
curred as a result of the construction of the original project and it is noted that 
local interests were not required to hold and save the United States free from all 
claims for damages due to the construction and maintenance of the project. 
Adoption of the recommended improvement as a remedial measure to prevent 
further shore erosion and exposure of St. Augustine Harbor to storm daniage 
appears to be of first importance, and on this basis you are advised that there 
will be no objection to the submission of the report to Congress.” 

The inlet channel to St. Augustine Harbor provides access for established navi 
gation between the ocean and the protective waters of the Intracoastal Waterway, 
and the planned improvement will make available to an increasing number of 
small craft a harbor of refuge in time of need. The planned improvement will 
add protection to life and property and will be an asset to the entire vicinity, 
Direct benefits will accrue not only to various seafood industries but also to 
manufacturing and commercial establishments in St. Augustine as well as pleas- 
ure craft. 

I am pleased with the plans of the engineers to continue this project at an 
orderly and economical rate until completion in fiscal year 1959, and I sincerely 
hope this subcommittee and the Congress will appropriate the $500,000 reconi- 
mended by the Bureau of the Budget for St. Augustine Harbor. 


INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY EAST COAST 


Mr. Chairman, due largely ot the recommendation contained in the report of 
this subcommittee last year, the engineers and the Bureau of the Budget have 
included in the President’s budget recommendations for fiscal year 1957 the sum 
of $200,000 with which to begin construction on that segment of the Atlantic 
Intracoastal Waterway from Jacksonville to Miami which remains to be com- 
pleted. The project is now completed to a depth of at least 12 feet as far south 
as Eau Gallie, Fla., which is approximately 175 miles north of Miami. 

The Intracoastal Waterway from Jacksonville to Miami is an integral part of 
the inland waterway from Trenton, N. J. to Miami, of which approximately 1,200 
miles of continuous 12-foot channel are now open to navigation by 1,500-ton 
barges. Only the improvement of the existing channel from Eau Gallie to Miami 
remains to complete the entire 1,367 miles of the authorized project. 

The $200,000 included in the President’s budget for fiscal 1957 will be used to 
resume the dredging to enlarge the channel between Eau Gallie and Fort Pierce, 
and for engineering and design on the remainder of the project. 

The commercial traffic between Eau Gallie and Fort Pierce increased to about 
90,000 tons in 1954, which is approximately 35 percent higher than the 1953 ton- 
nage. Completion of the section of the waterway between these two points will 
allow commercial traffic to move with greater safety and speed and at less oper- 
ating cost as far as the deep operating port at Fort Pierce. Obviously such an 
improvement in the channel will bring about even greater increases in the use of 
this section of the waterway. 





a 
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When completed, the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway will be second only to 
the Mississippi River system and the Great Lakes in length of channel and popu- 
lation served. It will connect and facilitate traffic along the entire eastern sea- 
hoard south of New York. Thirteen of the major cities of the East are directly 
tributary to it, and these, with their tributary areas, comprise a population of 
approximately 18 million people. 

During World War II large tonnages of petroleum products and other valu- 
able materials moved by this waterway between the deepwater ports and the 
several military installations along the east coast of Florida. The construc- 
tion of the 12 foot channel, between the St. Johns River and Eau Gallie was 
initiated during the Korean emergency, after certification by the President, to 
serve the military installations on Cape Canaveral. Continuation of construc- 
tion and early completion of the channel between Eau Gallie and Miama is not 
only of great importance to the economy of the entire eastern seaboard, but will 
also provide an essential facility when required for the national security. 

For previous work accomplished on the main channel, local interests have in- 
curred costs of $2,750,000, including $725,000 for the purchase of a partially con- 
structed waterway, title of which was conveyed to the United States on Decem- 
per 11, 1929. The cost to local interests in complying with requirements of local 
cooperation for remaining construction is estimated at $1,500,000 for lands and 
damages, of which they have to date expended about $550,000. 

In order to move ahead with the project, the engineers have tentatively al- 
lotted $27,000 out of the small projects fund for fiscal 1957, for the dredging of 
a turning basin at Vero Beach. Local interests are required to provide a bulk- 
head at the Vero Beach turning basin at an estimated cost of $11,000. 

I express appreciation to this subcommittee for its foresight in recommending 
to the engineers that construction be continued on this project in order to make 
full use of large appropriations already made for the waterway system above 
Eau Gallie, and I sincerely hope that construction will be moved ahead as rapidly 
as possible in order to complete the entire waterway system at an early date. 


JIM WOODRUFF LOCK AND DAM 


Senator Hottanp. For a brief reference, I want to say that those 
projects include the completion of the Jim Woodruff lock and dam, 
a project costing some $46 million. 

The budget item for this year, which will finish the construction, is 
$1,197,000 and there is remaining on the authorization $500,000, which 
has to do with claims in connection with a matter which may or may 
not be required, but the concluding item which is to finish the con- 
tract, subject only to that $500,000 which relates to pending claims, 
is approved by the engineers and I think it is unnecessary to discuss 
it further at this time. 

[am happy that the very large flood control, navigation, and power 
project, which is the first large one on the overall Apalachicola- 
Chattahoochee-Flint River project, is now, in this budget item, being 
completed. Likewise with reference to the channel improvement of 
the Apalachicola River, the $445,000 which is in the budget will 
complete that project and I am sure the committee will be happy to 
hear the last of it. 

Senator Exttenper. I don’t think the Senator need worry about 
any budgeted items. 

Senator Hottanp. For the St. George Island Channel, the $313,000 
budget item will complete that project, and I am sure the whole com- 
mittee will join us in rejoicing that that is the case. 

The St. Augustine Harbor project item that is included, $500,000, 
seems to be not subject to any controversy at all, Mr. Chairman, and 
I therefore only mention it. 

With reference to the Intracoastal Waterway project item of 
$200,000, I want the committee to understand thoroughly what this 
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involves. It involves the beginning of the completion of the deepen- 
ing of that waterway to the page depth of 12 feet from Eau Gallic. 
the east coast of Florida, down toward 


which is about the middle o 
Miami. 


It is only a beginning on that. As it is now, that project is com. 
pleted from Trenton, N. J., down to about midway of the peninsulg 
of Florida, and we are beginning the last lap with this $200,000 item. 
which is mostly for planning, but we will start a contract and we 
expect to have supplemental appropriations from year to year unti] 
it is concluded. 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF COLONEL GEE 


Mr. Chairman, I want to ask also to include in the record at thjs 
time a statement by Colonel Gee, who is the consulting engineer for 
the port authority at St. Augustine, with reference to that $500,000 
item. 

Senator ELLenpER. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


St. AUGUSTINE HARsor, FLA. 


Mr. Chairman, members of the Committee on Appropriations, my name is 
Herbert C. Gee. I am a consulting engineer of West Palm Beach, Fla., and 
president of the firm of Gee & Jenson, Inc. I represent the St. Augustine Port 
Waterway and Beach Commission at this hearing. 

The commission is the administrative body elected to manage the affairs of 
the port district including compliance with requirements of local cooperation 
under the authorized Federal project for St. Augustine Harbor. 


THE AUTHORIZED PROJECT 


The St. Augustine Harbor project was authorized in the River and Harbor 
Act of June 20, 1938. Local interests paid to the United States the sum of 
$137,000 in compliance with one of the requirements of said act. Soon after 
a new channel had been dredged through North Point in December 1940 it be- 
came apparent that the authorized project could not be maintained successfully 
and that some major modification was indicated. 

Accordingly the project was reviewed and substantial modification of the 
project included in the River and Harbor Act of May 17, 1950. The modified 
project includes an entrance channel 200 by 16 feet across the bar of the new 
inlet thence 12 feet deep to the Intracoastal Waterway; a sand tight jetty ex- 
tending seaward from Vilano Point on the south side of the new channel parallel 
to and coexistent with the existing groin when required; and a channel 1() by 
10 feet in San Sebastian River from the Intracoastal Waterway to the King 
Street Bridge, with a turning basin near the upper end. The estimated cost 
of the above described improvements in 1948 was: 


Inlet and entrance channel $1, 848, 000 


San Sebastian River 49, 900 


Total 1, 892, 900 


PRESENT STATUS OF PROJECT 


The modified project, as authorized in the River and Harbor Act of May 17, 
1950, received its first appropriation during the 1st session, 84th Congress; 
$163,000 was made available for the current fiscal year. The Corps of Engi- 
neers will be prepared to utilize a substantial amount of money in fiscal year 
1957 to initiate work on the inlet. 


FUNDS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1957 


There is included in the budget now before your committee for consideration 
an amount of $500,000 for this project for fiscal year 1957. This amount can be 
utilized to initiate essential work on the inlet. 
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LOCAL COOPERATION 


Local interests have made substantial contributions to the project since initial 
authorization in 1938. The costs incurred or contracted for by the St. Augustine 
port Waterway and Beach Commission to date are tabulated below: 


Rights of way $11, 034 
pond validation 5, 918 
ack en es a pe ie wie oe 144, 375 
Cash contribution ; 


ae on ke 827 


In addition local interests are now making available the spoil areas required 
in San Sebastian River. 
RECOM MENDATION 


It is recommended that the budget amount of $500,000 be appropriated to the 
project for St. Augustine Harbor for fiscal year 1957 and that the authorized 
project be ¢ ompleted in fiscal year 1958. 

H. C. GEE, Consulting Engineer. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN HERLONG 

Senator HoLLanp. I want to ask to have included also a statement 
by Congressman Herlong on St. Augustine Harbor, and another state- 
ment by Congressman Herlong with reference to the needs of Cana- 
vera] Harbor, not a budgeted item. 

Senator ELLENDER. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The statements referred to follow:) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. A. S. (Syp) HERLONG, JR., REPRESENTATIVE OF FIFTH 
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF FLORIDA 


ST. AUGUSTINE HARBOR, FLA. 


I submit this statement in support of the appropriation contained in the budget 
for the continuation of construction of the project at St. Augustine Harbor, Fla. 

St. Augustine, the oldest city in the United States, has had an active com- 
mercial harbor since the year 1565 when the city was founded. Since that date 
the harbor has been in use for commercial purposes without interruption. 

The authorized project for St. Augustine Harbor had its beginning in the 
River and Harbor Act of June 20, 1988. The project authorized was a coopera- 
tive project to be financed pointly by local interests and the United States. 
There was created a special port district designated the St. Augustine Port 
Waterway and Beach Commission to handle the required local cooperation for 
this navigation project. The commission has furnished all lands, easements, 
and rights-of-way required for project construction, and in addition has made 
available the sum of $187,500 to the Corps of Engineers as required by author- 
izing legislation for the project. 

The project was modified in accordance with provisions of the River and Har- 
bor Act of May 17, 1950, to provide for an entrance channel 200 feet wide and 16 
feet deep across the new inlet bar, thence 12 feet deep to the Intracoastal Water- 
way. Jetty protection of the entrance channel was also included in the modified 
project. The estimated cost of the improvements authorized in 1950 was $1,898,- 
20) based on 1948 prices. 


PRESENT STATUS OF PROJECT 


Funds were appropriated for the start of construction on the authorized proj- 
ect in the first session of this Congress. The available funds in the amount of 
$163,000 are being utilized in the current fiscal year to complete dredging in San 
Sebastian River and to initiate engineering work required to prepare plans and 
specifications for work which will be initiated in the coming fiscal year. 

I was advised by telephone from St. Augustine that all required rights-of-way 
and spoil-disposal areas except one small island have been made available to the 
Corps of Engineers and that the island area owned by the trustees of the internal 
improvement fund of Florida will be made av: ailable to the engineers in the next 
few days. The district engineer expects that the dredging contractor will start 

75008—56—pt. 2——--34 
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work some time in the next 2 weeks on this element of the St. Augustine project 

There is included in the budget for fiscal year 1957 an amount of $500,000 for 
continuation of construction on this harbor improvement. It is expected that the 
Corps of Engineers will start construction on the protective jetties required 
the harbor entrance during tiscal year 1957. 

The St. Augustine Port Waterway and Beach Commission reports that totg| 
contribution by local interests to this project exceeds $300,000 to date. Tho 
requirements of local cooperation have been met in every instance, and the way 
has been cleared for the Corps of Engineers to proceed with the construction of 
the authorized project. 

Mr, Chairman, I request that your committee give favorable consideration to 
the project by recommendation for the appropriation of $500,000 to the project 
St. Augustine Harbor, Fla., for continuation of construction in fiscal year 1957, 


al 


STATEMENT OF Hon. A. S. HERLONG, JR., FIrrH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF FLorip, 
CANAVERAL HARBOR, FLA. 


Mr. Chairman, gentlemen of the committee, I desire to bring to your attention 
a harbor project in my district which urgently needs a substantial expenditure 
of maintenance funds in the coming fiscal year to permit full utilization of this 
harbor facility. Canaveral Harbor, Fla., has been constructed as a joint venture 
financed by local interests and the Federal Government. The local district, 
Canaveral Port Authority has furnished to the Corps of Engineers $940,000 in 
cash, all lands, rights-of-way, and easements required for the construction of this 
new harbor project just south of Cape Canaveral. The harbor has been used 
extensively by the military at Patrick Air Force Base. It serves as the operating 
base for the shrimp fleet during the southward movement of shrimp off the 
Florida coast, and in addition the port has two new industries which will 
generate substantial tonnages of commerce in the near future. These are a 
petroleum tank farm and a citrus juice plant, estimated to cost approximately 
$2 million, which will soon go into operation. 

In order that local interests may realize a return on their very substantial 
investment in this harbor improvement, it is necessary that shippers seeking to 
use the harbor facility have a reliable entrance channel, full project width and 
depth to enter and leave the port terminal area. Most recent condition surveys 
of this harbor show that a channel approximately 125 feet in width and 23 feet 
in depth is all that is available for oceangoing vessels seeking to deliver cargo at 
Canaveral Harbor. 

The port authority and its various lessees are losing business as a result of the 
inadequate entrance channel provided at the harbor. It is becoming increasingly 
difficult to interest new industries in basing their operation at Canaveral Harbor. 

The district engineer in Jacksonville reports that Federal expenditures of new 
work at Canaveral Harbor total $1,459,500. He also advises that the average 
annual expenditure for maintenance since initial completion of the project is 
$175,000. Obviously this very high maintenance cost indicates that the protec- 
tive structures at the harbor entrance are not adequate and that remedial 
measures should be taken at the earliest practicable date. 

The district engineer further advises that it will cost approximately $425,000 
to restore complete project dimensions by dredging in Canaveral Harbor turning 
basin and entrance channel. It is requested, therefore, that your committee give 
consideration to the inclusion of this amount in maintenance funds for the Corps 
of Engineers rivers and harbors projects, fiscal year 1957, and it is further 
recommended that the protective works around the harbor entrance be completed 
at the earliest practicable date in order that a stable channel, 300 feet by 27 feet, 
may be available to all commerce seeking to utilize this harbor. 


A. S. HEeRrxong, Jr. 


INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY 


Senator Hotuanp. Likewise, a statement by the whole delegation of 
Florida on the Intracoastal Waterway, which I have briefly men- 
tioned, and which is also mentioned in the statement of my colleague, 
Senator Smathers. 

Senator ELienper. That will be put in the record. 
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(The statement referred to follows :) 


INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY JAX-MIAMI 


Mr. Chairman, the Florida delegation is grateful for the opportunity to make 
this presentation, expressing our unanimous support for an appropriation of 
¢9),000 for the purpose of continuing construction on the Intracoastal Waterway 
southward from Eau Gallie, Fla. 

As the committee is well aware, this is a continuation of the improvement of 
the Intracoastal Waterway from Trenton, N. J. to Miami which has been 
authorized throughout its entire distance, but so far has been completed only as 
far as Eau Gallie, Fla. Of the entire project there remains only approximately 
17) miles to be completed in order to provide a channel 125 feet wide and 12 feet 
deep, navigable throughout its length for standard 1,500-ton barges. 

The entire waterway is designed to serve 13 major cities—Trenton, N. J., 
Philadelphia, Pa., Wilmington, Del., Baltimore, Md., Washington, D. C., Norfolk, 
Va., Wilmington, N. ©., Charleston, 8. C., Savannah, Ga., Augusta, Ga., Jackson- 
ville, Fla., and Miami, Fla. The existing channel from Eau Gallie to Miami is of 
varying Widths and depths, but with 8 feet as the controlling depth. This makes 
it impossible for standard 1,500-ton barges to navigate fully loaded south of Eau 
Gallie, which makes water transport inland past Fort Pierce and West Palm 
Beach to Miami largely uneconomical. 

The original report of the Chief of Engineers on the basis of which Congress 
authorized the project was based on 1942 estimates of tonnages that would bene- 
ticially move over the proposed waterway. Since that time the tonnages actually 
carried over the shallow waterway despite the difficulties of navigation have 
increased approximately 100 percent while population in the tributary area has 
increased more than that. 

Local cooperation required for the project within the State of Florida is under 
the direction of the Florida Inland Navigation District, a tax district created 
by the State legislature with elected members from each of the 11 counties 
through which the waterway passes. This commission has furnished and will 
continue to furnish all rights-of-way, spoil disposal areas, and all other contribu- 
tions required by the Act of Congress authorizing the project. To date this 
participation has totaled approximately $3,100,000. 

In addition to these contributions by the Commission, other local interests are 
estimated by the Corps of Engineers to have so far contributed terminal facilities 
and other works to serve the existing canal traffic as follows: 


Dredging of side channels, inlets, jetties, etc $30, 562, 929 
TIRE RI a held ; 12, 783, 373 


Total 43, 346, 302 


The total contributions to date are thus approximately $4614 million, or con- 
siderably more than twice the total Federal cost of the project. 

The strategic value of this project has been recognized from the very out- 
set. In the original report of the Chief of Engineers, the “‘war insurance” 
value of the project as affording a protected inland route to and from the 
southern part of the peninsula was stated to be one of the governing considera- 
tions. Construction of the project was initiated on the certification by the Presi- 
dent and the Secretary of Defense that the project is needful to defense. It is 
true that the immediate defense need causing the initiation of the work at that 
time was the desire to insure transport to the Guided Missile Range at Canaveral, 
but it is to be noted that the President’s certificate designated the whole proj- 
ect—Jacksonville to Miami. The House committee, in the appropriations hereto- 
fore approved, has evidently been mindful of the defense need for this water- 
way. The Senate Committee on Appropriations in its report on the Civil Fune- 
tions bill for fiscal year 1956 expressed the views that— 

“The strategic importance, as well as the economic value, of the Atlantic 
Intracoastal Waterway from Trenton, N. J., to Miami, Fla., warrants orderly 
completion of the remaining portion of the authorized work from Jackson- 
ville to Miami. Provision for this purpose should be made in the next and 
succeeding annual budgets.” 

The experience of World War II when, for a time, oceangoing vessels almost 
ceased to operate along our Atlantic Coast owing to the submarine hazard (88 
such vessels were sunk between the Delaware Capes and Biscayne Bay during this 
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period), proved the war value of this project, even at inadequate dimensions 
With the overloading of the railways, it became an invaluable recourse. 7 

The strategic value of the waterway is recognizable when we consider tho 
heavy concentration of military installations in Florida, and the importance of 
completion of a facility which would make it possible to transport supplies anq 
material in the event of the destruction of other transportation facilities js 
apparent. 


We urge the committee to give favorable consideration to the request for 


the continuation of the construction of this project contained in the budget 
for the fiscal year 1957. 


WILLIAM C. CRAMER, 
First District. 
CHARLES E. BENNETT, 
Second District. 
Bos SIKEs, 


Third District. 
DANTE B. FASCELL, 
Fourth District. 
A. S. (Syp) HERtLong, Jr., 
Fifth District. 
PAauL G. ROGERs, 
Sixth District. 
JAMES A. HALEY, 
Seventh District. 
BILLy MATTHEWS, 
Eighth District. 
GENERAL STATEMENT 


Senator Hotianp. Thank you for including all those items. We 
have here now for the hearing witnesses who will testify relative to 
the Tampa Harbor project, the central and south Florida flood-control 
project, and the $50,000 for the survey of the port of Miami, concerning 
which the committee has already heard from the Engineers. 

The port has been authorized for many years and the local authori- 
ties have just gotten together on the moving of the harbor from the 
present waterfront position to an island in the harbor. 

The chairman was present and several members of the committee, 
I think, the other day when the Engineers were heard on that 
matter. The need for that $50,000 is, of course, to adjust the present 
authorization to the new site. Most of the cost of the location on the 
new site is, as the chairman knows, local expenditure. 

We will want to hear, therefore, the city manager of Miami on 
that item very briefly. We will want to hear the representative of 
the Port Authority of Tampa on the need for a larger item than 
the budget item there. Our representative from that district, Mr. 
Cramer, also is here to be heard on that matter. 

Then we will want to hear the central and southern Florida flood- 
control project witnesses. 

Mr. Chairman, I suggest that since more people are here on the 
Tampa Harbor than on the Miami Harbor we proceed with that item 
first. 

Mr. Norman Brown, counsel for the local port authority, is here. 
The chairman will remember that the Engineers have testified that 
they have two large hopper dredges working there now on a day-and- 
night basis and that the budgeted appropriation would find those 
dredges completing their present contracts about the middle of this 
next fiscal year, and that the Engineers suggested an upping of that 
budgeted item of $214 million to $4 million in order that the work 
would continue through the budgeted year and not find it necessary 
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to locate dredges and bring them back at the end of the budgeted 
year, because they will not, under the present contract, complete the 
project. ; , , 

Mr. Brown will briefly be heard on that item. 


TAMPA HARBOR PROJECT 


STATEMENT OF NORMAN S. BROWN, COUNSEL, HILLSBOROUGH 
COUNTY PORT AUTHORITY 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Mr. Brown. Mr. Chairman, I am very grateful for the opportunity 
siven us to appear before you today. You will recall that—I would 
like, in order to save your time, to have your permission to file a 
written statement for and on behalf of the port authority and also 
to file with you for the record letters from our mayor, Curtis Hixon, 
whom you may remember, and Ellsworth Simmons, chairman of 
our county commissioners, and Carl Brobein, Jr., who is chairman 
of the port development committee of the chamber of commerce. 

(The statement referred to follows: ) 


TAMPA HARBOR PROJECT APPROPRIATIONS 1956-57 


1. Description.—Authorized by 1950 Rivers and Harbors and Flood Control Act. 
Present depth channels, 27 feet to 30 feet, with width of 300 feet. Project depth 
34 feet with width of 400 feet. 52 miles of channels. 

2, Present status.—Project started in fiscal 1956 with appropriations of 
$977,000. United States Engineers have performed $280,000 of hopper dredge 
work and let a $3,100,000 contract for hydraulic dredging, of which $785,000 will 
be performed in fiscal 1956. 

Total spent fiscal 1956: $1,282,000, of which $305,000 has been advanced by 
Engineers to be repaid out of fiscal 1957 appropriations. 

8. Funds requested for fiscal 1957.—President recommended $2,500,000. United 
States Engineers now recommend $4 million. These additional funds required 
due to fact two of most powerful type hydraulic dredges are working on site 
and work proceedings at unanticipated speed. Unless additional funds appro- 
priated, work on project will not proceed toward completion in an orderly man- 
ner and work will close early 1957, incurring unnecessary costs of demobiliza- 
tion and future mobilization of equipment. Then additional funds also required 
to permit 5 months of Government hopper dredge work. Funds required are: 


(1) Repayment of advance by United States Engineers 

(2) United States Engineers supervision and administration 

(8) Payment for completed work on outstanding hydraulic dredging 
contract 

(4) Continuation of contract for hydraulic dredging to June 30, 1957__ 

(5) Five months Government hopper dredge work 


Total appropriations required 


Appropriation of $4 million will permit completion of first usable segment of 
channel from Gulf of Mexico to city of Tampa with immediate realization of 
$1,500,000 annual savings on this completed segment according tonnage estimates 
local port authority. 

4. Area served by Tampa harbor.—25 Florida counties with current population 
over 1,500,000 persons. Fast growing area. Tampa-St. Petersburg area growing 
at rate of over %4 of 1 percent per month. 

0. Port growth.— 

A. Tonnage: In 6 years since project authorized, tonnage has increased 93 per- 
cent—from 5,436,000 tons in 1949 to over 10,500,000 tons in 1956 (preliminary 
estimate, United States Engineers). } 

B: $10 million in new port facilities started in 1955: Enlarged port Tampa 
terminal, new Black Point Channel and terminal, new Florida Power Channel in 
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Old Tampa Bay, Mechling Bargeline terminal, Illinois Grain terminal, Tampa 
Marine terminal coal, phosphates and phosphorous. 

C. $70 million new industrial construction in 1956 by industries requiring “deep 
water” and direct users port: 30,000 barrel oil refinery; two 125,000-kilowat 
generating plants; American Cable Corp. cable plant; Pure Oil Co, oil termina] 
Ingram Oil Co. oil terminal ; Industrial Molasses terminal. 

D. New industries will increase port tonnage 3,500,000 tons per year, 
tonnage in 1959 estimated at over 15 million tons per year. 

E. Tampa Harbor largest port between Norfolk and Charleston; is only m 
port on gulf or South Atlantic with channel depth of 27-30 feet. 

6. Benefit-cost-ratio.— 


Port 


ajor 


1949 (when authorized) benefit-cost ratio, 1.45 to 1 
1956 United States Engineers benefit-cost ratio, 2.6 to 1 
1956 (port authority estimate) benefit-cost ratio, 3.3 to 1 


Increasing benefit-cost ratio due primarily to increasing volume of port ton- 
nage. Port growth continues. Tonnage first 2 months 1956 up 22 percent over 
corresponding period 1955. Customs duties first quarter of 1956 is $1,091,009 
up 52 percent over first quarter 1955. aii 


City or TAMPA, 
EXECUTIVE OFFICES, 
April 27, 1956. 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Chairman, Public Works Subcommittee, 
Senate Appropriations Committee, 
Washington, D. C. 


My DrAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I regret that I am unable to personally appear be- 
fore your committee as I did last year to request the appropriation of funds for 
the continuance toward completion of the Tampa Harbor project. I have re- 
quested the Hillsborough County port authority to represent me before your 
committee this year and file this statement on my behalf as mayor of the city of 
Tampa. We always recall with pleasure the visit of you and other members 
of your subcommittee when you inspected the Tampa Harbor project last year 
The city of Tampa always extends to you and your committee its warmest in 
vitation to again give us the pleasure of your company. 

I cannot express to you in words the appreciation of this community for the 
consideration given it last year which led to the appropriation of funds actually 
starting the Tampa Harbor project. I testified before you last year and I again 
wish to emphasize that I consider the completion of this Tampa Harbor project 
the most vital issue relating to the welfare of our community. Tampa is a port 
city and it is a port city serving one of the most rapidly expanding areas in 
the United States. The rapidly increasing use of our port facilities require that 
this project be completed at the earliest practical date, bearing in mind, of 
course, engineering and overall economic costs. 

Unfortunately, the city of Tampa, with its existing channels, has been 
relegated to a position of a second-rate port. I know that you appreciate the 
dilemma which confronts our community from that viewpoint. You, and the 
gentlemen of your committee have given us great hope from the fact that your 
action last year gave recognition to the fact that the port of Tampa should be 
accorded the same treatment that has been granted to our neighboring port 
cities on the Gulf of Mexico and South Atlantic. 

I know that your committee will give earnest consideration to the plea of our 
local community that funds be appropriated for the coming fiscal year in the 
sum of $4 million. Although this is $1.5 million more than the $2.5 million 
recommended by the Bureau of the Budget, we believe that the circumstances 
which have occurred since the recommendation of that Bureau show how 
urgently this additional $1.5 million is needed, unless work on the project is to 
be stopped for lack of funds in the coming fiscal year. 

I do hope that you will give attention to the fact that appropriation of funds 
which will lead to the possible completion of one usable segment of this channel 
up to the city of Tampa proper, by the summer of 1958 is an urgent matter. 
Direct annual economic benefits of over $1 million will be realized from the com- 
pletion of this segment alone. That is, by the summer of 1958 traffic over this 
portion will have increased in such volume that these benefits will be realized. 
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I appreciate this courtesy in permitting me to file this expression of view 
on behalf of the city of Tampa. I again want to thank you on behalf of the 
city for the consideration which you have given us. 

Very truly yours, 
Curtis HIxoN, 
Mayor, City of Tampa. 


STATE OF FLORIDA, 
CouNTYy oF HILLSBOROUGH, 
COMMISSIONERS OFFICE, 
Tampa 1, Fla., April 27, 1956. 


Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Chairman, Public Works Subcommittee, 
Senate Appropriations Committee, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR ELLENDER: I am writing you as chairman of the Board of 
County Commissioners of Hillsborough County, and asking that you allow Hon. 
Spessard L. Holland and Hon. George Smathers to file this letter in the records 
of your hearings on appropriations for the Tampa Harbor project for the com- 
ing fiscal year. 

J personally appeared before the House Subcommittee regarding this project 
last year, urging funds to be appropriated for the starting of this project. A 
limited amount of funds was appropriated and the project has been started. 
For this the people served by the port are deeply grateful. 

We feel that an appropriation of not less than $4 million will be necessary 
to carry on this important work. I realize that a figure has been recommended, 
but feel that the importance of this job should demand an amount sufficient 
to keep it moving throughout the coming year. 

I wish to stress that since the original information was compiled and sub- 
mitted to you there have been several million dollars of other port facilities 
which have been commenced or committed. I cannot overstress the importance 
of this project to the west coast of Florida, and particularly to Hillsborough 
County and Tampa. I know that you appreciate the problem and we urge that 
you give every consideration to the appropriation of sufficient funds that will 
enable this project to be continued to a rapid conclusion. 

The courtesies and consideration which you have heretofore extended this 
project are appreciated by us. 

Let me again thank you for permitting me to file this statement in the rec- 
ords of your hearings. 

Yours very truly, 
EK. G. SIMMONS, 
Chairman, Board of County Commissioners, 
Hillsborough County, Fla. 


NEW PORT FACILITIES CONSTRUCTION 


Mr. Brown. You may recall when you visited us, sir, that we pointed 
out to you how much the start of this project meant. We stated to 
you that we felt that the start of this project would unquestionably 
initiate a great deal of the industrial development in our area and also 
improv ement of our port facilities. 

Since 1955 when this project was started, over $10 million of new 
port facilities construction have been committed or are underway. In 
addition to that, there is over $70 million in new industrial construc- 
tion which industries require deep water facilities, that has been ini- 
tiated or gotten underway, or has been definitely committed. 

In addition to that, we have other plans in the making. The port 
authority, for example, knows that we have now exhausted all our 
existing deep-water industrial sites and, as you can tell from the 
photograph here of the upper harbor area, we are going to have to 
put out a bond issue as soon as this harbor project gets further along 
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when we know we will have deep water up there to provide another 
300 to 500 acres of deep-water industrial sites. 

I would particularly like to recall to your mind the fact that this 
is the harbor which serves 25 counties. It serves over 114 million 
people. It is one of the fastest-growing areas in the world. — 


GROWTH OF ST. PETERSBURG-TAMPA AREA 


You take, for example, the St. Petersburg-Tampa area. That area 
is growing in population at the rate of approximately one-half of | 
percent per month. That steady growth has been going on for some 
time and it is anticipated that it will continue. 

Senator ELtenper. What causes that growth 

Mr. Brown. Sunshine and the grace of the Good Father. 

Senator Hotzianp. Mr. Chairman, there is much industry there, 
That is the shipping point for the phosphate industry. The Polk- 
Hillsborough County phosphate industry supplies about 70 percent of 
the phosphate of the Nation, and much of that is processed right there 
and shipped in the form of superphosphate and triple superphosphate. 

Senator ELLENpDER. We didn’t go there last year. 

Mr. Brown. No, sir; you did not have time. 

Senator Hotianp. Mr. Chairman, in addition to that, it is the port 
of entry for petroleum products for the whole west part of Florida 
and as the chairman knows, there is a great nest of tanks there, and 
the tankers now are having to come in on a part-loaded basis. 

In addition to that, it is a port of entry for the sulfur products which 
are necessary for use in connection with the treatment of the phosphate 
and the chairman remembers that he saw the great piles of sulfur on our 
recent trip to Tampa Harbor. 

Senator Ertenper. Yes. As I recall the testimony we had last week 
from the engineer for that area, your commerce has increased quite a 
bit. I don’t remember the precise figure, but one of the best features 
of that increase is that most of that commerce originated in Louisiana. 

Mr. Brown. There is a great deal of traffic between Louisiana and 
Tampa, sir. 

ANNUAL TONNAGE 


Senator Hotianp. Mr. Chairman, may I say that when this project 
was authorized, the port business was a little over 7 million tons. The 
latest figure is 10,500,000 tons a year. It is our largest port in Florida, 
and I am unable to say truthfully that that is the result of this harbor 
work, because important as it is, the channel has been deepened only 
part way up and, of course, until it is completed up into the inner har- 
bor, the larger ships cannot come in. 

However, we are just growing by leaps and bounds down there, and 
it isa great port now and will continue to be a great port in the future, 
and of course, much greater in potential than its present already large 
size. 

Senator Exienper. Our visit there last year was very impressive, 
and it may be the reason why you got your foot in the door as you did. 

Mr. Brown. Our mayor and the port authority have all invited 
you to come down again. We hope you will. We have taken great 
pride in the accomplishments of our community, and you will be 
amazed at the industries we have attracted, and you will be astounded 
at the growth occurring since you were there. 
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Senator ELLenper. It is almost equal to California now. 

Senator Hottanp. I would like the record to show that I have been 
irying to defend, unsuccessfully, the port authority ever since that 
visit. We had seen ships of 5 or 6 different foreign nations, but to cap 

‘he climax, aS We were coming back into the inner harbor, in came a 
oreat Japanese phosphate ship, : about 12,000 tons, and the visiting com- 
mitteemen insisted that we had that timed just so it came in just at that 
moment, but I want to say again, and this time for the record, that no- 
body there knew that the ship was coming in just at that time, but we 
thought it was a very appropriate time for it to come into the harbor. 

Mr. Brown. Mr. Chairman, we continue to grow apace. You take, 
for example, in the first 2 months of this year our port tonnage is in 
excess Of 1,800,000 tons. That is 22 percent over the corresponding 
period of 1955. 


INCREASE IN CUSTOMS COLLECTIONS 


Our customs collections for the first quarter of 1956 are up 52 percent 
over the first quarter of 1955, and 1955 was the greatest year our port 
had ever enjoyed. This year it will be much greater. 


AMOUNT REQUESTED 


All of that leads me to this: We plead with you here to grant to us 
an additional $114 million for fiscal 1957 over the $21 b million recom- 
mended by the Bureau of the Budget. I understand that the Corps 
of Engineers concur in that recommendation. 

The reason for this additional money is simply this: At the present 
time we have two of the most powerful type hydraulic dredges in the 
world on site, and working. They are working under a contract which 
in total sum is for $3,100,000, There will be left on that contract in 
fiscal 1957 approximately $2,300,000 to be performed. That contract 
will be completed in early 1957. 

We need not only money to complete that contract. We need ap- 
proximately $300,000 to complete that contract, but to the end that 
work will not stop and that equipment be demobilized, to continue 
working until the end of fiscal 1957 we need another $600,000 for the 
letting of a second contract or a continuation of the present contract 
to June 380, 1957. 


HOPPER DREDGE WORK 


We need in addition to that, money for approximately 5 months of 
Government hopper-dredge work. ‘There is 10 months of hopper- 
dredge work yet to be performed on the entire project. We know that 
it is a physical impossibility to get a Government hopper dredge 
assigned for 10 months in any 1 fiscal year. 

By splitting it up between 2 fiscal years, though, it could be com- 
pleted. That will require, with the supervision and administrative 
costs of the engineers, another $625,000 which in total amounts to the 
“ million that we are requesting for the project. 

[ would particularly like to emphasize to your committee, sir, that 
if this is done, this will mean that the project will have completed a 
usable segment in the year 1958. That isthe segment from the Gulf of 
Mexico to the city of Tampa proper. By that ‘time, the direct annual 
benefits of just that completed portion of the project, with the new 
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industries that are going in there and new refinery—I mean vast enter- 
prises—the direct annual yearly savings on that completed portion of 
the project we estimate to be $1,500,000. 


COST-BENEFIT RATIO 


All of this is set forth in more detail in the statement that I filed 
with you. That would give to just that portion of the channel alone 
a cost-benefit ratio of approximately 3.3 to 1. I cannot tell you how 
strongly we feel that the needs of our community require that this 
money be appropriated and I would like to point out to the chairman 
that when we talk about direct annual benefits here, we are not talking 
about potential profits. We are talking about the elimination of finan- 
cial losses that are being incurred by our shippers and our shipping 
industry and the people that use the port, for Tampa is the only port 
between Norfolk and Mobile that has a channel of 30 feet and less in 
depth at the present time, and yet we are the largest port between 
Charleston and Mobile. 

We feel that we can show such a direct benefit to us, and the fact that 
the community served by this port is acting in every way to take ful] 
advantage of the opportunity which is being provided to it for the 
first time by the appropriation of these Federal funds, that we hope 
your committee will give us that consideration in making its final 
determination. 

Senator ELLeNperR. You have a very worthy project, no doubt. 
When General Itschner was on the stand, he testified that you could 
use an additional $114 million, and not $214 million. 

Mr. Brown. No, sir. We are requesting an additional $114 million. 

Senator HotLanp. To add to the $214 million. 

Senator ELienper. I understand; you want what the engineers 
recommended, $114 million ¢ 

Mr. Brown. Yes, sir; we want the $114 million additional that they 
recommended. 

Senator Hottanp. One of the impressive things mentioned this 
morning was the showing that Mr. Brown made of $10 million of 
increased investment there in the port facilities and $70 million 
increased investment in new “deepwater” industries since the start of 
this project. 

Have you included that in your statement ? 

Mr. Brown. Yes, sir; I did. 


INCREASE IN COST OF DREDGING WORK 


Senator ELLenper. There is one other thing that was brought out in 
the hearings: the contract cost of the work was quite a bit more than 
the engineers’ estimates, and I was in hopes that something could be 
done in that regard. 

Mr. Brown. Yes, sir: we have encountered the same trouble our- 
selves in dredging work we have performed. 

Senator ELttenprer. Why should it be greater? Is there very little 
competition there / 

Mr. Brown. The reason for it, sir, is there is the tremendous amount 
of dredging going on all along there. 

Senator ELttenper. There is not much competition there. 
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Senator Ture. You are not encountering conditions that were not 
anticipated. It is the fact. that you do not have the competition in 
the bidding ¢ 

Mr. Brown. Yes, sir; that is true. 

Senator Hottanp. The cost, according to the engineers’ testimony, 
‘<running 19 percent over their estimates, and they are trying to re- 
duce that, but in the meantime, unless they can get bids at less than 
that, that is what it is costing. 

Senator Toye. Have there been any rejections of bids on the basis 
that they were not in line with the anticipated cost ? 

Senator Hotianp. There have been rejections on some projects. 
They rejected bids on a project that would run as high as 50 percent 
over but this one which was only 19 percent over, the y let them move 

head on. Gener: al Itschner so testified before the committee the other 
day. 

Senator ELLENpER. That is in the record, Senator. 

Senator Tarr. Thank you. 

Senator ELLENDER. In these estimates, as was pointed out by Gen- 
eral Itschner, there is no provision made for any profit. They are 
based on only the actual cost. 

Mr. Brown. Yes, sir; actual cost. 

Senator ExLenper. That is without considering the profit that is 
to be made by the bidder. He considered 19 percent a little excessive, 
but not over the line, as it were. 

Mr. Brown. Their costs are not out of line on some dredging that 
we had done the other day when we took our demobilization costs 
which, of course, in this project are tremendous because of the size 
of the equipment that is being used. 

Senator ELLENDER. Since this dredge is operating there, it strikes 
me, as I told General Itschner, that if we provide these additional 
funds, the contractor ought to be able to reduce his costs and cut his 
bid accordingly, thus reducing the expense. If this were to happen, 
you could do more with the money that we propose to make available 
this year. 

Mr. Brown. Yes, sir; on a continuation contract that would be 
entirely reasonable. 

Senator ExLenper. That is right. Their equipment is there and 
they ought to make allowance for that if we are to increase the funds 
along the lines suggested by you, because that is something they didn’t 
antic ipate. 

Senator Hontianp. I think I should say in justice to the engineers 
that while the bids have been over the estimates on this particular 
project, the exact opposite has prevailed with reference to the St. 
(eorgia Island and Apalachicola River projects, where the bids have 
been under or iginal estimates and likewise it has been the exact oppo- 
site in the case of central and south Florida, where the bids have 
gone under, so I think the engineers are entitled to have an aver- 
aging out, and I think it would show that they have been within the 
figures on the group of projects. 

Senator ELLENDER. I am not criticizing that at all, but if the dredg- 
ing company that is now operating there had know that we would 
make available all of these funds requested by you and the engineers, 
chances are you would have gotten a bid maybe a little lower. 
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Senator Hotianp. May I state this for the record? This isn’t gj] 
contract work. The hopper dredge itself, the Government work, js 
costing more than they had anticipated and that is something that 
is Government cost direct. It is very hard rock and it is very heayy 
going. : 

I have been on the dredge myself while it was working and jt js 
costing more than they anticipated it would. 

Senator Toys. That was one of the facets of my question, did they 
encounter something which was causing the dredging to cost more 
money than they anticipated, and if you say it is Government dredg- 
ing—— 

Senator Hottanp. Part of it is. 

Senator Tuyr. Therefore, there should not be any involved cost 
excepting the conditions they are working with. 

Senator Hotnanp. The heavy hopper dredge there is a Government 
dredge and it is just not able to move the rock there under the figures 
that they had hoped they would find prevailing. 

Senator Eixenper. All right, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. Congressman Cramer, who represents the ‘Tampa- 
St. Petersburg district, will testify next. Incidentally, you see by 
the map that this port affects a very large area, including, among 
other cities, St. Petersburg and Tampa. They both lie on the ‘Tampa 
Bay, and Port Tampa is on the tongue of land there [indicating] and 
the phosphoric acid product port is over there [indicating], so you 
see there are really 4 ports served by 1 project. 

Senator ELLeNper. Are there deposits where you pointed on the 
map ? 

Senator HoLuanp. No. 

Senator DworsHAk. What percentage of your own phosphate pro- 
duction is used in Florida? 

Senator Hortanp. A good, large part. We are producing about 
70 percent of the Nation’s supply, and in addition to that, we have 
about a third of our product that moves to foreign countries. It isa 
fine industry. 

Senator E1nienper. Representative Cramer, do you want to proceed! 


STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM C. CRAMER, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA 


SUPPORT OF FLORIDA PROJECTS 


Mr. Cramer. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I will 
just take a moment. Mr. Brown has very capably explained princi- 
pally why we need the $1% million, and one thing I want to stress to 
the committee that I believe is of primary importance is the fact that 
by providing this additional $114 million, we will be able to complete 
this one usable segment of the project by 1958, at an estimated benefit 
of $114 million a year to the users of the port. 

He has explained to you what it means; how much we have grown, 
the $70 million worth of new industry using the port. He has ex- 
plained to you how many people in the area are to be served and the 
products that come in and out of the port, so I am not going to go 
over that. 

I would like to submit a statement confirming and adding to the 
statements that he has made. 





IW 
was b 
could 
nar 
this c 

Th 
to the 
Whit 


based 
that 
conti 
more 
we 
Re 
first 
tenti 
mind 
wit! 
are f 
will 
posit 
se 
ment 
Re 
be p 
not : 
Sena 


pros 
to t 
get 

don 
tot 


PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 1891 


[ would like to point this out to your attention. The first time it 
vas brought to our attention, that this additional $114 million not only 
could be economically expended but was needed to finish this project 
‘1a reasonable period of time was when the engineers testified before 
this committee. 

That is the reason that the $4 million figure was not requested first 
to the Bureau of the Budget either by the engineers, sec ondly to the 
White House, and thirdly to the House Appropriations Subcom- 
mitte e. 

As you will note in the brochure submitted to you, it is requesting 
$3 million, The President did recommend $214 million and the Army 
engineers’ recent estimates and their recent studies, upon which was 
based the testimony before this committee last week, clearly shows 
that if this project is to be done on a reasonable cost basis and a new 
contract let in that work, without having to stop work in January, 
more money is needed than the $214 million recommended— 

Senator Hotnanp. Have you appeared before the House yet? 

Representative CRAMER. No, sir; we haven’t. Last week was the 
lirst time it came before the attention of the Congress. It is my in- 
tention to prevail upon them, but they seem to be a little more economy 
minded at times and, of course, they have completed their hearings, 
with regard to public works projects, in the subcommittee and they 
are farther advanced than you are and it is questionable whether we 
will have the opportunity to properly present to the committee our 
position. I wanted to point out why the presentation was not made. 

Senator THyr. Have you endeavored to present properly your argu- 
ments to your own legislative body ? 

Representative Cramer. Yes, sir; we have made a request that we 
be permitted to appear before the committee a second time, but it has 
not as yet been determined whether we will have that opportunity, 
Senator. 

We certainly are going to do everything we can to convince the 
House in the first instance that it should be ‘done, and hope that if we 
do not have adequate opportunity there, that we can rely on you 
gentlemen, due to the lateness of the time involved, to take care of 
the problem which is presented. 

Senator DworsHak. You will have just that much trouble in the 
conference committee and more so if you don’t attack the House com- 
mittee first. 

Representative Cramer. We are going to do our best, Senator and 
certainly will see that the House conference committee is informed. 

Senator DworsHax. You know, in the conference committee they 
are quite resentful in the House if you have obviously bypassed them. 
Maybe you made an attempt, but I certainly urge that you have some 
of your direct witnesses appear. 

Senator Hotianp. I think I should say in partial explanation of the 
situation that one of the early items reached during the House hear- 
ings some 2 months ago or more was this item and at that time the 
progress of the dredging was not apparent and they had not gotten 
to the situation where they now are, so that as to whether they can 
get the House to reopen this item or not, I have no opinion, but if they 
lon’t, I don’t believe that they would raise any strenuous objection 
to the taking of this item, because it is so clear on the face of it that 
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you are going to have to immobilize important units, which means 
more cost, if you don’t let them operate right on through the year, 

Represe ntative Cramer. That was the main reason why I wanted to 
make it a matter of record before this committee that the evidence was 
not available to us at the time we did appear before the House com. 
mittee. Should we be unable to make that presentation, then in cop. 
ference I hope that members of this committee will point that out to 
the full conference committee. 


JOINT STATEMENT 


[ would like to submit a joint statement on behalf of the entire 
House delegation with regard to this project in which all of them 
request the additional funds, the total amount of $4 million, and in 


that are also contained additional statements confirming what Mr, 
Brown stated. 


Senator ELLENpER. Without objection, it is so ordered. 
(The statement referred to follows :) 


HlouSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., May 1, 1956 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, Sr., 
Chairman, Public Works Subcommittee, 
Senate Appropriations Committee, Washington, D. ¢ 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: We the undersigned Members of the House of Repri 
sentatives from the State of Florida respectfully urge your continued favorabl 
consideration of the Tampa Harbor project and ask that you recommend funds 
in the amount of $4 million for continuation of this work authorized by Public 
Law 516, Sist Congress, the 1950 Rivers and Harbors Act, which serves over on 
third of the population of the State of Florida as its only harbor for intercoasta 
and deepwater commerce. 

This project has been supported by the Department of Defense and _ has 
received the endorsement of the Atomic Energy Commission, clearly indicating 
the usefulness of the harbor to the many military installations in the State 

The project itself will deepen from 27 to 30 feet to 34 feet some 50 miles of 
channel and widen this channel from the present 300 feet to 400 feet. 

In requesting the amount of $4 million this delegation highly recommends 
this figure as an increase over earlier recommendations of $2,500,000 by the 
President in the budget, which was also recommended in hearings before the 
House committee. Our reason for this amended amount is a recent project re- 
port by the United States Army engineers completed April 21, 1956, subsequent 
to these earlier recommendations. The result of this report was to show work 
progress well in advance of the estimated figures. In reviewing plans for furthe! 
dredging beyond the presently available and first requested amount, it is found 
that orderly continuity of a work program, including use of the Hopper dredge 
of the United States engineers in the outer channel for a period of 5 months in 
the next fiscal year and completion at the present pace without work layoff of 
the present dredges, does require additional funds and will result in consider- 
able savings in the overall project. 

Two effective monetary savings would be made. At present levels of tonnage 
in the Hillsborough portion of the channel, an economic saving of $1,500,000 
would result in 1959. The stopping of dredging upon expiration of present 
funds and a delay for further funds to be appropriated before resumption of 
dredging in 1957, as would occur under lesser appropriation, would cause heavy 
expense through deactivation and activation of the dredges, which can be over- 
come by continued work progress. 

For these reasons, we strongly urge the project to be continued at the accel- 
erated pace, so economically justified, and hope that this committee will see fit 
to make this recommendation. 

Great growth of this port in recent months continues to justify this as a 
most worthy project. pineeen now available from the United States Army engi- 
neers indicate the harbor will have cleared over 10,500,000 tons in 1955. This 
is believed to be a most conservative estimate. Customs receipts increased in 


the first quarter of 1956 over 1955 figures by 52 percent. In the first 2 months 
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of 1956, tonnage for the port had increased over 22 percent above that of the 
same period of 1955. The United States Army engineers have revised their 
penefit-cost ratio to now show 2.9 as against an earlier 2.25 report. Figures 
available to the Hillsborough County Port Authority indicate that the actual 
penefits Will reach nearer 5 to 1. 
With this project now well under way and with still further evidence of the 
need for improvement of this channel at hand, it is the reasoned opinion of this 
jelegation that great benefits for the entire State of Florida will result from 
continuation of the work as outlined. We express our full appreciation of the 
action of the committee at the inception of this project and now propose that this 
amount of $4 million is feasible and deserved on the basis of good management. 
Your consideration of this request will be of great assistance to a grateful 
community. 
Respectfully submitted. 
WILLIAM C. CRAMER, 
YWember of Congress, First District. 
CHARLES E. BENNETT, 
Member of Congress, Second District. 
Ropert L. F. SIKEs, 
Member of Congress, Third District. 
DANTE B. FASCELL, 
Wember of Congress, Fourth District. 
A. S. HERLONG, Jr., 
Member of Congress, Fifth District. 
PAUL G. ROGERS, 
Member of Congress, Siath District. 
JAMES A. HALEY, 
Member of Congress, Seventh District. 
ID. R. MATTHEWS, 
Vember of Congress, Bighth District. 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


Representative Cramer. I would like also for the record, Mr. 
Chairman, to submit a statement by myself on this project, again 
requesting the $4 million. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. WILLIAM C. CRAMER, MEMBER, HOUSE oF REPRESENTATIVES 


Mr. Chairman, one of the harbor projects begun in 1955 was in the First District 
of Florida and serves a great portion of the entire State. That project is Tampa 
Harbor for which last year $977,000 was appropriated to begin a 5-year program 
of work in deepening and widening the channel to accommodate traffic that is 
using this harbor and of which there is even greater potential. It is my purpose 
here today to ask that you continue this great work and that an appropriation 
of $4 million be recommended by your committee. This request is $1.5 million 
more than recommended in the 1957 budget by the President and earlier re- 
quested before the House committee. The need for these additional funds and 
savings to the Government that can be effected by this enlarged appropriation 
now, in a project expected to total some $11 million, has only recently become 
known and I wish to take this opportunity to explain the urgency of additional 
funds. 

In the preliminary planning of this project first consideration was given to 
the dredging of the channel and increase of depth from 27 to 30 feet and widen- 
ing to 400 feet from the present 300-foot width the distance of some 50 miles. 
The United States Army engineers let contracts for the dredging in 1955 and 
work has been underway on cuts A and F (as indicated in the project map) ina 
contracted amount of $3,100,000. Progress on this portion of the dredging has 
proceeded at a greater pace than anticipated by the engineers. In a report just 
made on April 21, 1956, and subsequent to both the preparation of the budget and 
hearings before the committee of the House it is now revealed that this contract 
can be completed early in 1957 if the present rate of progress is maintained. 
The original appropriation of $977,000 and the earlier budget requested funds 
of $2,500,000 will not be sufficient to carry on this rate of work and the entire 
project would have to be called to a halt in early 1957 unless additional funds are 
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provided at this time. ‘The truth of the matter is that the work is wel| ahead 
of the money. For this reason and through the engineering data made available 
to you in the testimony of the United States Army engineers earlier in this 
hearing I believe we are fully jutsified in asking these additional funds. 

I have indicated savings could be made by such action and this wil] be 
evident to you when it is realized that should present funds be depleted early 
in 1957 and no work continued until money is available in fiscal 195s. the 
cost of reactivation of the dredges themselves would be heavily reflected jy, the 
bids received which bids are expected to run an additional $600,000.) Such sy) 
stantial savings should not be overlooked in the efficient progress of this project 

Because of the rapid development of the work on these channels that sev. 
ment known as Egmont and Mullet Key Channels where work will be done 
by the United States Army engineers’ hopper dredge, should also be gotten 
underway in 1957. Anticipating 5 months’ work in each of the fiscal years 1957 
and 1958 an additional $625,000 will be needed in fiscal 1957. 

Activation of both of these dredging portions of the project at the same time 
and to thus complete in the year 1958 the Hillsboro Channel project will see 
even more benefit savings. Figures now available clearly show that use of 
the Hillsboro-Tampa Channel portion of the project is herein proposed at the 
projected tonnage rate to be shown later indicate that $1,500,000 per year 
will be saved at that time. Therefore the additional amount requested above 
the earlier request will be fully justified by this additional saving. Estimates 
of the benefit-cost ratio have now been placed at 3.88 to 1 on this segment of 
the channel and I feel sure that this is a conservative figure. 

I have attached a summarization of the figures used above for your convenience 
in study of this request. (See schedule A, as follows:) 

SCHEDULE A 
Fiscal 1956 appropriation for Tampa Harbor project_ $977, 000 
Actual expenditures : 
Hopper dredging $280, 000 
Hydraulic dredging 785, 000 


Engineering 130, 000 
Supervision and engineering 


Pn eI 352820 ee 1, 282, 000 


= 


Advanced by U. S. Army engineers (to permit contract per- 
formance) 305, 000 


1, 282, 000 1, 282, 000 
Funds required fiscal 1957: 

Repayment of advance by U. S. Army engineers to 

project 305, 000 
U. S. Army engineers (supervision and administra- 

IN aN A a eg Ns eet ek eee 174, 000 
Payment to Standard Dredging Corp. to complete work 

on $3.1 million contract covering dredging on cuts 

A-F Tampa Bay Channels ($785,000 of contract will 

be completed in 1955-56). Full contract to be com- 

completed early 1957 2,315, 000 


|) een ee ne Oe TD aCe 2, 794, 000 
Request 1957 budget 


Additional required 
Pro rata portion of secc 
early 1957 to permit work on dredging to continue 
without extra cost of activation and deactivation 
which would raise this estimated bid. Four months’ 
work to June 30, 1957 ES oe 600, 000 
Five months’ work by U. S. Army engineers’ hopper 
dredge on Egmont and Muulet Key Channels. In- 
cludes supervision and administration cost 625, 000 


Total additional funds required over budget re- 
quest of $2.5 million for 1957 
Total recommended as appropriation for 1957 4, 000, 000 
Nore.—These figures are as prepared by the U. S. Arey engineers and are consistent 
ce 


with testimony by them before the Subcommittee on Public Works of the Senate Appro 
priations Committee. They include figures not available prior to Apr. 21, 1956. 
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Many of the persons from the Tampa Bay area personally appeared be:.e 
vour conunittee last year and testified that the start of this project, in their 
opinion, would unquestionably accelerate harbor growth. It is astounding proot 
of this that, according to port authority estimates 2 months ago $5,500,000 in 
new and port facilities have been committed during calendar year 1955. This 
fgure can now be placed in excess of $10 million. Yet this is only the beginning 
of the tremendous industrial and commercial program which has been indicated 
py the commencement of this harbor project. Exemplary is announcement in 
the last 2 weeks of construction of a new industrial molasses tank and dock, 
fully substantiating the judgment of this committee for this growth that unques- 
‘ionably Shows the local community is fulfilling its obligation in making full 
yse of the new opportunities afforded it by the Tampa harbor improvements. 

In 1954, the port of Tampa had a total tonnage of 9,813,000 tons. In 1955 
it is conservatively estimated that this has increased over 7 percent to over 
10,500,000 tons (exact figures have not yet been completed). This is far in 
excess Of the Army engineers’ estimates made in 1948. The estimated port 
jonnage in the calendar year of 1959 of 15 million tons based on this 7.6 percent 
annual increase is a conservative estimate. For example, it is known that 
within the next 8 years there will be additional port tonnage from new industries 
(which has not been taken into consideration in the normal port growth) of 
»500,000 tons per year. This would consist of approximately 2,500,000 tons of 
petroleum and petroleum products, which would result from new terminal facil- 
ities and the first oil refinery in the port of Tampa; coal of 750,000 tons from 
, new electric-generating plant, using coal for fuel; and other products of 
050,000 tons. This again is very conservative. New barge terminals have just 
heen completed for the transport of steel, grain, and general cargo. 

This would mean that, by the calendar year 1959 it could well be and probably 
will be, the port of Tampa will have annual tonnage of 18 million to 19 million 
ions, providing harbor improvements progress rapidly, continuing to encourage 
ts growth. It is this year in which the economic return will truly manifest 
tself and justify orderly and early completion of the project. 

The most recent figures available indicate that projected estimates have been 
conservative. Port tonnage for the first 2 months in 1956 were 22 percent above 
that of last year and increased 345,000 from 1,529,000 tons in 1955 to 1,853,000 


tons in 1956. Final figures for 1955 have not been completed by the engineers 
but their present indications are that total tonnage for 1955 will exceed 10,500,000 
tons and continue to be well in excess of the projected growth factor of 17.6 
percent per annum as estimated by the engineers. 

Even more amazing figures of the growth of this port are indicated in the 
receipts of customs duties. In the first quarter of 1956 receipts were $1,091,000, 
some $373,000 over the same period in 1955 or a gain of 52 percent in 1 year’s 


Bé 
time, 


The increase and growth of industry in this area and its tremendously increas- 
ing population has greatly increased the use of petroleum and other products. 
In 1954 the petroleum usage of the port was 4,579,000 tons. Upon facts now 
known, the increase in pertoleum in 1955 was in excess of the 10 percent estimated 
hy the port authority, based upon 1954 figures. With the known new industrial 
facilities that are coming into being in this area, by 1959 it is entirely reason- 
ible to assume that there would be over 8 million tons of petroleum and petroleum 
roducts passing through the port of Tampa. 

The usage of this port by coastwise trade is progressing rapidly. In the 
year period, 1949 to 1954, the average annual increase in tonnage was 9.1 
percent. Projecting a growth of 5 percent a year over the 1954 tonnage of 
°477,000 shows that there would be coastwise trade in 1959 of over 7 million 
tons. This is an entirely reasonable projection of growth and, as a matter of 
fact, it is obviously conservative when the factors of new industries are taken 
into account. 

Over 75 percent of phosphate produced in the world is produced within a 
radius of 80 miles of this port. In 1949, 5,477,000 tons of phosphate were 
exported through this port. I believe it of interest to your committee that this 
area served by the port of Tampa is increasing in its population at the rate of 
over 6 percent per year. This is one of the most rapidly expanding areas in 
the United States. Moreover, this rapid expansion is reflected in the industrial 
growth of this area. Since the apparent start of this project in early 1955, over 

75008—56—pt. 2 35 
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$70 million in new deep-water industrial construction has been started 
definitely committed. 

In 1956 additional industrial construction utilizing Tampa Harbor is 
way. 

All this is indicative of the fact that the phenomenal growth of this ares 
renders estimates of port growth and usage almost unrealistic. Yet, jt 
apparent that the estimated annual port tonnage in 1959 of 15 million tons js 
most conservative. Using this basis of annual tonnage of 15 million tons, the 
direct economic benefits and annual savings resulting from completion of {hj 
harbor project will be approximately $2,230,000.) This is using the eriterig 
used by the Comps of Engineers in their determination of benefit-cost ratio of 
5 to 1 and would give to this project an unusually high benefit-cost ratio. The 
Army engineers in 1954 had a benefit-cost ratio of 2.25 to 1.) This has now 
raised to2.6tol1. 

I urge your committee to study the figures presented here and by the United 
States Army engineers and provide this appropriation in the additional ay 
needed above that of the budget request in order that economy of operation wil| 
be served and that an orderly program of development of this vital project cay 
be brought about. The work in this important harbor is of great importance 
The present inadequate channels have placed the port in the status of a second 
class harbor and the only sizable port between Norfolk and New Orleans with 
less than 34 feet channel depth. At the same time Tampa Harbor has more 
annual tonnage than any harbor from Norfolk to Mobile. Lam sure you wil! 
act to best serve the over 1 million population served by this port of the west 
coast of Florida. 
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JOINT STATEMENT 


Senator Hotianp. This is the joint statement of Senator Smathers 
and myself on this same matter. 

Senator ELLENDER. You may proceed. 

Senator Hottanp. Mr. Chairman, we appreciate the opportunity 
of appearing before your subcommittee in support of appropriations 
in the amount of 4 million to continue work on the ‘Tampa Harbor 
project in an orderly and ec onomical manner in fiscal year i9d7. This 
is $1,500,000 more than that recommended in the bu idget of the Presi 
dent. 

Last vear the Congress appropriated $977,000 to start this project 
Work is actively under way and is proceeding much faster than was 
anticipated. The Corps of Engineers has performed a substantial 
amount of work by Government hopper dredge, and sa let a con 
tract in the amount of $3,100,000 covering hydri wlic dredging of 
the Tampa Bay channels segment of the project. During the 1955-56 
fiscal year the ¢ ‘orps of Enginee rs has advanced and has spent $305,000 
in addition to the appropriated funds of S9T7T,000 so that at the close 
of the present fiscal vear a total of $1,282,000 will have been expended 
on this project. 

We have personally visited this project since the commencement 
of work. It is difficult to express in words the deep and heartfelt ap- 
preciation which the people of the area served by this port feel in 
the starting of this harbor improvement project. We recognize 
that this committee has evidenced its awareness of the vital part 
this port plays in the lives and the economy of the some 11 ; M1 illion 
people served by this port. The port serves 25 counties, an area whic! 
encompasses the largest citrus belt in the world. and 75 percent a 
the phosphate mined in the world. 
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IMPORTANCE OF POR1 


We indicated to this committee last year that the port of Tampa is 
one of the primary factors contr ibuting to the r apid growth of this 
area of Florida, which is one of the fastest growing areas in the United 
States, both in population and in industry. We expressed to you 
at that time our belief that the start of this project would initiate 
an even greater acceleration in the rapid industrial growth of this 
urea. 

Events of the past 15 months have amply justified our belief. Since 
January of 1955 over $70 million in new industrial construction has 
been initiated by industries requiring deep-water facilities. These 
are all located in the Tampa Harbor area proper. More important, 
over S10 million in new port facilities have been started or definitely 
— since January of 1955. This does not include proposed port 
acilities by the Hillsborough County Port Authority ma private in- 
ae which are in the » lanning st: iwe but have not been definitely 
committed, 

We wish to emphasize to your committee that these new industries 
and new port me ilities alone will account for and bring into the port 
an additional 546 million tons per year. This tonnage is in addition 
to that which is inherent in the progressive growth and development 
of the harbor. 


L\NNUAL TONNAGI 


The steady and continued growth of this port is almost incredible. 
Since 1949, whe n this project was authorized, the annual tonnage of 
the port of ‘Tampa has increased over 93 percent—from 5,436,000 tons 
in 1949 to over 10.500.000 tons in 1955, according to pre ‘liminary esti- 
mates of the Corps of Engineers. Over this 6-year period, this is an 
average annual increase in tonnage of 15.5 percent. The 1955 ton- 

ive Was the greatest volume of tonnage ever handled | Vv this port 
and represent an increase of approximately 800,000 tons over the year 


INo4. Yet the port continues to grow. Port tonnage for the first 2 
months of 1956 is over 22 percent greater than the corresponding 
period of 1955. Customs collections for the first quarter of 1956 
total $1,019,000, an increase of 55 percent over the corresponding 
period of 1955. 

Known factors of steady port growth and known additional tonnage 
created by new industries give every reasonable indication that the 
volune of tonnage of the port of Tampa will exceed 15 million tons 
per vear by the year 1959. Based upon such an assumption, and using 
the criteria and standards employed by the Cor ps of Engineers, De- 
partment of the Army, completion of this project will result in direct 
annual benefits of $2.230,000—a benefit-cost ratio of 5 to 1. At the 
present time, based upon 1954 tonnage, the benefit-cost ratio is esti- 
mated by the Corps of Engineers to be 2.6 to 1. We feel this is far 
to conservative, but even this estimate places the project in an ex- 
tremely favorable position. 
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PROJECT SEGMENTS 


The project has three usable segments: That segment reading from 
the Gulf of Mexico up the Tampa and Hillsborough Bay to the city 
of Tampa proper (and Black Point); the Alafia River Channel: 
and the port Tampa channels. 

Based upon known industrial and port facility development and 
new construction, it has been quite conservatively estimated that the 
portion of the project serving the city of Tampa and upper harbor 
will by 1958 have an annual volume of tonnage in excess of 10 million 
tons. This annual volume of tonnage has been determined by taking 
the actual tonnage of this portion of the harbor, adding to it 7.5 
percent increase annually—which is less than one-half the average 
annual increase for the past 6 years—plus 314 million tons of new 
tonnage which will be created by new industries and port facilities, 
This new tonnage is comprised of the following: Petroleum, 2,486,000 
tons; coal, 750,000 tons; other products, 250,000 tons. 

Upon this basis, completion of the project to the city of Tampa by 
the year 1958 will immediately effect direct annual benefits and direct 
dollars savings of approximately $114 million per year. We par- 
ticularly wish to call the attention of your committee to the fact that 
the direct annual benefits here involved are the elimination of actual 
financial losses now incurred by shipping and business interests due 
to the inadequacy of existing channels. We believe it noteworthy 
that the port of Tampa is the only major port from Baltimore to 
New Orleans which presently has imposed upon it and financial 
burden and inherent losses of channels of 30 feet depth and less. 


LOCAL INTEREST 


Local interests, as a result of public meetings of the Greater Tampa 
Chamber of Commerce and the Hillsborough County Porty Authority, 
have without dissent recommended that the channels from the Gulf 
of Mexico to the city of Tampa (i. e., Mullet Key Cut, Tampa Bay, 
and Hillsborough Channels and the Tampa Harbor (Ybor) Chan- 
nels) should first be completed. We understand that the Corps of 
Engineers has expressed concurrence and approval of this recom- 
mendation. 

We urgently request that your committee in determining the funds 
to be appropriated for the continuation of this project in fiscal year 
1956-57 give careful consideration to the following factors: 

The President in his budget message recommended the appropria- 
tion of $2,500,000 for this project in fiscal 1956-57. We are informed 
that it was believed at the time of the submission of the budget that 
this would provide sufficient funds to permit work upon this project 
to continue in an orderly manner and without interruption during 
the entire fiscal year. Subsequent events have made this untrue. 


AMOUNT REQUIRED 


The Corps of Engineers in testimony before your committee has 
stated that $4 million is required by this project in fiscal 1956-57 if 
work upon this project is to continue throughout the year without 
interruption and is to be carried toward completion in an orderly 
manner. 
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If only the budgeted amount of $214 million is appropriated, funds 
will be exhausted in early 1957 and work on the project will stop. 
The huge dredging equipment now on station would be demobilized 
and move to other jobs. Work would not commence again until 
the latter part of 1957 after fiscal 1957-58 funds are appropriated, 
new contracts let, and dredging equipment again move on the site 
and mobilized. We feel it entirely reasonable to assume that this 
unnecessary economic loss of demobilization and mobilization of 
equipment will be reflected in additional contract costs to the Gov- 
ernment. ‘The Corps of Engineers has expressed this opinion. 

This situation has arisen due to unexpected speed with which the 
contract hydraulic dredging is proceeding. The present dredging 
contract is in the amount of $3,100,000 and covers dredging on cuts 
A through F on Tampa Bay Channels. Two of the most powerful 
type hydraulic dredges in the world are presently mobilized and 
working. By June 30, 1956, $785,000 of work will have been per- 
formed, leaving an unperformed contract balance of $2,315,000. 

It is estimated by the United States engineers that this contract will 
be completed in early 1957; $900,000 is required over and beyond 
the budgeted amount of a second contract providing 4 months of 
dredging to the end of fiscal 1956-57. 

The orderly progress of work on this project also requires that 
$625,000 be appropriated to allow 5 months of Government hopper- 
dredge work on Egmont and Mullet Key Channels. During the cur- 
rent fiscal year $280,000 of hopper-dredge work has been performed. 
There remains about 10 months of hopper-dredge work to be per- 
formed. Due to the great demand for these Government hopper 


dredges, it is impractical to attempt to schedule 10 months of hopper- 
dredge work within a single fiscal year. By performing 5 months 
hopper-dredge work in fiscal 1956-57, only 5 more months work will 
be left to be performed in fiscal 1957-58. It will mean that some time 
in mid-1958 this project will be partially completed to authorized 
width and depth from the Gulf of Mexico to the city of Tampa proper. 
It is —— to note that upon this being done, immediate direct 


annual benefits of $1,500,000 will be realized, according to the esti- 
mates of the Hillsborough County Port Authority which have been 
submitted to your committee. 


JUSTIFICATION FOR ADDITIONAL FUNDS 


We believe that thes two factors—the uninterrupted and orderly 
progress of work on this project and the tremendous direct economic 
benetits that will be achieved in 1958 well merit the appropriation of 
the $1,500,000 in addition to the budgeted amount of $2,500,000. 

We urge that your committee give serious and favorable considera- 
tion to these facts and recommend the appropriation of $4 million with 
which to continue the work of this project to the end that work will 
progress in an orderly manner with unbroken continuity and so main- 
tain a schedule of work that will provide a usable channel of project 
width and depth to the city of Tampa in 1958. 
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CENTRAL AND SOUTHERN FLORIDA PROJECTS 
STATEMENT OF E. A. EVANS, CITY MANAGER, MIAMI, FLA. 
GENERAL STATEMEN' 


Senator Hotuanp. We have quite a large delegation here on the cen- 
tral and southern Florida flood-control project, but I think just a fey 
minutes will suffice for General Evans, who is the city manager of 
Miami, appearing for the joint interests down there, of the city of 
Miami, Miami Beach, and the county of Dade. 

I think that it is not necessary to read any lengthy statement, Gen- 
eral. 

Mr. Evans. All right. 

Senator Evuenper. May I ask, General, are you supporting onl 
the $50,000 that has been budgeted 4 

Mr. Evans. That is correct. 

Senator ELLeNpDER. Don’t waste too much breath on that, please, 
because I feel sure you will have no difficulty in obtaining that amount, 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


Mr. Evans. I won't. I will put in the record a formal statement, 
Senator E_utenper. All right. 
(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT BY E. A. Evans, Crry MANAGER, MIAMI, FLA., ON THE NEED FOR 
IMPROVEMENTS TO THE Port OF MIAMI 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the Greater Miami area, which 
consists of the city of Miami and 25 surrounding municipalities, all contained in 
Dade County, is one of the fastest growing communities in the United States, 
The permanent population of this Greater Miami area has increased from 400,000 
in 1945 to a present estimated figure of 750,000; and there is no indication of a 
letup in these growth figures for the foreseeable future. In addition, we have 
2 million visitors at various times during the winter season and approximatels 
1 million visitors during the summer months. 

Miami has a water port which was constructed over 55 vears ago. The port 
is located directly off Biscayne Boulevard, which is the principal north-south 
highway running through the central business district. The port is wholly in 
adequate for handling the present needs, not only from a standpoint of area and 
facilities, but the bulkheading and wharf aprons have deteriorated to a point 
that the condition of the port is dangerous. Approximately 1 year ago, a section 
of one of the piers collapsed, and it became necessary to spend $400,000 in repairs 
The location of the port is such that present or future expansion is not practical 

The tonnage handled by the present port has increased from 88,742 in 1947-48 
to an estimated 333,000 in the present fiscal vear. These figures do not include 
any fuel which comes into Belcher Oil Co., an adjacent facility, or any business 
conducted by Albury & Co., but represents only the port tonnage from which we 
derive revenue. Passengers in 194748 totaled 77,510 and are estimated for the 
present fiscal year to be 132,000. 

The normal import and export shipments handled in the port are package goods 
types, as distinguished from bulk shipments. 

A year ago the City Commission of the City of Miami authorized the prepara- 
tion of a general survey of the port situation and a contract was let to Mott 
of Washington & Associates, Washington, D. C., who in turn submitted their 
report in September 1955. As a result of this survey, the City Commission has 
approved a final plan for the development of the port of Miami, which con 
templates the building of a new port site on an existing island in Biscayne Bay, 
together with a causeway from the mainland to the new site for the purpose of 
allowing rail and truck facilities to service the area. The building of the new 
port on this site allows ample space for future expansion. This location is 
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for the handling of light and heavy cargo; passenger facilities are 
nailt on an adjacent island which is presently connected to the mainland 
a highway. The city of Miami Beach, which is immediately adjacent to the 
ite of Miami on the east, is likewise in need of some passenger facilities, and 
mr project, in the overall, contemplates the inclusion of the necessary dredging 
the Miama Beach location. Upon the completion of the new passenger and 
facilities, the old port will be bulkheaded at the harbor line and filled 

the dredging that will be necessary for the new project. 

fhe plans for the development of the new port facilities meet with the approval 
of the Miami-Dade County Chamber of Commerce, the Dade Development Com 

» the marine interests in the Miami area, and the commissioners of Dade 

No opposition to the plan has appeared. The city of Miami, through 

ty commission, has already taken steps to provide the necessary financing 

omplete development which is estimated to cost in the neighborhood of 

\ illion, of which approximately S6 million will involve dredging of channels 

aud turning basins. If the projeet approved by the Office of the Chief of Engi- 

neers, it is contemplated that a request will be made to have the money for 
dredging appropriated by the Congress of the United States 

rhe closest port to Miami is Port Everglades, which is approximately 25 miles 

the north. Money has recently been appropriated by Congress for the survey 

needed improvements in Port Everglades and this survey is presently being 
le by the district engineer. It is estimated that the amount of work for 
ich they will be seeking an appropriation amounts to $1,500,000. In making 
is presentation to your committee, I wish to emphasize that we are most 
irtily in favor of the request of Port Everglades for its much-needed improve 
it. Port Everglades handles an entirely different type of cargo than Miami. 
consists, primarily, of oil, molasses, and certain bulk shipments such as 
mher, cement, steel, ete. As pointed out previously, the cargo to be handled 
the port of Miami is an entirely different class of cargo and the need for the 
levelopment of Port Everglades is in no way a duplication of the need for the 
velopment of the port of Miami. We wish to lend our support to the request 

f Port Everglades in their redevelopment work, as the necessity for improve- 
ments in both of these areas is vital to the economic welfare of southeast Florida. 

The need for modern facilities in Miami is grent. Business with Central and 
South America, 2s well as the islands of West Indies, is growing to a point where 
it is becoming almost impossible to handle the situation with our inadequate 
existing facilities. 

It is, therefore, earnestly requested that an appropriation of $50,000 be placed 
in the a budget for the purpose of conducting a survey to supply the Office 
of the Chief of Engineers with the necessary physical and economic information 
in connection with the development of the port of Miami so that a report may 
in turn be made to the Congress. 


POPULATION INCREASI 


Mr. Evans. There are just a few things I would like to mention. 
Was very much impressed listening to Senator Wayne Morse about 
his flood of water. We are bedeviled in south Florida not with the 
flood of water, but a flood of people. 

Senator ELnenpeR. You don’t mind that, do you? 

Mr. Evans. No; we don’t. 

[ was very much interested in Mr. Brown’s statement that in Tampa 
they had an increase of one-half of 1 percent a month. We ean double 
that. Weare approaching 1 percent per month. 

We have an old port that is 35 years old that is literally falling into 
the bay. This is not a new project. It isa project that was approved 
back before the war and then immediately after the war, but the 
war interfered rather badly with getting the thing going. 

Of course, along with the war we had internal troubles, but those 
things have been ironed out and the community asa whole is thorough- 
ly behind this new project of building a port in a new location, which 
is on an island in the bay, and constructing a causeway to that. 

Senator Hotnanp. At local expense. 
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NEW DREDGING 


Mr. Evans. At local expense. The only thing we would be asking 
for eventually would be the new dredging that would have to be done 
by the Corps of Engineers. 

Senator ELLeNper. No estimate of the Federal cost has been made? 

Mr. Evans. Yes, sir. The total project will cost in the neighbor- 
hood of $18 million. The cost by the Federal Government would be 
in the neighborhood of $5 million. 

I want to point out, Mr. Chairman, also, that I would like to boost 
the stock of Tampa and also Fort Lauderdale. The whole economics 
of southeast Florida needs not only a rehabilitation of this port of 
Miami, but Tampa needs it badly and Fort Lauderdale needs it ve ry, 
very badly, and so there is no competition in the sense that we are 
fighting against Tampa or fighting against Fort Lauderdale, or they 
are fighting against us. 

They have an entirely different situation. We have so-called pack- 
age goods that come into Miami. It may be radios; it may be tele- 
vision; and it may be frozen food, but there is a tremendous amount 
of traffic growing up, so much so that we can’t possibly handle it 
we don’t know what to do about it—with the West Indies and South 
and Central America, so I plead with you, ladies and gentlemen, to 
seriously consider the start of this final project by the $50,000 for 
the survey. 

Senator Horianp. Mr. Chairman, may I say this for the record’ 
I am particularly happy about the lack of competition between this 
port and the port at Fort Lauderdale, Port Everglades, which is a 
very deep port built by the people there themselves. 

The port of Miami does not want the oil tanks and molasses tanks, 
sulfur mounds, and the like, because it would be right there in their 
front yard. As far as they are concerned, they are interested in 
handling of the immense pack: age trade and the passenger trade, and 
they are now turning aside cruise vessels because they don’t have 
enough dock space to let some of them in. 

Is that correct, General ? 

Mr. Evans. That is right. The tonnage of that kind has doubled 
in the last 8 or 10 years, and also the number of people coming in by 
cruise ships. 

Senator Hotitanp. And I want the record to show they are working 
in cooperation with each other. It is a different purpose port. 

Miami Harbor is simply unable to now function to meet the de- 
mands upon it and it has been waiting all these years until the people 
down there could get together, as they have now, on this program 
which would mostly be carried by local expense. 

The $50,000 is simply necessary to readjust that authorization to the 
present new program. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe the only other witnesses we have here will 
testify on the central and southern Florida flood-control project, and 
I am going to ask them to proceed in their own way. We have with 
us, of course, Congressman Rogers, and Congressman Fascell, but 
they are filing a statement, I am sure. 

Congressman Rogers, do you have a statement ? 
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Fioripa FLoop-ContTRoL ProgEecr 


STATEMENT OF HON. PAUL G. ROGERS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Representative Rogers. Yes, sir, Senator. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 1 appreciate your 
allowing us to come over to file this statement on behalf of all the 
House Members who are unanimously supporting this request for the 
central and southern Florida flood-control project. We feel it is very 
urgently needed and we appreciate the opportunity to file this 
stateme nt. 

Senator ELLENpER. Are you asking for more funds than approved 
by the Budget ¢ 

Representative Rogers. Yes, Senator; we are. We are asking for 
$10 million because the engineers feel that that amount can be ‘used. 
As a matter of fact, our planning on the engineering work is a year 
ahead of our construction now, and 1 year from now will be 16 months 
ahead. 

This project is vital, as 1 am sure the chairman of this committee 
knows, as he has been down there personally and has inspected it, and 
we certainly will appreciate the consideration of the committee for 
this request. 

Thank you. 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


Senator Ho~LtaNp. Your statement is for all the Congressmen ? 
Represent itive Rocers. Yes, sir; it is a unanimous request. 
Senator ELLenperR. It will be placed in the record at this point. 
(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF THE FLORIDA DELEGATION, UNITED States House OF 
REPRESENTATIVES 


CENTRAL AND SOUTHERN FLORIDA PROJECT 


Mr. Chairman, gentlemen of the committee, I am presenting this statement on 
behalf of all of my colleagues in the Florida delegation in the House, in order 
to conserve the time of the committee and to reflect the unanimous opinion of 
the Florida delegation with respect to this important project for flood control 
and water conservation. Since the inception of the project, immediately follow- 
ing the disastrous floods of 1947, the entire Florida delegation has supported 
every request for authorization and appropriation involving this project. Such 
uninimity of opinion concerning the project exists today and unquestionably 
will continue until the project has been completed. 

Mr. Chairman, all of us are keenly aware of the rapid growth of the State 
of Florida which has occurred in recent years. This growth has served to 
intensify the need for flood protection in the metropolitan areas along the lower 
east coast. There are two procedures which can be employed by the Congress 
in neeting this urgent need. One, to wait patiently while the project moves 
forward slowly until such time as another disaster occurs in the south Florida 
area. The Florida delegation and the people of Florida do not want the Presi- 
dent of the United States to have to declare Florida a disaster area. We do not 
want a blank check to human suffering written for Florida, as the newspapers 
have so recently reported has been the case in New England and in California. 
We would prefer that the alternate course of action be pursued and that a 
realistie construction program, adequately financed, and based upon the ability 
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of the Corps of Engineers and local interests, working in full cooperation t, 
complete engineering and construction works which will prevent such a disaster 

Mr. Chairman, the delegation from Florida has been advised that engineerins 
work on the project is now approximately 1 year ahead of construction, and 
that 1 year from now this lead will be increased to approximately 18 months 
These facts demonstrate that this project is ready to move forward at an 
erated rate. We urge, therefore, that Federal funds required for this coopers 
tive enterprise be made available just as rapidly as such funds can be ut 
effectively and economically by the Corps of Engineers. 

The legislature of Florida has made its position crystal clear on this projec 
Funds have been appropriated by that body to meet every requirement impos 
upon the State by the authorizing legislation for this project. In addition, 
substantial sum of money has been advanced to the Corps of Engineers, by th 
State, to permit speedup construction on certain urgently needed works. It js 
in order, therefore, that the Congress make available adequate funds to ins 
continued acceleration of construction in the fiscal year ahead. 

The eight members of the Florida delegation in the House urgently recomme 
that your committee appropriate the sum of $10 million to this project for tise: 
vear 1957, and that appropriations in ensuing years be increased to a level of 
least $25 million annually, just as soon as the Corps of Engineers indicates jts 
readiness to utilize such sums of money. 


LL1Zeq 


a 


Pau. G. Rocers, Sirth District 
Rosert L. F. Sikes, Vhird District 
CHARLES E, BENNETT, Second Distri 
ALBERT SYDNEY HERLONG, 
Fifth District 
JAMES ANDREW HALEY, 
Seventh District 
DoNALD Ray (BILty) MATTnEews, 
Bighth District. 
WittiAM (Bit) CRAMER, 
First District. 
DANTE B. FAScELL, Fourth District 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


Senator Hotianp. I ask to have a joint statement on the ce 
and southern Florida project by Senator Smathers and myself in- 


serted in the record at this point. I vield now to the local witness. 
(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR SPESSARD L. HoLLAND AND SENATOR GEORGE SMATHERS 


, 


CENTRAL AND SOUTHERN FLORIDA FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT 


Mr. Chairman, we appreciate the opportunity to apepar before your sub 
committee today in strong support of the Bureau of the Budget recommend: 
tions of $5,.850.000 for the central and southern Florida flood-control project 
and to present facts which we believe will clearly point up the necessity for the 
appropriation of an additional $4,150,000. We fully approve of the work for 
which the amount recommended by the Bureau of the Budget is to be used, but 
we believe the facts to be presented to your committee will completely justify 
the additional work anticipated with the increased apropriation requested 

We are sure the committee will recall that the first phase of this project w 
approved by Congress in the Flood Control Act of 1948. The original estimat 
of the cost of the first phase was about $70 million, of which the Federal Govern 
ment would contribute about $58 million. The most recent estimate places th 
overall cost of the first phase of $111,697,900, of which $95,346,000 would be 
Federal funds. At the same time the Congress approved the project, it also 
authorized the appropriation of $16,300,000 for initiation and partial completio! 
of the first phase and for the continuation of engineering studies and investiza 
tion. The Flood Control Act of 1950 authorized a further appropriation of $20 
million in addition to the initial authorization. The approval by the Congress 
of the first phase was a climax of over 10 years of hard work on the part 0! 
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the Corps of Engineers, officials of the State of Florida, and private citizens who 
assembled the necessary data. The report of the engineers was printed as 
House Document 645, SOth Congress. 

Realizing the fact that the existing limited authorization would preclude 
the undertaking of work in areas where the most urgent need exists, and also 
the fact that the original authorization was an emergency matter which called 
or further study of the project with a view to full authorization as soon as 
adequate study of the overall project could be made, Congress authorized in 
the River and Harbor Act of 1954 the remaining project as set out in House 
Document 645 of the SOth Cong It also authorized to be apropriated the 
sum of $7 million in addition to previous authorizations. It was stated during 
the hearings by the Corps of Engineers that the cost of the overall project is 
now estimated to be 5280 million. In the House report, it was stated that due 
to the complexity of the project a revised basis for local contribution in line with 

rent policy could not be clearly defined and that as soon as the status of 
planning permits, the Chief of Engineers would submit to the Congress, through 
the Bureau of the Budget, appropriate recommendations for revision of the 
asis of local cooperation, and that this basis should be applicable retroactively 
to any units authorized by the 1954 act but not to units authorized by prior acts. 

Cuder the plan of the engineers for the first phase of the project as authorized 

1948, the State of Florida must pay 15 percent of the construction cost plus 
cost of lands, easements, rights-of-way, maintenance, and operation of the 

mpleted works, and must also secure the United States against claims for 

arising from construction and operation of the works. These require- 

ments of local cooperation mean in effect that the State of Florida is bearing 39 

percent Of the total economic cost and the Federal Government, 61 percent. 

However, as stated above, local contribution on items not included in the original 

wuthorization will be determined as soon as information is available to permit 
reasonable reevaluation. 


The Corps of Engineers advises us that the benefit-to-cost ratio for the first 
ase of this project is 6.55 to 1, which we understand is the highest ratio for 
project of coimparable size in the country. 
The project will greatly reduce flood damage, conserve water during droughts, 
recharge the ground-water supply, resist further salt-water intrusion and help 


to eliminate the burning of muck lands during drought periods. 
The plan as a whole embraces about 15,570 square miles in central and south- 
Mlorida. The area includes all, or a porion of, 17 counties in the southern 
art of Florida, and contains more than one-third of Florida’s population. This 
area produces the bulk of our winter vegetable crops and sugar cane, and much 
our citrus and cattle. The highly developed agricultural, winter resort, and 
ustrial area along the lower east coast of Florida is vitally affected by this 
plan and is a part of it. Also included in this area is the Marine air station at 
Opa Locka, the recently reactivated Homestead Air Force Base, and several 
hactive bases which may be used in an emergency. 

The first actual construction on this project started in January 1950 and since 
that date we have made great progress, with the financial help of the Congress, 
the State of Florida and the flood-control district, and the cooperative efforts of 
the Corps of Engineers, and the officials of the Central and Southern Florida 
Flood Control District. We are still dealing principally with the imperative 
lifesaving and property-saving work. About 2,500 lives were lost through floods 
in this area in 1926 and 1928, and crop and property damage caused by the 
impact of the floods and hurricans on tloodwaters in this area in 1947 and 1948 
alone is estimated at $75,213,700. The Corps of Engineers estimates that 
approximately 50 percent, or $25,100,000, of the damages suffered in 1947 in the 
east coast-Eyverglades-Okeechobee area could have been prevented if the first 
phase of this project had been completed prior to that time. 

The area also suffered greatly during the successive extremely dry spells from 
1931 to 1945. Serious salt-water intrusion problems arose, threatening muni- 
cipal wells of coastal cities such as Miami. Peaty, organic soils of the Ever- 
clades dried out and shrunk at a clearly visible rate and thousands of acres of 
valuable muck caught fire and burned. 

We also call to the attention of the committee the fact that every county in 
the Central and Southern Florida Flood Control District was declared a critical 
emergency area by Presidential order during the rainy season in 19538, and 
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suffered to such an extent that they were designated by the Secretary of Agyi. 
culture, pursuant to public Law 38, as areas where the Farmers’ Home Adminis. 
tration could make disaster loans. Because of the loss of thousands of acres of 
pasture, many cattlemen in these counties were allowed to take advantage of 
the emergency cattle feed program in order to salvage everything possible from 
their herds. Pastures were flooded for months, and the lack of sufficient out. 
lets from Lake Okeechobee caused damage along the available outlets ag 4 
result of the necessity of carrying such great volumes of water which, incidey. 
tally, were lost forever by flowing into the Atlantic Ocean and the Gulf of Mexico 
rather than being saved in the planned conservation areas. Even though grea 
losses were experienced as a result of the thousands of acres of flooded lands and 
excessive height of Lake Okeechobee, everyone in that area is thankful for the 
fact that hurricans which threatned the area during that period of time did not 
strike, bringing with them great losses in life and property which would have 
far overshadowed the loss which was actually suffered. 

The State, its citizens, and the Federal Government already have heavy invest- 
ments in flood-control projects in our State. The levee around a portion of Lake 
Okeechobee was constructed by the Corps of Engineers and is still under their 
jurisdiction. It was built at a cost of $20 million after the terrible disaster 
suffered in that area in 1926 and 1928, when so many lives were lost. In 
addition, the State of Florida, directly and through drainage districts, had 
spent over $29 million prior to the beginning of the present project, and private 
citizens have spent additional millions. 

The central and southern Florida project incorporates, within the system of 
major works to be provided, all of the works of the Everglades Drainage 
District which were completed prior to the authorization of this project and 
entirely with State and district funds. The actual cost of these improvements, 
paid for entirely by local interests, was approximately $18 million. This large 
contribution, in the form of completed works, is accepted as a part of the project, 
but local interests are given no credit in the project cost distribution for this 
large expenditure of funds. In addition, approximately $16 million had been 
invested by private landowners in the water-control facilities. In other words, 
at the time the Central and Southern Florida Flood Control District was au- 
thorized in 1948, local interests had already spent in the Everglades agricul- 
tural area $34 million on flood control and water conservation. 

Even after the Federal-State cooperative program is complete, the drainage 
district and individual landowners must provide their own water-control works 
before they can realize the full benefit of this program. It is estimated that 
this cost to private landowners will exceed the combined Federal-State expendi- 
tures by at least 2 to 1. 

The State of Florida to date has more than met its proportionate share of 
cost of the central and southern Florida flood-control project, as authorized 
in the Flood Control Act of 1948. All requirements of local cooperation have 
been complied with to date, and in addition, the State has a credit of $2,900,000 
in the contributed funds account. 

The budget recommendation for appropriations for this project for fiscal 
year 1957 is $5,850,000 for continuation of engineering and construction. It is 
‘our strong recommendation that the appropriation for this project for fiscal 
year 1956 be increased to $10 million, an increase of $4,150,000 above the budget 
recommendation. We feel that this amount is essential if orderly development 
of the comprehensive plan as authorized is to be carried out. It is our under- 
standing that engineering work is sufficiently advanced to permit construction 
of all units of work in the $10 million program recommended by the Central 
and Southern Florida Flood Control District. 





PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 1907 


Local interests agree that those items recommended for construction under 
the President’s budget are necessitous, but in addition join with us in recom- 
mending the following construction at an additional cost of $4,150,000: 


East coast-Everglades area: 
Bridge B-46 (on C-17) 
Canal C-9 (section 1) 
Canal C-7 (increased allocation) 
Structure S44 (C-17) (increased allocation) 

Lake Okeechobee-Everglades area: 
Canal and levee L-8 (remainder) 
Canal and levee L-18 
Canal and levee L-1 (remainder) 225, 000 
Canal and levee L-5 525, 000 
Pump station S-7 (machinery) : 340, 000 
Pump station S-7 (structure) 250, 000 
Pump station S-8 (machinery) ; 250, 000 

Kissimmee River Basin and related 
Canal C-19 : eee 209, 000 
Canal and levee L—41 21, 000 
Canal and levee L—42 23, 000 
Structure S-47B (C-19) 34, 000 
Structure S-47D (C-19) 69, 000 


Construction subtotal 149, 000 
Supervision and administration 251, 000 
Partially liquidate outstanding obligation to flood-control district_._._.. 750, 000 


Total additional requirement 4, 150, 000 


It is important that the SAL Railroad bridge on canal C—-17 be altered con- 
currently with canal excavation to preclude possible undermining from aug- 
mented flows. Section 1 of C—9 is the only remaining downstream bottleneck 
preventing full service of a nearly completed project work serving an urban 
area of Greater Miami. Increasing the rate of construction of C-17 and S—44, 
both urgently needed, will not only bring earlier flood relief to an expanding 
suburban area of Metropolitan West Palm Beach but will be more economical 
as to final cost of the work. 

Completion of canal and levee L-8 is needed to give adequate service for flood 
protection, or any dry-weather function as an alternate raw-water supply to the 
Greater Palm Beach area—and it is because of such project functions as this that 
local interests pay so large a share of total project costs. Canal and levee 18 
will bring to completion the enlargement of north New River Canal, serving a 
developed agricultural area which is highly vulnerable to flood damage. Canal 
and levee L-1 is in the Hendry County area southwest of Lake Okeechobee where 
development of agriculture to supply the Nation with beef and fresh winter 
produce has far outstripped progress in flood prevention. Canal and levee L-5, 
and pump station S-7 and S-8 must be advanced toward completion lest reason- 
ably adequate service to the Everglades agriculture area remain a forlorn hope, 
and the half completed protective enclosure an investment poor in yield. 

Canal C-19 and related works (L—41-42, S 47-B-D) are highly needed works 
to prevent repeated flood damages in one of the oldest developed areas of the 
Lake Okeechobee region. Aggravation of flood threats results from the increased 
development of watersheds above, and a modest investment will yield a substan- 
tial return in reduction of damage to improvements long standing. 

Mr. Chairman, this project has enjoyed the strong support of the people of 
llorida since its inception, and though some areas have been taxed for 7 years 
for the project without benefit, they still support it, but anxiously await the time 
when they, too, shall receive some direct benefit from their contributions. The 
preservation of complete harmony is most important to this project, and we 
would be less than frank if we did not say that we feel that its continued 
preservation will require the Federal Government to step up appropriations in 
order to provide adequate funds with which to carry on the project in a more 
economical, orderly, and logical manner. If we are to complete the project by 
fiscal year 1967, 18 years after its authorization and 16 years after the beginning 
of actual construction work, it is necessary that $10 million be appropriated this 
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year and that by fiscal year 1958 appropriations be increased to $25 
annually. The Central and Southern Florida Flood Control District has 
mended such a program, and we strongly support that recommendation 

The State of Florida, the flood-control district and the local people are re 
willing, and able to do their share in this all-out effort, as is Clearly indicated 
the fact that they are now well ahead with respect to required contributions 
we hope that this committee and the Congress will take a realistic approacl 
this vital project and provide sufficient funds with which to move ahead 
construction at a reasonable and logical pace. 


CENTRAL AND SOUTH FLORIDA COMMISSION 
STATEMENT OF ABNEY COX, CHAIRMAN 
GENERAL STATEMEN' 


Senator Hotitanp. Mr. Abney Cox is chairman of the govern 
board of the Central and Southern Florida Flood Control District. 
which is the State governmental unit which handles this project fo 
the State, and there is a very considerable amount of State money 
this project, as the chatrman and members of this committee know. 

Mr. Cox. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and ladies and ge — 
the committee, we are deeply grateful for the privilege of appea 
here today representing the people of the State of Florida a 
Governor of our State. I want to express that appreciation to thi 
committee for letting us appear here. 

1 feel that we are very fortunate in that a good portion of your 
committee has been to Florida. You have seen our project. It is a 
project of course which we are very proud of and we feel that anyone 
who comes to see that project feels the necessity of it, and knows the 
necessity of it, and realizes that in order to protect the life and the 
property of this vastly expanding and increasing population that we 
have, it will be necessary to increase our budget considerably in ordet 
to keep pace with this growing population. 

As our Congressman. has pointe «lt out, the budget now contains some 
$5,850,000. The Corps of Engineers has indicated they can go ahead 
on a much more rapid basis and they have indicated that they could 
support a 510 million ap = cape this vear and that their engi 
neering will be in such condition that in the vears to come we could 
increase it to $15 million next year and $ 25 million a vear from there 
on out. 

As the members of the committee perhaps know, this project 
probably one of the best projects, we think the greatest project, of 
type in the United States, and perhaps in the world. 


BENEFIT-COST RATIO 


The benefit-to-cost ratio is some 6 to 1 for those items that have 
been already approved. Therefore, it is our earnest plea that you will 
grant us this increased appropriation to an amount of approximately 
>10 million. 

Senator Smiru (Temporarily presiding). Mr. Cox, have the Arm) 
engineers said that they would have employees enough to use that 
amount without taking from some other project / 

Mr. Cox. I can’t answer that question, Senator Smith, They have 
said that they could use that money. Their engineering is far enough 
advanced to where that money could be economically spent this year. 





PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 1909 


Senator Smiru. With so much of the work needed in the hurricane 
nd flood areas, it is quite a question whether there will be enough 
xperl ienced people to carry on and | wondered if this would have 

y effect on this particular project. 

Vr. Cox. I can’t answer that question except to say this: We have 

our State many, many military install: > and our district engi- 
neers office is extremely well staffed. I know that they have bor- 
rower people from that office to send to other areas, but at the same 
time, | am sure it is well enough staffed to where it would not deter 

» of the other projects that are under consideration. 

Senator Smirn. Thank vou, Mr. Cox. 

e there any questions? 

Senator Tryr. None. 

Senator Smiru. Senator Holland / 

Senator Hortanp. Col. Herbert Gee, formerly with the United 
States Corps of Engineers, is consulting engineer for the central and 
southern Florida project, and has a better grasp of this thing, I think, 
than any of the lay witnesses, and Iam going to ask him to take over. 

Senator Smiru. Do you have a statement that you would like to 
rea |¢ 


PROGRESS OF WORK 


STATEMENT OF HERBERT C. GEE, CONSULTING ENGINEER 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Mr. Ger. I have not. It is my purpose to answer the questions of 


he committee, 1f any, and to point out some of the important features 
of this map which has been made available to you. 

I think each member of the committee has a copy. Shown on that 
map In black are the works which have been completed or are pres- 
ently under construction, financed with funds up to and including 
the current fiscal year. 

The black color represents the works under construction or com- 
pleted. The red represents the works which would be undertaken in 
the coming fiseal year with the budgeted amount of $5,850,000, and 
those in green the works for which the Corps of Engineers have 
advised the flood-control district that they will have plans and speci- 

ations ready, and the amount of money which might be utilized 
to advantage in the coming year. 

Senator ExLenper. Would the $10 million be sufficient to take care 
of what is shown in green ? 

Mr. Ger. Yes, sir; the red and the green. 

Senator ELLenper. That would almost complete this area, Colonel ? 

Mr. Ger. Yes, sir. The importance of these green items in the 
agricultural “urea south ot Lake Okeechobee i 1 s that we complete the 
en irclement at a very early date and haenieh an enclosed system of 
levees about that entire rich area of organic soils south of the lake. 

Meanwhile, the pumping stations, the structures re ferred to as S—2 
and S—8 on the south shore of the lake, and S—6 and S—7 shown in 
green, and S—8, no color, are the major stations we mana to relieve 
the area of its surplus floodwaters during the rainy seasons, and those 
stations at the lake to draw water from Lake Okeechobee and bring 
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it into the area during the growing seasons, the dry months of each 
winter. 

Senator ELLenper. How much more work would there be to do jf 
the projects marked in green and red were completed ? 

Mr. Ger. I would estimate that it would take about 3 years to com- 
plete the remaining work. 

Senator Ettenper. Within that area that is surrounded by this—— 

Mr. Ger. Yes, sir. You will notice the pumping station, S-8. not 
in color, down the south border. 

Senator E.tienper. B-94 would not be completed either? 

Mr. Gee. No, sir. There will be numerous structures within the 
area. 

Senator Eiienper. Within that area? 

Mr. Ger. Yes, sir. 

Senator Tuyr. Part of this project will at certain seasons of the 
year be irrigation. What do you propose to charge for the use of 
this unit for the irrigation purposes ? 

Mr. Gre. I would like to answer that question in this way: The 
irrigation stage created in four major canals which are shown on this 
map, colored in black or red or green, will be the only bodies of water 
into which these pumps can deliver this irrigation water. 

It remains for the landowner or the private irrigation district to 
take that water from the canal and place it on the land at the desired 
stage. 

Senator Tuyr. However, you have performed a service by putting 
the water into the canal. 

Mr. Gre. Yes, sir. 


IRRIGATION SYSTEM 


Senator Tryr. So, in reality, you are creating an irrigation system. 

Mr. Ger. That is correct. 

Senator Tuyr. For the landowners or the land user in the area. 
You not only have a flood control, but you have a water-level control, 
and you have an irrigation canal if the season of the year requires 
irrigation. 

Mr. Gee. Yes, sir; that is right. 

Senator Ture. Therefore, the question is, What are you going to 
require of the operator that makes use of this water to compensate 
the Federal Government in the annual cost of pumping water out to 
that land? 

Mr. Ger. In the first place, the annual cost of pumping is a cost of 
local interests, not the Federal Government. These units are taken 
over by the local flood-control district, of which Mr. Cox is the board 
chairman, and all of these works are operated by that district. 

All expenses of maintenance and operation are local expenses at thie 
outset. However, the landowners within the area, this 735,000 acres, 
have already contributed their share through taxation for the 39 per 
cent total of the project cost which is being borne by local interests. 

In addition to that, they will bear the drainage district taxes within 
the subdistrict which their land may fall within and those taxes with- 
in this particular area average about $5 per acre per year for the 
service of the particular water - district. 

Senator Ture. And the land tax to the local units of government 
would be how much plus? 
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FLOOD-CONTROL TAX 


Mr. Ger. The tax to the overall flood-control district is $1 million 
on all real property which they may own within the district, and the 
tax source of the other funds utilized to finance 15 percent cost of 
construction and the acquisition of certain storage-area land are de- 
rived from the general funds of the State of Florida. 

The State has no land tax. Those moneys come from a sales tax, 
vasoline tax, and such other sources. 

Senator Toye. The local government we call townships in our area. 
| don’t know what you call them. Some States call them parishes. 

Mr. Ger. These are drainage districts. 

Senator Tuyr. Yes, sir. However, you must have local township 
vovernment within the area and the question that I propounded was 
what tax do they pay as the school tax and as a township tax for road 
improvements, br idges, et cetera, besides their drainage tax ? 

What I am trying to find out is what is the total tax imposed upon 
an acre of land in “the area. Some would be drainage. The other 
would be your local government, such as schools and townships. 

Mr. Ger. The current levy in this particular county which we are 
discussing is 36 and a fraction mills for the current year on all sen 
properties on the tax rolls within the county. That must be borne by 
everyone within the county, agricultural or city property, whatever 
it mi \V be. 

Senator HoLtianp. That does not include the drainage. 

Mr. Ger. This has nothing whatever to do with drainage. 

Senator Tuyr. What I am trying to get established in my mind is 
this: That is a county. Then you must have a township and a school 
in there. 

Mr. Grr. No, sir. Those functions are within the county. 

Senator Tiryt. That is all involved within the county ? 

Mr. Ger. That is correct. The county has no drainage responsi- 
bilities, no authorities under the laws in'Florida. The drain: ge dis- 
tricts are separate political subdivisions and the overall flood- control 
district comprising all or part of 17 counties in this instance 

Senator Tre. What will be the problem in the future as these 
pumping stations require improvements and repairs and as you re- 
quire the nec essary improvements on your canals? 


WEST PALM BEACH 


Mr. Grr. One such station has been finished. It is S-5A, shown 
in your map directly west of West Palm Beach. It has already been 
turned over to local interests and is being operated and mi \intained by 
the flood control district. All costs of maintenance and operation, 
including major replacements, are now a responsibility of local in- 
terests with respect to that station, and the same will be the case for 
the others as they are completed by the Corps of Engineers and 
turned over to local interests for operation and maintenance. 

Senator Tuyr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator ELLENpER. Proceed, sir. 

Mr, Ger. I had pointed out, sir, that the works in green are those 
which, in the opinion of the C or ps of Engineers, will have plans and 
specifications prepared 1 in ample time for efficient utilization of funds 
in fiscal year 1957. 

75008—56—pt. 236 
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Attached to this map is a detailed list for the information of th, 
committee, sir. 

Senator Hortanp. Do you wish the list to go in the record as pay 
of your testimony ? 

Mr. Gre. I think it would be a good thing for clarification pur. 
poses, sir. 

Senator ELLenper. That will be placed in the record at this point, 

(The information referred to follows:) 


Appropriation breakdown, central and southern Florida project, fiscal year 


ORIGINAL BUDGET RECOMMENDATION 


Work item Location Status 


S-2, structure Lake Okeechobee To be continued and completed 
S-3, machinery do do 
S-3, structure do : Continue and partially compk 
S-6, structure do do 
do To be continued and completed 
do Initiate and complete 
..do ; To be continued and complete: 
do , Initiate and partially complete 
do Initiate and complete 
do Initiate and partially complete 
do do 
B-93, on L-25 do Initiate and complete 
B-12, on C-17 do - do 
C-2, sec. 2 do ‘s do 
B-32, on C-2 .__do : do 
B-33, on C-2 do do 
S-9 East coast, Everglades Continue and complete _- 
B-48, on C-17 do Initiate and complete 
L-12 do = To be continued and complete 
L-4 and L-28 Northern part do 
Lh Lake Okeechobee Continue and partially complete: 
Engineering and design 
ind supervision of con- 
struction. 
Supervision and admin- 


istration. 


Total... 


WORK FOR WHICH PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS WILL BE READY, FISCAL YI 


C-9, sec. 1 East coast, Everglades Initiate and complete 
B 46 on C-17 4 - woot coutoneal 
S-46 é do tee en *% 0 Rees cee 
S-44 é - 2 a eed _..| Increase allocation eee “ 
C-18 E ..do ad a Initiate and partially complete 
L-1, remainder .| Lake Okeechobee, Ever- do ae 

glades. 
is ii = do ndieeias do 
4 5 = ihe meme —. — do edie a aaa _— do 

7, machinery : acl ae ee 

5-7, structure ceomat ince eae a 
,-23 and L-24__- ..do ; oa do ee eae 
)-19__.._.....__..........| Kissimmee River Basin | Initiate and complete 

and related. 

do eeuanas i do 
..do eg - do 


_.do a oe 7 ae 


.-do 


Subtotal__- a 
Supervision and adminis- 
tration dimen . 
Repay to flood control 
district 


Total... 
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JUSTIFICATION 
FOR WHICH PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS WILL BE READY, FISCAL YEAR 1957 


y. see. 1, Snake Creek Canal, Miami arca.—Enlargement of this section of — 
nal has been delayed by uncertainties regarding the construction of the Inter- 
sional Trade Mart along its route. The enlargement will complete the work 
a red on this important canal and will serve to drain off large quantities of 
ter which formerly drifted to the south toward the urban area of Miami, 

RB i on C-17, Seaboard Air Line Railroad Bridge,—This new structure will 
replace the pile trestle over the practically nonexistent present stream, to be 
improved as canal 17. 7 

(18 and S—46.—Construction of C-18 and structure S—46 will permit increased 

scharge of flood waters from Jupiter River and provide flood relief to the sur- 
rounding agricultural and urban area tributary to the river. 

S-}j.—The increase in funds for S—44 will permit completion of the structure 
within the fiscal year. 

1-1, remainder.—Construction of L-1 (remainder) will complete the encircle- 

ent of the westerly boundary of the Lake Okeechobee agricultural area with a 
eyee of project dimensions. It will replace existing substandard local levees. 
fhe borrow pit required to obtain fill for the levee will be used in development 

fa drainage system for a rapidly developing vegetable-farming area lying west 
f the levee. Its completion will materially reduce the flood hazard to the Lake 
Okeechobee agricultural area. 

/—-18.—Enlargement of L—18 (North New River Canal) in conjunction with the 
onstruction of levee 18 is needed at this stage of construction to permit delivery 
f water to pumping station 7 for more rapid removal from the developed area 
of the Lake Okeechobee agricultural area. Its completion has been scheduled 
prior to that of pumping station 7 in order to facilitate early operation of the 
) mping station without a serious drainage problem. This work will complete 
the enlargement of North New River Canal required within the agricultural area. 

L-5.—Southern boundary of agricultural area.—L-—5 will enclose the Lake 
Okeechobee agricultural area and form the northerly boundary of conservation 
rea No. 3. The levee will serve as access road to pumping station 8 site. Its 
construction will reduce the flood hazard within the agricultural area and permit 
rderly development of the drainage system serving it. 

S-7 (machinery and structure).—Construction of pumping station 7 is required 
to permit rapid removal of floodwaters from developed lands of the Lake Okee- 
hobee agricultural area adjacent to North New River Canal. Its completion 
ill provide the margin of safety required for successful use of existing developed 

and will accelerate the development of other lands. 

23 and L-24 (Miami Canal).—Enlargement of the Miami Canal throughout 
the reaches of L-23 and L—24 will complete the enlargement of the canal within 
the Lake Okeechobee agricultural area. This construction will permit delivery 
of water to pumping station 3 for rapid removal in emergencies and will also re- 
duce the flood hazard to lands located in the westerly portion of the agricultural 
urea. 

0-19, L-41, L—-42, S-47B, S-47D, Moore Haven area.—Enlargement of canal 19 
with construction of levees 41 and 42 and the related water control structures 
will bring immediate benefits to an important agricultural area west of Lake 
Okeechobee. The system will increase the rate of removal of floodwaters from 
the area and eliminate most of the hazard to the agricultural lands and the town 
of Moore Haven. 


LAND VALUE PER ACRE 


Mr. Ger. If there are additional questions, Mr. Chairman, I would 
be glad to attempt to answer them. 

Senator Exiitenper. I think all the committee members are familiar 
with this project. 

Mr. Grr. I believe so, sir. 

Sneator ELLenper. Nothing new has been added except that you 
have gone along at a greater speed, in planning, I presume, than was 
anticipated and that is why you want more money ? 

Mr. Ger. Yes, sir; we are now a year ahead of construction with 
planning. 
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(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Tye. What is the land value in that area per acre? 
Mr. Cox. That land value will vary in proportion to the use of the 
land. I would say that it would run from a minimum of $100 up to 
$1,500 per acre. That is your agricultural land only. That does not 

include your urban lands. 

Senator Ture. That is the main thing, the agricultural land, by; 
why would some be up to $1,500 and others at $1002 

Mr. Cox. That is the usability of the land. 

Senator Tuyr. Usability from the standpoint of water, or the intro. 
duced agriculture in the area? 

Mr. Cox. Growing of crops, availability of water, the crop that can 
be grown on the land, the nearness to the lake, for instance, to w ard 
off the cold weather. There are many factors which influence the 

value of that land. 
DEPTH OF MUCK DEPOSIT 


Senator Hotianp. The depth of the muck deposit is not uniform, 
It runs all the way, as I recall, from about 19 feet at the maximum 
down, of course, to where there is none at all in the sand land, and 
that is one of the vast differences in value, but the location with refer- 
ence to the availability of water, and the availability of frost protec- 
tion from the lake adds or detracts immeasurably to the productive 
value of an acre of land. 

Senator ELienper. Colonel Gee, as you pointed out a while ago, 
after these projects are completed, they are turned over to the local 
drainage districts to maintain them. 

Mr. Ger. That is to the overall flood-control district; yes, sir. 

Seantor Evienper. I understand that. And the operation of the 
pumps and everything necessary to protect this area from floods is 
maintained by the local people, or these districts, and they tax people 
in order to accomplish that purpose. 

Mr. Ger. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Senator Eititenper. That is a little different from the situation we 
an in other parts of the country where not only do we build, but 

» also maintain and operate many of these w orks. Your contribu- 
tion here, as you said, to the cost of this project is in the neighborhood 
of 39 or 40 percent. 

All right, Colonel. 


SUBORDINATE AREAS 


Mr. Ger. Mr. Chairman, I would like to mention one further item. 
There appears in the list of items for survey funds for the current 
year in the budget a total of 4 subordinate areas within this project 
area for which funds have been requested, with which the Corps of 
Engineers would ———- the feasibility of modifying the plan if 
required in those 4 area 

They are Dade C ails West Palm Beach Canal area, the Kis- 
simmee River Basin and the Upper St. Johns River Basin. 

Senator Extenper. All right. I would like to further remark in 
connection with what hi as been said, Senator Thye, that, as you know, 
in the irrigation areas in the Midwest and the Far West, the Federal 
(GJovernment pays the entire cost of bringing water to the land and 
then from there on the farmers take over. The cost of bringing 
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water to the land is a burden upon the Federal Government; it is re- 
pay: able by the landowner over a per iod of 40 years w ithout interest. 
Hore in this case the farmers are paying some 39 percent of the proj- 
ect cost and then are paying 100 percent of the cost of maintenance. 
It is a combination irrigation and flood-control project. 

Senator HoLuanp. I think this should be off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Tuyr. The only question is would you increase the cost 
per unit by stepping up the work to get it completed? You would 
he faced with bringing in some ¢ additional contractors. 

Mr. Grr. Judging from the experience of the Corps of Engineers 
on past contracts for earthen rock excavation in this project “where 
bids have been uniformly less than the Government estimate for many 
years past now, it is clear to me that there are ample qualified con- 
tractors interested in bidding on the work and capable of doing it. 

I would not expect to find that this would have any adverse effect 
upon unit cost. 

SAVINGS ON PROJECT COSTS 


Senator HoLtanp. The whole history of this project has been a very 
pleasant one so far as the heavy degree of competition for the work 
and the fact that the contract lettings have generally found the price 
well below the engineers’ estimate. 

A total of several million dollars has been saved already. I can’t 
vive the exact figure. Can you, Colonel Gee? 
~ Mr. Ger. I was just running it off on the slide rule while you were 
talking about it earlier, and approximately $6 million is the difference 
between low bids and Government estimates to date on this project. 
Apparently even the contractors want to come to Florida, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Senator Hottanp. Mr. Chairman, if there is any State in the Union 
that believes in competitive work and private enterprise, I think it 
is our State. We are bidding at each other’s throats all the time to 
try to cut down the prices. 

Senator ExLenper. Does that conclude the testimony ? 


HORSESHOE BEACH AND COVE 


Senator Hottanp. Mr. Chairman, I ask permission to insert in the 
record at this point a statement by the Honorable D. R. (Billy) Mat- 
thews, who represents the Eighth Congressional District of Florida, 
concerning the Horseshoe Beach and Cove project, which was author- 
ized in the River and Harbor Act of 1950. 

This is a small project which is estimated to cost $244,000, and it will 
be of major benefit to the residents of Horseshoe Cove, most of whom 
depend on fishing and oyster gathering, or related activities, for a 
livelihood. 

The benefit-to-cost ratio is estimated by the engineers to be 1.88 to 1, 
and I join with my colleague in requesting that careful consideration 
be given to the inclusion ‘of the amount of $244,000 for this project 
inthe pending appropriations bill. 
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PREPARED STATEMENT 


Senator ELLtenper. The statement will be placed in the record, 

(The statement referred to follows :) 

STATEMENT OF THE Honoraste D. R. (BILLY) MATTHEWS, MEMBER OF Congress 
EIGHTH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF FLORIDA ' 

I appreciate this opportunity to file testimony before your distinguished ¢ oy. 
mittee on behalf of the vital project of Horseshoe Cove in my Eighth Congres. 
sional District of Florida. I regret that commitments requiring me to be jy 
Florida today prevent my appearing personally before your committee. , 

The Horseshoe Beach and Cove project was approved by the Corps of Engineers 
in 1948. (Please refer to Doc. 106, House of Representatives, Sist Cong., 1st sess 

This project which I, and the fine citizens of the area concerned, favor woul) 
provide a navigation channel through the shallow waters of Horseshoe Coye 
Horseshoe Cove is an indentation in the Gulf coast of Florida about 18 miles 
northwest of the mouth of the Suwannee River, and is about 7 miles long and» 
miles wide. The present depth of the cove ranges from 0.5 feet to 4 feet ! 
district Army engineer has found that all commercial activities in that area ay 
seriously handicapped by lack of the proposed navigation channel. He has 
therefore, recommended that the United States provide a channel 6 feet deep a 
75 feet wide from the Gulf of Mexico to Horseshoe village at the latest estimated 
cost of $244,000, with maintenance costs estimated at $5,000 annually. In his 
original report it was not that amount, but, of course, since 1948 the cost has been 
increased. 

The area commercially tributary to Horseshoe Cove has a population in excess 
of 3,000 with the population of Horseshoe village increasing steadily in recent 
years. This increase is attributed to the return to the village of former residents 
who had obtained wartime employment elsewhere, and to new residents pri 
cipally from former sawmill town in Dixie County, most of whom plan to engag 
in commercial fishing, oyster gathering, or allied occupations. It is said tl 
every inhabitant of Horseshoe depends on fishing and oyster gathering, or relat 
activities, for livelihood. 

Everyone around this area has to try to make a living out of fishing. They get 
some of the finest oysters in the world just a few miles out from this little villag 
of Horseshoe. Therefore, the public welfare of the village and tributary are: 
is contingent on development of the natural resources of the cove and offshor 
waters. 

An energetic and progressive Chamber of commerce at Horseshoe is activel 
engaged in a program of civic improvement. County and local residents hay 
expended about $1,200 in providing a narrow, shallow channel adjacent to 
highway at Horseshoe. This improved conditions materially but is inadequat: 
for the growing fish and oyster industries at the village. It is indicative, how 
ever, of the willingness of the people of this region to contribute as substantially 
as possible through their own personal efforts to the development of thei 
community. 

The district engineer has found that to exploit fully the oysterbeds and 
offshore fishing grounds in Horseshoe Cove, a channel and basin navigable at 
all tides by the fishing and oyster craft upon which the economy of Horseshoe 
depends is needed. 

It has been estimated by the engineers that the minimum annual benefits 
creditable to the proposed improvement would amount to approximately $16,000, 
representating savings from the elmination of lost fishing time, increased oyster 
production, savings from reduced cost of boat maintenance, and from preventiol 
of fish and oyster spoilage. Ratio of benefits-to-cost is set at 1.88, which would 
apparently justify the recommended improvement by a substantial economi 
margin. 

I believe that the improvement would: 

1. Eliminate loss of fishing time occasioned by having to wait for high tides 
in order to operate boats to and from the fishing grounds. 

2. Provide access to oysterbeds during the low tide (at which time shoal! 
water in Horseshoe Cove can be waded and the oyster picked up by hand), thus 
materially increasing oyster production. 

3. Eliminate damage to boats caused by shallowness of the existing waterwa) 

+. Prevent or greatiy reduce fish and oyster spoilage arising from delays i 
navigation, 
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5. Permit operation of commercial fishing and charter boats large enough for 
Snapper and Grouper fishing in deep water of the Gulf. 

§. Permit sponge boats, recreational craft, and other small boats to come in for 
supplies and shelter. : 

- Permit shipment of pulpwood and other forest products by water. The 
Pine-tree industry is coming back in this section. In Florida not long ago 

he whole area Was devoid of the Pine trees because of waste of previous gen- 
eratious. But now it is coming back and I think will some day be of great 
economic benefit. 

s Reduce hazards to inshore navigation from storms at sea. 

4 Result in increased population and business; and 

10. Make more probable the establishing of fish products processing plants 

that area. 

it is felt that approval of this project would open up a new era of commercial 
activity at Horseshoe and vicinity. Provision of a suitable channel would reduce 
handicaps to the existing fleet of fishing and oyster vessels and bring in larger 
and deeper draft craft to engage in a wider range of activities, including com- 
mercial and sport-fishing trips to and from Grouper and Snapper banks 20 to 50 
miles offshore. It is expected that charter boats and private 
woulld also be based at the village. 

addition, it is expected that the proposed navigation channel would in- 
rease the annual take of oysters by 50 percent and the annual production of fish 
would be increased to about 300 tons, having a gross value of about $87,000. 

I earnestly hope that you will approve this project. This is not in the Presi- 
dent’s budget. It has been asked for before, and I earnestly hope that your great 
committee will help us now develop what I think is the last area of undeveloped 
Florida. We are not down in the great tourist area of the South. 

ttle fishing and little farm area. Our little fishermen and little 
faced with great problems. Approval of this project would 
that they need. 

Thank you. 


recreational craft 


Ours is the 
farmers are 
offer them help 


BAKERS HAULOVER 


Senator Hontanp. Mr. Chairman, another small item of great in- 
terest to us is the appropriation of $11,000 for a survey of Bakers 
Haulover Inlet in Dade County. A favorable report on a preliminary 
examination was filed November 10, 1947, but no funds have been 
available since that time for a survey. Although this is a relatively 
small sum, recent developments in this area make this project very 
important to Dade County. 

In order that the record may contain complete facts in connection 
with this project, I would like to insert in the record at this point a 
letter addressed to the Senate Appropriation Committee, dated March 
30, 1956, from the board of county commissioners, Dade County, Fla., 
signed by Mr. I. D. MacViecar, chairman, to which is attached a brief 
on the need for a survey of Bakers Haulover, Florida. 


LETTER FROM DADE COUNTY, FLA., BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 


Senator ELLeNper. The letter will be placed in the record. 
(The letter referred to follows: ) 


Board oF CoUNTY COMMISSIONERS, 

DapE County, FLA., 
Miami, Fla., March 30, 1956. 
THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 

Senate of the United States, 

Senate pics Building, Washington, D. C. 


GENTLEMEN: By section 6 of the River and Harbor Act approved March 2, 


I'45, the Congress authorized and directed the Secretary of War and the Chief 


of Engineers, United States Army, to make a preliminary examination and sur- 


vey of Bakers Haulover Inlet, Fla., with a view to determining whether the 
improvement of navigation at this inlet should be undertaken by the United 
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States. Subsequently funds to start this work were made available to the 
Chief of Engineers. Under his direction a report of preliminary examina. 
tion was prepared and submitted by the United States district engineer, Jagex. 
sonville district, under date of November 10, 1947. This report was fayoraj|e 
It was recommended that a survey be made. This report was approved }y 
the Chief of Engineers and a survey was authorized. However, since ths; 
time no further funds have been made available, and no work has been done 
on the survey. 

We are informed that, at the current session of Congress, a public works ap- 
propriation bill is under consideration by the House of Representatives pyt 
that this bill, on the recommendation of the Bureau of the Budget, will carry 
no funds for this long-delayed survey. We are informed that the Chief of 
Engineers estimates the cost of this survey at $11,000. 

We consider that the improvement of navigation at Bakers Haulover Inlet 
is greatly in the public interest and that such improvement by the United States 
is thoroughly justified. We assure you that the beard of county commissioners 
will take the necessary steps to carry out any reasonable features of local ¢o- 
operation which may be required by Congress in connection with such im- 
provement. 

We therefore urge upon your committee that when this public works appro- 
priation bill comes before you for action, you amend the same by adding an 
item of $11,000 for the authorized survey of Bakers Haulover Inlet, Fla. 

We attach hereto a brief prepared by our consulting engineer setting forth in 
detail the facts which justify such action. 

Very truly yours, 
THE BoarD oF CouNtTY COMMISSIONERS 
OF DADE County, Fra.. 
By I. D. MacVicar, Chairman, 


BRIEF ON THE NEED FOR A SURVEY OF BAKERS HAULOVER, FLA, 


More than 10 years ago Congress authorized a preliminary examination of 
sakers Haulover, Fla., with a view to its improvement by the United States, 
The preliminary examination was made promptly and a survey was recom- 
mended. For 8 years no funds have been made available for the survey and 


consequently no progress toward the badly needed improvement of this inlet 
has been possible. The purpose of this brief is to give a systematic presenta- 
tion of the facts and of the reasons why the present session of Congress should 
appropriate funds for this survey. 

1. Legislative status.—Section 6 of the River and Harbor Act approved March 
2, 1945, authorized the Secretary of War and the Chief of Engineers, United 
States Army, to make a large number of preliminary examinations and surveys, 
of which that of Bakers Haulover Inlet, Fla., was one. This work was assigned 
to the United States district engineer, Jacksonville district, on March 13, 1945, 
and the funds required for the preliminary examination were allotted to him. 
The district engineer held a public hearing in Miami on May 15, 1946, at which 
the desires of local interests were presented and on November 10, 1947, the dis- 
trict engineer submitted his report of preliminary examination. 

In this report he found that such improvement might be justified and that 
a survey was warranted to determine the best plan for the improvement of the 
inlet, the extent of the economic justification, and the measures of local coopera- 
tion which should be required. 

The division engineer, South Atlantic division, and the Board of Engineers for 
Rivers and Harbors concurring in these conclusions, the Chief of Engineers 
authorized the district engineer to proceed with the survey. 

The district engineer began his survey by sending out questionnaires to inter- 
ested parties and taking other preliminary steps to collect the necessary data. 
He requested that local interests make certain measurements of the tidal flow 
through the inlet and the Board of County Commissioners of Dade County 
financed this work, the actual measurements being made by the United States 
Geological Survey. 

The funds available for this survey were exhausted before very much had 
been done. No additional funds have been budgeted for this work for 8 or 9 
years and all work has been suspended. 

We find, on inquiring, that no funds for the survey of Bakers Haulover Inlet 
were included in the Federal budget for the fiscal year 1957 and that none are 
carried in the pending bill appropriating funds for publie works for that fiscal 
year. 
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9 Cost of a survey.—The district engineer now estimates the cost of the recom- 
mended survey of Bakers Haulover Inlet at $11,000. 

8. Description—Bakers Haulover Inlet is an artificial navigable channel on 
the southeast coast of Florida, connecting Biscayne Bay with the Atlantic Ocean 
(Straits of Florida). The locality is depicted on the attached map. See also 
United States Coast and Geodetic Survey charts, Nos. 847, 848, and 849. 

Biscayne Bay lies in Dade County, Fla. It is separated from the ocean 
by the Miami Beach Peninsula, Fishers Island, Virginia Key, Key Biscayne, 
and the northern part of the chain of smaller keys and reefs extending south 
and east from Cape Florida to Key West. The bay is about 40 miles long 
and its width varies from 3 to 9 miles. The depth is variable with a maximum 
of 17 feet, mean low water. Except for a few shoal spots the entire area is 
navigable by ordinary motorboats. The bay is crossed by the main ship channel 
of Miami Harbor, 300 feet wide and 30 feet deep. The entrance to the main 
ship channel is protected by adequate jetties. The western part of the bay is 
traversed by the Intracoastal Waterway from Fernandina to Key West. The 
authorized depth of this channel is 12 feet to the north of Miami Harbor and 7 
feet to the south. 

Bakers Haulover Inlet lies in 25°54’ N. latitude and 80°0714’ W. longitude. 
It is 9 miles north of the main entrance to Miami Harbor and 14 miles south 
of the entrance to Port Everglades. Measured along the Intracoastal Waterway 
it is 8341 miles south of the St. Johns River (Jacksonville) and 165 miles north- 
east of Key West. From the inlet westward across the bay to the Intracoastal 
Waterway a natural depth of about 5 feet is available. Dredging to fill low 
lands on the west side of Miami Beach has provided a secondary channel about 
4 feet deep southward through the west drawbridges of the 79th Street, Venetian, 
and MacArthur Causeways. 

The entrance to the inlet is protected by parallel jetties about 700 feet long 
and 300 feet apart. The inlet proper is protected on each side by revetments. 
These are 300 feet apart at the ocean end. About 400 feet from the inner end 
of the jetties the revetments widen out to provide a width of 500 feet. The 
length of the inlet channel is about 1,100 feet. The depth varies from 8 to 16 
feet, mean low water. The depth on the outer bar is about 14 feet. The mean 
tidal range is 2.5 feet in the ocean and 1.9 feet in the bay. 

The jetties were built in 1928 and have been repaired from time to time. 
They are 25 feet wide and rise to elevation +7. They are filled with sand, 
topped with rock and concrete. The revetments of the inlet are mostly of con- 
crete Slab and buttress construction with some steel piling. The outer ends of 
hoth jetties have collapsed. The rest of these structures is in fair condition. 
The steel sheet piling revetments are in very poor condition. The concrete re- 
vetments are in good condition except for about 200 feet on the south side of 
the inlet which apparently was destroyed when the new bridge was built. 

The nearest connections between the ocean and the Intracoastal Waterway 
are at Port Everglades, 14 miles to the north and at Miami Harbor entrance, 
miles to the south. Both provide passage for large seagoing vessels. There 
is a secondary entrance south of Cape Florida and about 16 miles south of the 
Haulover. This has a least depth of 7 feet. Still further south various minor 
channels between the keys afford passage for small boats between the bay and 
the ocean. 

U. S. Highway A-1-A crosses the inlet. The original crossing was by a 
uasonry bridge, built in 1925. This bridge had 5 arches: two were of 40-foot 
clear width, two of 61 feet and the central one of 70 feet. These arches were 
supported by thick masonry piers. Tidal currents between the piers Were very 
strong and at ebb tide set up large standing waves below the openings. The 
bridge was a considerable obstruction to navigation at the best and under un- 
favorable conditions of wind and tide the safe passage of boats through it was 

quite impossible. 

A few years ago Dade County and the Florida State Road Department re- 
placed this dangerous bridge by a new one with long spans supported on concrete 
trestle bents. It has an overhead clearance of 32% feet at ordinary high water. 
The horizontal clearance of the central span is 125 feet between fenders. Tidal 
currents are now only 2.7 knots during ordinary tides and 3.2 knots during 
spring tides. This new bridge is in no way obstructive to navigation by small 
craft except as it limits the height of masts. 

The litoral drift of sand along the Atlantic beaches is from north to south. 
North of the jetties at Bakers Haulover the beach is aggrading and has built 
itself out practically to the end of the north jetty. During northeast gales con- 
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siderable beach sand enters the inlet and at times causes shoaling in adjacent 
parts of the bay and in the Intracoastal Waterway. South of the inlet erosjoy 
and degradation of the base has occurred. This has been controlled, at congiq. 
erable cost, by bulkhead and groin construction. 

4. History—The inlet at Bakers Haulover was constructed about 30 years 
ago by a local taxing district set up by the legislature of the State of Florida 
A few years later this district was abolished and its obligations Were assumed 
by Dade County. The county has spent considerable money in maintenance anq 
repair of the structures. The present bridge was constructed by the Floridg 
State Road Department with the assistance and cooperation of the county. Tot) 
cost was $1,629,975.52. This figure is exclusive of park department expenditures 
which are described later. 

5. Tributary area.—In a broad sense the whole Biscayne Bay area is tributary 
to this inlet. This bay has already been described. Also tributary are varioys 
connecting navigable waterways such as the Snapper Creek Canal, Coral Gables 
Waterway, the Miami River and canal together with the eastern end of th 
Tamiami Canal, Little River and the Little River Canal, Biscayne Canal, Arc) 
Creek, Oleta River, and various minor waterways. The total length of 
rivers and canals navigable by small craft exceeds 50 miles. 

Practicaly the entire area around the bay and the connecting waterways lies 
in the metropolitan area of Miami. Except for the port of Miami and industria} 
areas along the Miami River and Little River this area is highly developed with 
residences, apartment houses, and recreational parks. The very limited acreage 
of vacant land is scheduled for early development of the same type. The in 
habitants, both permanent and transient, are greatly interested in fishing, motor 
boating, water skiing, and other marine sports and activities. Because of the 
mild climate recreations of this nature are carried on throughout the year 
Marinas, yacht anchorages, public and private moorings, boat- and engine-repaii 
plants are found everywhere along the shores and connecting Waterways. 

Boats from all parts of the bay make frequent use of Bakers Haulover. How 
ever, for statistical purposes we shall consider the “tributary area” of Bakers 
Haulover to extend from Hallandale Beach Road on the north to include Little 
River on the southwest and Normandy Isle on the southeast, a distance of 91, 
miles. Boats based anywhere in this area will have their shortest access to tli 
ocean by way of Bakers Haulover. 

This tributary area includes the northern parts of the cities of Miami and 
Miami Beach and the smaller cities and villages of Biscayne Park, El Portal 
Miami Shores, North Miami, North Miami Beach, Bal Harbour, Bay Harbo. 
Islands, Golden Beach, Indian Creek Village, North Bay Village, and Surfsicd 
as well as important areas of unincorporated urban development. The 1: 
census of Dade County (supervised by the U. 8S. Census Bureau) shows that 
this area then had a population somewhat above 200,000, exclusive of the ex 
treme northern part of the area which lies in Broward County. This is almost 
five times the population shown for the same area by the State census of 1945 

The total shoreline of the tributary area, including islands, rivers, and canals 
amounts to nearly 100 miles, of which more than one-half has been improve 
by the construction of bulkheads or revetments. Additional construction of 
this nature is in progress or contemplated for the near future. In the summer 
of 1955 it had 22 marinas with a total of 886 slips or moorings for motorboats 
In addition, there were a vast number of private docks, moorings, and 
anchorages. 

Attention must be given to two recent new developments in the tributary 
area: Bakers Haulover County Park and the Inter-American Cultural and Trade 
Center, usually called “Interama.” 

Bakers Haulover Park is part of the extensive system of public recreationa 
parks maintained by Dade County. It extends from Bakers Haulover north- 
ward to the Sunny Isles, a distance of 7,450 feet. It occupies the entire strip 
between the bay and the ocean and is traversed by United States Highway 
No. A-1—A, which has a fine, modern, four-lane pavement with medial divisor 
The area of the park is 177 acres. East of the highway the dune area and the 
higher part of the beach has been planted with palms and shrubbery and de 
veloped into a picnic ground with all necessary facilities. A fine public bathing 
beach has been provided with cabanas, showers, refreshment stands, and other 
necessities. West of the road most of the original mangrove swamp has beet 
cleared, bulkheaded, and filled. Installations here include large, free parking 
lots, athletic fields, a marina on the bay front, facilities for sightseeing boats 
and charter fishing boats. This park development is not yet entirely com 


suc] 
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pleted. The county has spent more than $2,304,519 on it and additional sub- 
‘qntial expenditures are planned. 

The Inter-American Cultural and Trade Center, popularly known as “Inter- 
ama,’ is an institution of a type without precedent in the Americas. It might 
pe called a permanent world’s fair. Its major feature will be a permanent 
»xhibition of products available for inter-American trade with more than 1 mil- 
lion square feet of covered, usable display space. It will be a meeting place 
for exporters and importers from all of the countries of the hemisphere. Office 
space and bilingual secretaries will be available. Office space for Government 

officials, foreign consuls, trade associations, and others will be provided. Sports 
events. regattas, dramas, concerts, ballets, and all sorts of entertainments will 

e scheduled, emphasis being placed on the inter-American character of such 

ittractions. A $70 million bond issue has already been financed and long-time 

Jans contemplate an ultimate investment of three times that amount. 

The site of Interama is on the west side of the north end of Biscayne Bay 
ust south of Sunny Isles Bridge. Here the Inter-American Center Authority 
owns a tract of 1,800 acres and it has acquired from the State of Florida nearly 
all of the land under water in the adjoining part of Biscayne Bay. Proposed 
dredging of this land under water to provide fill for the site will result in widen- 
ing and deepening the adjoining parts of the Intracoastal Waterway and the 
channel connecting with Bakers Haulover. Plans include a very large yacht 
asin and a large and modern marina. This is located only about a mile from 
Bakers Haulover Inle t and will necessarily greatly increase navigation through 
that channel. After 25 years of planning and study this great project has now 
een financed. Engineering and architectural plans are well advanced and the 
initial installation is now scheduled to be opened on December 30, 1958. Because 
of the importance of this project to the future use of Bakers Haulover a copy 
of a descriptive pamphlet prepared by the Inter-American Cultural and Trade 
Authority accompanies this brief. 

6. Navigation through Bakers Haulover.—The traffic through the haulover 
consists chiefly of privately owned pleasure boats and charter boats, most of 
which are engaged in sport fishing in the gulf stream. Reef and bottom fishing 
for numerous food species yields important catches. One of the big attractions 
is fishing for the great game fish such as sailfish, marlin, dolphin, barracuda 
and tarpon. 

Sport fishing is carried on in three types of craft. These are: 

(a) privately owned pleasure boats, 

(b) “charter boats’ which are operated for hire and take parties of from 
1 to 6 persons at an established hourly or daily rate; and 

(c) “party boats” which are larger vessels taking all comers on scheduled 
trips at a set fare. 

Both charter boats and party boats provide tackle and bait if desired. The 
party boats engage in bottom, reef and drift fishing while the charter boats 
engage largely, but not entirely, in trolling for the great game fish. The fishing 
in this part of the gulf stream and on the adjoining reefs is excellent. In fact 
the reason for the construction of the original haulover railroad, and later 
of the Haulover Inlet, was to provide access to these good fishing grounds without 
the necessity of the long trip down through Government Cut or around Cape 
Florida. 

Substantial numbers of commercial fishermen also use the inlet. Fishing is so 
good that sports fishermen fishing for edible species usually catch more than 
they wish to take home and the surplus largely finds it way into the commercial 
markets and augments the food supply of the Nation. 

Because of the lack of official records of the traffic through this inlet the 
county engineer recently inaugurated a series of counts. On selected days 
observers note the number of vessels passing through the inlet in either direction 
meveee the hours of 7 a.m. and 6 p.m. In general, from 150 to 250 passages 
have been observed on weekdays and about twice as many on Sundays. This 
suggests that the total number of passages may approach 100,000 annually. <A 
considerable number of boats were observed which were registered in North 
Atlantic or Great Lakes ports. 

When the official survey of Bakers Haulover is made by the district engineer, 
much more complete observations will be available. 

Difficulties of navigation are due chiefly to the contraction of the channel, the 
inner part of which is 500 feet wide while the entrance is only 300 feet. This con- 
traction sets up standing waves during the ebb tide and, when strong southeast 
Winds occur during such tides, navigation may become definitely dangerous. 
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7. The improvements desired.—The Board of County Commissioners of Dade 
County desire that the United States undertake the following improvements o¢ 
this inlet: 

(a) Widen the channel to a uniform width of 500 feet. 

(b) Provide suitable revetments with parallel jetties 500 feet apart ey. 
tending out to the 12-foot depth contour, a distance of approximately 1,9 
feet from the beach line. 

(c) Provide and maintain a channel 125 feet wide with a minimum depth 
of 12 feet mean low water from the inlet across Biscayne Bay on a suit. 
able alinement to the Intracoastal Waterway and the Interama. 

8. Economic justification The primary purpose of the requested survey is to 
determine the cost of such a project and the economic justification which exists 
for it. In his report of preliminary examination the district engineer found 
that the proposed improvement “may be justified.” This conclusion was reached 
9 years ago and was based on facts and statistics as of 1945, 1946, and 1947. 
Here we shall only attempt to do two things further in way of justification. Woe 
shall present some facts as to the present magnitude of the motorboat industry 
in this area and we shall show the amazing growth of the economic factors 
affecting this problem during the past decade. 

(a) The motorboat business: In 1955 a questionnaire was sent out to mari. 
time interests in Dade County by the Miami Chamber of Commerce and the 
Council of Marine Interests. After eliminating incomplete answers and those 
received from commercial shipping interests, marine insurance companies and 
others, 68 “good” replies were received. These firms reported that in the small- 
hoat business they had nearly 700 employees with an annual payroll of over 
$2 million. They reported a total investment of $5,500,000 and a gross business 
in 1954 in excess of $10 million. It is known that these figures are somewhat 
low as a number of substantial concerns did not report. 

(b) Population growth: The tributary area in Dade County north of Little 
River, excluding Opa-locka, Hialeah, and more westerly points has grown dur- 
ing the last 10 years as follows: 


Increase ov 


Population 1945 





Perce 
42, 587 
113, 378 
208, 632 


These figures are taken from official censuses. They show that the present 
population is five times what it was in 1945, the last year for which population 
figures were available to the district engineer for his preliminary study. This 
rate of growth is continuing. 

(c) Other economic factors: The following table shows the growth of other 
economic factors: 


1945 


Population of Dade County__.........-- + 315, 138 703, 777 
Inquiries for tourist information 18, 000 | 84, 000 
Kilowatt-hours sold__-_.......--.--- ; 388, 000, 000 1, 714, 000, 000 
Assessed valuation (rea] and personal) $569, 000, 000 1 $1, 698, 000 
Boats licensed to take fish (Dade and Broward) 509 928 
Bank debits $2, 401, 000, 000 | $9, 988, 000, 000 
Bank deposits $335, 000, 000 $823, 000, 00( 
Telephones in use 91, 784 311, 497 


11953. 


We can only conclude from the foregoing that a project which was considered 
to be justified in 1947 is certainly justifiable today by a far wider margin. 

9. Local cooperation.—The Board of County Commissioners are aware that 
it is the established policy of the United States to require that Federal naviga- 
tion projects of the type under consideration shall receive substantial amounts 
of local cooperation. This they expect to provide. 
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At the public hearing held by the district engineer on May 15, 1946, the county 
offered to undertake the following measures of local cooperation in the requested 
yroject : 
a (a) Donate the existing navigation works at Bakers Haulover to the 

United States ; 

(b) Provide all right-of-way and spoil areas necessary to the project 
without cost to the United States; 

(c) Provide and operate any necessary pumping plant to transfer ac- 
cumulated beach sand from north to south across the inlet; 

(d) Remove the existing building on the south side of the inlet, if neces- 
sary; 

(e) Remove the existing obstructive bridge across the inlet ; 

(f) Cooperate with the Florida State Road Department in the construction 
of a new fixed bridge with adequate clearances. 

Items (e) and (f) have already been complied with. The offer to perform 
the other four items still holds good. 

10. Conclusion.—The failure of the United States authorities to complete the 
investigation and survey authorized by Congress in 1945 has worked a definite 
hardship on this community. It has hampered and embarrassed the local au- 
thorities in their mission of planning and carrying out necessary programs of 
improvement in this vicinity. As long as this commitment of the Federal Gov- 
ernment exists, the county, which is willing and anxious to cooperate in any 
Federal project, cannot be expected to proceed alone. 

It is therefore earnestly requested that the Senate of the United States amend 
the pending Public Works Appropriation bill by including therein an item of 
$11,000 for the completion of the pending Survey of Bakers Haulover Inlet, Fla. 

Respectfully submitted for the Board of County Commissioners of Dade 
County, Fla. 

A. B. JonEs, Colonel, USA (Retired), 
Consulting Engineer. 


LETTER FROM GEORGE TAYLOE ROSS 


Senator Hottanp. Also, Mr. Chairman, I would like to file for the 


record a letter addressed to me, dated March 30, 1956, from Mr. George 
Tayloe Ross, executive director, Inter-American Center Authority of 
Miami, Fla. 

Senator Ellender the letter will be placed in the record. 

(The letter referred to follows :) 


INTER-AMERICAN CENTER AUTHORITY, 
Miami 32, Fla., March 30, 1956. 
Senator SpessaRp L, HOLLAND, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR HOLLAND: We are informed that the pending public works 
appropriation bill, which will soon be referred to your committee, carries no 
funds for the completion of the preliminary examination and survey of Bakers 
Haulover Inlet which was authorized by section 6 of the River and Harbor Act 
approved March 2, 1945. We urge that your committee amend this bill by adding 
the sum of $11,000 for the completion of this study. The improvement of Bakers 
Haulover is essential to development of the full value of the tremendous Inter- 
ama project in which we are engaged. 

A brochure describing Interama is enclosed. You will note that yacht anchor- 
ages and marinas form an essential feature of our plan. We intend to emphasize 
these features to to provide the largest, most complete, and most beautiful in- 
Stallation for yachts and motor boats to be found in the Western Hemisphere. 
It will be truly the yachting center of the Americas. 

Interama is no dream of the distant future. Financing of a bond issue of ap- 
proximately $64 million is well advanced. Plans and specifications for the initial 
land-development contracts already have been prepared and as a result of earlier 
udvertising negotiations have been initiated. A permit has been secured from the 
Secretary of the Army to do the necessary dredging in the Intracoastal Water- 
way. Added investments by Latin American countries, States, exhibitors and 
concessionaires should soon make this a $200 million venture. 

In the course of the dredging to provide fill for the low lying parts of the Inter- 
ama site we propose to deepen appreciably significant acreage at the north end 
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of Biscayne Bay. This will provide a navigable depth of 21 feet extending fro, 
the Interama marinas and anchorages practically to the inner end of Bake 
Haulover. The Haulover Inlet will be the shortest and most convenient royty 
between Interama and Central and South America, the shores of the 
Mexico, the islands of the Caribbean and the Bahamas. 

Yachts and fishing necessarily go together. The finest and most exciting sport 
fishing in the United States, if not in the whole world, is found in the waters , 
ihe Gulf Stream, directly off Bakers Haulover. Tarpon, marlin, swordfish, ga; 
fish, dolphin, barracuda, and other giant fish abound. The distance from Typ 
ama to these fishing grounds is only a mile via Bakers Haulover as compare 
with more than 20 miles by the alternate route through Government Cut. 4 
main ship channel entrance to Biscayne Bay. 

Because of Miami's mild, subtropical climate sport fishing and yachting a), 
year-round diversions here. About 8 million tourists, winter visitors and wint, 
residents come to south Florida annually. Many come in their own boats ») 
many others keep their boats here the vear round. The added attractions o 
Interama will lead to a great increase in this business and to the den 
safer and better access to the ocean by way of the Haulover. 

The persent condition of Bakers Haulover is most unsatisfactory. The jetties 
are for too short and their outer ends have collapsed. The old stee] ths ni 
revetments are in very bad condition and about 100 feet of the newer, concrete 
revetments requires replacement. The inner part of the channel has an inad 
quate width of 500 feet and the outer part is more inadequate still, being on 
500 feet wide. This convergence results in undesirably swift tidal currents in the 
outer portion. Under favorable conditions of wind and tide it makes navigatio, 
dangerous or even impossible. 
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It is noteworthy that there are some 35 inlets and passages between the oc 
or the gulf and the bays, sounds, and other intracoastal waters of Florida. The 
improvement of navigation at nearly all of them was started by local interests 
In practically every case, the United States subsequently spent money on the 
inlets: usually assuming maintenance and in many cases undertaking furthe 
provement of the inlet. The outstanding exception is Bakers Hanlover. This 
was created by a local taxing district and later maintained and improved by Dade 
County. It is the only important navigable inlet in the State for which ¢] 
United States to date has assumed no responsibility whatever. 

That there was no excuse for such discrimination against this importar 
waterway was recognized in 1945 when Congress authorized preliminary exan 
nation and survey with a view to its further improvement by the United States 
However, after some preliminary work was done budgetary limitations have bee 
permitted to delay the completion of this survey. We are informed that the cos 
of completion will be very small, not exceeding $11,000. 

oe respectfully request that you and your committee correct this iniustic 

adding this trifling amount to the pending civil works appropriation bill a 
by doing everything in your power to see that this amendment is accepted | 
the Senate and by the House of Representatives. 

Very truly yours, 
GEORGE TAYLOE Ross, Precutive Direct 


“INTERAMA” PROJECT 


Senator Horianp. T will not dwell at length on this project at this 
time, but T would like to say that the recent developments which | 
mentioned a moment ago include a \ project called Interama, which 1s 
discussed in the two letters T have just placed in the record, and for 
which financing of a bond issue of approximately $64 million is well 
advanced. It is expected that added investments by Latin-America! 
countries, States, exhibitors, and concessionaires should soon make this 
a $200 million venture. The proposed site for Interama is only a few 
hundred feet across Biscayne Bay from Bakers Haulover, and the use 
of the waterfront is expected to play a large part in connection with 
Interama. 

Also, I call attention to the fact that the preliminary examinatio! 
and survey of this project was authorized by Congress more than 
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|) years ago when the population of Dade County w: AS only 315,138, 
vhereas, in 1955 the population had increased to 703,777. 


Lipgpy Daw, Monr. 


STATEMENT OF HON. LEE METCALF, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MONTANA 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


ator ELLENDER. Next is Congressman Metcalf on Libby Dam. 

Represent: itive Mercatr. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this oppor- 
tunity to discuss our Montana needs with you, and | hope that this 
committee will take another step forward toward construction of the 
most importi unt dam yet to be built in the Northwest, Libby Dam. 

Libby Dam is a S285 million multipurpose project already author- 
ized to span the Kootenai River, an important Coiumbia River tribu- 
tary. The Corps of Engineers advises me that it would afford almost 
comp ete control of floods alone the Kootenai, especially in the Koot- 
enai Flats between Bonners Ferry, Idaho, and the Kooteney Lake in 
British Columbia. It would subst: tially reduce flood stages along 
the lower Columbia. 

POWERPLANT CAPACITY 


[ts powerplant would have an initial installed capacity at the site of 
600,000 kilowatts and an ultimate instailed capacity of 800,000 kilo- 
ratts of power badly needed in the Northwest. In addition, Libby 
Dam storage would provide for 540,000 kilowatts of continuous power 


at downstream plants. 

In addition, the project would provide recreation and conservation 
henefits, 

In order to save time, I will omit some of the statement. 


PREPARED STATI 


Senator ELLeNpER. We will put it in the record. 
(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. LEE METCALF 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to discuss Montana’s needs with 
you. 

I hope this committee will make possible another step toward construction of 
the most important dam yet to be built in the Northwest—Libby Dam. 

Libby, a $285 million multipurpose project already authorized, would span 
the Kootenai River, an important Columbia River tributary. The Corps of 
Engineers advises me that it would afford almost complete control of floods 
along the Kootenai, especially in the Kootenai Flats between Bonners Ferry, 
Idaho, and the Kootenay Lake in British Columbia. It would substantially 
reduce flood stages along the lower Columbia. 

Its powerplant would have an initial installed capacity at the site of 600,000 
kilowatts and an ultimate installed capacity of 800,000 kilowatts of power badly 
needed in the Northwest. In addition, Libby Dam storage would provide for 
40,000 kilowatts of continuous power at downstream plants. 

In addition, the project would provide recreation and conservation benefits. 

Recognition of the importance of this development is general. You will reeall 
that at a hearing before this subcommittee in 1953, Seeretary of the Interior 
McKay said: 
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“I think the project at Libby is probably the most important project in the 
Northwest because it is a reasonable cost and it firms up the Columbia Rive, 
upstream as well as the lower Columbia. At the present time, the only thing 
on the lower Columbia is Bonneville. The Snake River installation ultimately 
would firm up McNary and The Dalles, but Libby would firm up all of them. 

During civil functions hearings conducted in 1954 by a subcommittee of the 
House Committee on Appropriations, Col. William Whipple, executive officer to 
the Chief of Engineers for Civil Works, had this to say of Libby: 

“It would be very unfortunate to have such a wonderful potential site for 
development and not take the maximum advantage of it.” 

The people of the area favor the project. 

Two years ago, I sent out a questionnaire to determine the local sentiment 
in Lincoln County, Mont., the county in which this dam would be built. 

I sent out 4,100 questionnaires, 1 to each registered voter in the county. The 
return was a little over 50 percent. The project was approved by 12 to 1—1,904 
favoring construction of the dam, 167 opposing it. 

Now because this key project would back up water 42 miles into Canada, j 
must have the approval of the International Joint Commission. We do not 
yet have this approval. But we need, and we want, Libby Dam. One way to 
get it is to build it in two stages—the first backing water up to, but not across, 
the international boundary, with the second story to be added when agreement js 
reached with Canada. 

At this point, I should like to read into the record a letter to me from Maj, 
Gen. E. C. Itschner, Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil Works: 

You will note that we can add, have added, stories to a dam, Ross Dam on the 
Skagit River in Washington State, for example, and that Libby is of the genera] 
type which is physically adaptable to two-stage development. 

The economic feasibility of the two-phase plan, of course, depends on construe. 
tion of the second stage within a few years. 

But, as General Itschner says, design of the first stage would take 314 years 
because the dam would first be designed as a high dam, then adapted to con- 
struction in two stages. 

I eall your attention to these words in the general’s letter 

“Thus, if planning for the 2-stage program were initiated in the near future 
and the international problem were settled satisfactorily within 31% years, it 
would be possible to convert the 2-stage program to a single-stage without appre 
ciable loss of planning effort. Under this set of circumstances completion of the 
ultimate project could be advanced by as much as 8 years.” 

This is what I propose. I believe we should start now to plan Libby for a 
two-stage construction program. I am advised that an appropriation of $500,000 
would carry the work forward for the coming fiscal year 

The second thing I would like to discuss with you is the need for reserving 
a part of the hydroelectric power, to be generated by the proposed new generator 
at Fort Peck Dam, for Montana. 

Fort Peck and Canyon Ferry projects utilize more than 20 million acre-feet 
of water from the Missouri River and its tributaries. Thousands of acres of 
Montana land have been contributed to make these projects possible. 

Despite this enormous contribution by Montana, much of the power may be 
exported out of the State and transmitted hundreds of miles to supply customers 
in North and South Dakota unless a geographical preference is granted to the 
potential Montana customers of the second powerhouse at Fort Peck. 

At the present time, between 35 and 55 percent of the power produced at Fort 
Peck is being exported to the Dakotas. In 5 years, when the second Fort Peck 
powerhouse is in operation, this export of power to the Dakotas could well be 
66 percent of Fort Peck’s total output, assuming a normal 10 percent growth in 
the area. 

We in Montana have always been firm in our stand that the water originating 
in Montana must be used at least once for the benefit of Montanans—“Montana 
water for Montana people” has been our policy. Montana water is used over 
and over again downstream for the benefit of the residents of other States. 
Storage behind dams in Montana increases river flow, and thus power produc- 
tion, in States far below us. But we feel that the power produced in Montana 
by waters stored in Montana should be used primarily to benefit Montana. 

Therefore, our public officials have maintained that this State’s needs must 
be fully assured before any water rising in Montana is dedicated to the use of 
other States. The export of Montana’s power to the Dakotas ignores this long- 
standing policy 
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As more and more power is exported from Montana to other States 

First. The preference customers in these other States will build up, through 
long use, a prior right to Montana’s power, and Montana’s preference customers 
will lose their preferred position as the power is dedicated to outside use. 

Second. Montana residents, whose taxes help make possible projects Uke Fort 
peck, will find they are shouldering a greater tax burden for the benefit of neigh 
poring State residents. 

3d—Montana’s power, instead of being used to improve living conditions and 
promote industrial development in this State, will be used and committed to 
further these benefits for neighboring States. 

4th—Once this power becomes committed to serve customers outside the State 
of Montana, it is almost impossible to recapture it for Montana when we have a 
ysed and need for it, which will be in less than 10 years. 

If Montana is to supply the water and land to make possible projects such as 
Fort Peck, and if its residents are to be taxed to support facilities for delivering 
this power, Montana should be allowed to utilize as much of the power produced 
within the State as it needs to grow and develop. 

In order to protect the preference which Federal laws now grant to Montana 
REA’s, the additional power should be utilized in Montana, one way or another, 
until it is needed by Montana REA customers to meet their growth requirements. 

This principle is accepted by the Hungry Horse Act and the Bonneville Power 
Administration, which has granted Montana a geographical preference on power 
attributable to Hungry Horse project. BPA sells power to industrial and non- 
preference customers, as well as to preference customers in Montana, from this 
reservation, and power sold to nonpreference customers is subject to withdrawal 
only to meet the requirements of the preference customers in Montana. 

Therefore, I have prepared the following amendment for inclusion in the lan- 
guage appropriating money for a second generator at Fort Peck: 

“Provided further, That the disposal and sale of marketable energy, generated 
by unit No. 2 at the Fort Peck powerplant, shall be primarily in the State of 
Montana.” 

Mr. Chairman, I hope this committee will see fit to authorize planning and 
design money for Libby Dam and to reserve a part of the hydroelectric power, to 
be generated by the proposed new generator at Fort Peck Dam, for Montana. 


INTERNATIONAL JOINT COMMISSION, 


Representative Mretcatr. Because this key project would back up 
the water 42 miles into Canada, we must have the approval of the 
International Joint Commission. We do not yet have this approval, 
but we need and we want Libby Dam. One way to get it is to build 
it in two stages, the first backing water up to, but not across, the inter- 
national boundary, and the second stage to be added when agreement 
isreached with Canada. 


COMMUNICATION 


At this point, I would like to read into the record a letter addressed 
to me by General Itschner, Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil 
Works, where he has completely analyzed this problem. 

(The letter referred to follows :) 

MARCH 20, 1956. 
Hon. LEE METCALF, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. MetcatF: With further reference to your letter of January 31, 1956 
relative to the possibilities for a “low” Libby Dam in Montana, I am pleased to 
supply the following information. 

The possibilities for construction of the Libby project in two stages with the 
first stage backing water to the international boundary has been given con- 
siderable study. The proposed Libby Dam is of the general type which is physi- 
cally adaptable to two stage development. There is substantial question, 
however, as to the economic feasibility of such a plan. 

The Libby project, as authorized, would have a proposed maximum pool level 
of 2,459 and would back water 42 miles into Canada. If built in two stages, 

75008—56—pt. 2——-37 
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with the intermediate control being the international boundary, the dam 
would be planned initially for a maximum pool elevation of 2,310. A low dam 
with this pool would have a gross storage capacity of 1,300,000 acre-feet of 
which 1,250,000 acre-feet could be drawn out for power generation. However 
only 350,000 acre-feet of this storage could be used effectively to reduce the peak 
of downstream floods because of the prohibitive costs of outlet capacity to 
control the river at low stages of the reservoir. The 350,000 acre-feet for flood 
control could be kept available by opening all the sluices and spillway gates 
prior to the occurrence of flood flows. Power at the site could be developed 
from June until December with an average head of 183 feet at which time the 
natural drawdown would drop the pool below the penstock intakes, 

The first stage could have three 100,000 kilowatt generating units installeq 
and substructure provided for five additional units. The turbine runners for 
these initial units would have to be replaced whenever the full head was 
developed. 

The major problem with a two-stage development at this project would be 
the relocations. The lower dam would flood the main transcontinental route of 
the Great Northern Railway, State Highway 37, county roads, Forest Service 
roads and facilities, private logging roads, towns, villages and utiilties to about 
the same extent as the high dam. Therefore, all of these relocations would be 
made for the high dam and the estimated cost, about $117 million, would haye 
to be undertaken as part of the first stage development. 

The two-stage plan would increase the first cost of the project over the single 
stage plan by at least $5,500,000. Possible additional costs might have to be 
incurred for mobilization of contractors’ plant, special treatment to permit 
stage construction, replacement of turbine runners and moving spillway gates 
and gate hoist equipment. 

The estimated construction cost and annual charges for the single-stage plan 
and for the first-stage of the two-stage plan are as follows. 


Single-stage First stage of 
plan 2-stage plan 


$220, 000, 00( 
9, 600, 000 


Construction cost 
atl lala a as ales 13, 600, 000 


The estimated annual benefits over the economic life of the Libby project are 
$22,400,000, compared to the estimated annual charge of $13,600,000. The result- 
ing benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.64. 

The estimated annual flood-control benefits for the first stage of the 2-stage 
development are $280,000. The power benefits would result largely from the 
increase in primary energy made available at downstream projects. The amount 
of such increase would depend upon the amount of head developed downstream. 
A preliminary analysis of the power benefits based upon completion of proposed 
projects below Grand Coulee, and assuming no upstream diversion of the Kootenay 
River in Canada, indicates that the power benefits would be approximately 
$5,900,000. Thus the total benefits for the first stage would be approximately 
$6,200,000, which is substantially less than the estimated annual charges. This 
analysis also indicated that the benefits from the power generated at the Libby 
site would be less than the cost of power facilities in the first stage. Accordingly, 
the benefit-to-cost ratio could be improved somewhat by eliminating the power 
facilities in the first stage; however, this would not result in a favorable benefit- 
to-cost ratio. 

Design of the first stage of the barrier dam for a 2-stage program would require 
3% years. In order to design the low dam it would be necessary that the high 
dam be first designed and then adapted to the 2-stage construction program. 
Thus, if planning for the 2-stage program were initiated in the near future and 
the international problem were settled satisfactorily within 3% years, it would be 
possible to convert the 2-stage program to a single stage without appreciable loss 
of planning effort. Under this set of circumstances completion of the ultimate 
project could be advanced by as much as 3 years. 

If a satisfactory settlement of the international aspects of the Libby project 
could be counted on within 3% years after initiation of planning on the 2-stage 
Libby development, the 2-stage plan would be of advantage to the United States. 
This advantage would rapidly disappear after that time, however, as the added 
cost of 2-stage development would offset the intangible benefits of the early provi- 
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sion of interim flood control and power generation and the interest compounded 
on the unrepayable annual charges would use up the surplus of benefits over costs 
in the completed project. Therefore, in view of the fact that the economic feasi- 
pility of a 2-stage plan depends on construction of the second stage within a 
relatively few years, it is essential that the international aspects of the second 
stage or complete Libby plan be settled or in definite prospect of settlement before 
either a Single-stage or a 2-stage project is undertaken. 

One of the most outstanding examples of stage development of a large hydro- 
electric project, similar in many respects to Libby, is the Ross Dam on the Skagit 
River in the State of Washington. This dam, which was built by Seattle City 
Light, was first completed to a height of 305 feet in 1940 to provide storage only, 
with no power at the site. This dam was planned and designed so that it could 
ultimately be built 665 feet high. In 1943 the second stage of construction was 
completed to a height of 475 feet, still with no power at the site and with the 
maximum pool reaching to the international boundary. With the continued 
growing demand for electric power, the third stage to a height of 540 feet was 
completed in 1949. Utilization of this height will require backing water 22 miles 
intoCanada. The city of Seattle, unable to formalize an agreement with Canada, 
at the present time negotiates annually for the cost of flowage across the border. 
Since the completion of this third stage a powerhouse has been added and cur- 
rently three 90,000-kilowatt units are in operation. The fourth, a final unit, will 
be completed this year. 

There are still other examples of dams planned for two-stage construction such 
as the Blackwater Dam, N. H., referred to in your letter, although in that in- 
stance the second stage has not been constructed. In all such cases the feasi- 
bility of two-stage construction depends first on the adaptability of the site to 
design for this type of development, and if favorable, more importantly upon 
economic considerations. The economic considerations include the increased cost 
of the two-stage development over the single-stage construction ; interest on that 
part of the initial construction cost required for accomplishment of the second- 
stage work; length of time which will elapse before the second-phase features are 
needed; and economic justification of both the initial stage and second stage. 

I hope that the above information will serve your present needs in connection 
with the two-stage proposal. 

Sincerely yours, 
E. C. ITSCHNER, 
Major General, USA, 
Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil Works. 


TOTAL WATER STORAGE 


Representative Mercatr. In General Itschner’s letter he says that 
we can add and we have added stories to a dam; Ross Dam on the 
Skagit River in Washington State, for example, and a dam in New 
Hampshire has been built in this two-stage construction, although the 
second stage hasn’t been completed. 

_ Senator KnowLanp. How much water storage would you have in 
the two-stage process? 

Representative Mrercaur. In the first stom you would substantially 
decrease the storage, but it would be sufficient storage to partially 
control the lower Columbia River Basin, and it would take care of 
flood control in Bonners Ferry, Idaho, area, in that area which is 
flooded almost every year. 

Senator KNowLanp. Is there power in this dam, also? 

Representative Mercatr. There would be power in both stages, al- 
though the storage for downstream power production would be more 
affected than the flood-control storage in the two-stage program. 

Senator ELLENDER. Would the first stage involve Canada ? 

Representative Mercatr. No. The first stage would not involve 
Canada. My proposal here is that we go ahead and start planning 
for the first stage, and back the water up to the Canadian border. 
Then if and when we arrive at an agreement through the International 
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Joint Commission with Canada, we then put on the second story ang 
have the dam completed. 

Senator E.tenper. As I remember, the erection of this project jy 
two stages would cost quite a bit more than if we could build it jy 
just one. 

Representative Mrercatr. General Itschner says in his letter: 

Design of the first stage of the barrier dam for a 2-stage program would ro. 
quire 3% years. In order to design the low dam it would be necessary that the 
high dam be first designed and then adapted to the two-stage constructioy 
program. Thus, if planning for the 2-stage program were initiated in the neg, 
future and the international problem were settled satisfactorily within 31, 
years, it would be possible to convert the 2-stage program to a single stage 
without appreciable loss of planning effort. Under this set of circumstances 
completion of the ultimate project could be advanced by as much as 3 years 


Secondly, of course, we would do the same thing that Canada diq 
to us in the St. Lawrence seaway and indicate that we are going ahead 
and develop our own water resources and if they want to come in 
within a reasonable time, we will cooperate with them. However, 
the flood control needs of Libby Dam for that Bonners Ferry area, 
and Kootenai area, and upper Columbia are very important and very 
vital. ; 

The second stage would, of course, incorporate downstream water 
storage for power, but flood control would largely be accomplished by 
the first-stage program. ‘ 


TWO-STAGE CONSTRUCTION 


What I propose is that we start now and plan Libby for two-stage 
construction. The Corps of Engineers tells me that an appropria- 


tion of $500,000 would carry the work forward for the coming fiscal 
year. As I say, I have incorporated in the record a very long letter 
from General Itschner where he discusses the whole problem and the 
whole program. 

As I understand it, Senator Mansfield is going to appear before the 
committee later on in the week with further developments of this 
recommendation and in the interest of time, I haven’t gone into some 
of the details of General Itschner’s recommendation. 

Senator Ettenper. After we conclude our general hearings, it will 
be my purpose to have the representatives of the corps appear before 
us. As to projects of this character, where there is no money pro- 
vided in the budget, we will go into them in detail and find out what 
can be done about them. 

Representative Mercatr. I hope the committee will interrogate the 
corps. 


RESERVATION OF POWER FOR MONTANA 


The second thing I want to discuss with this committee is the need 
for reserving a part of the hydroelectric power to be generated by 
the proposed new generator at Fort Peck Dam for Montana. Fort 
Peck and Canyon Ferry projects utilize more than 20 million acre- 
feet of water from the Missouri River and its tributaries. 

Thousands of acres of Montana land have been contributed to make 
these projects possible, and despite this enormous contribution, much 
of the power may be exported out of the State and transmitted hun- 
dreds of miles to supply customers in North and South Dakota unless 
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a geographical preference is granted to the potential Montana cus- 
tomers for this second powerhouse at Fort Peck. 

At the present time, between 35 and 55 percent of the power pro- 
duced at Fort Peck is being exported to the Dakotas. In 5 years, 
when the second Fort Peck powerhouse is in operation, this export of 
yower to the Dakotas could be well over two-thirds of Fort Peck’s 
total output, assuming a normal] 10-percent growth in the area. 

As more and more power is exported from Montana to other States, 

the preference customers in these other States will build up through 
long use a prior right to Montana’s power and Montana’s preference 
customers will lose their preferred position as the power is dedicated 
to outside use, and the Montana residents, whose taxes help make 
possible projects like Fort Peck, will find they are shouldering a 
sreater tax burden for the benefit of neighboring States. 
' Montana’s power, instead of being used to improve living condi- 
tions and promote industrial development in the State of Montana, 
where the water and the power originate, will be used and committed 
to further these benefits for neighboring States. 

In order to protect the preference which Federal law now grants 
the Montana REA’s, additional power should be utilized within the 
State of Montana one way or another until it is needed by Montana 
REA customers to meet their growth requirements. 

This is the principle that was accepted in the Hungry Horse Act 
and the Bonneville Power Administration, which granted Montana 
geographical preference for the Hungry Horse power, and as a result 
of that preference, Montana has Anaconda Aluminum Co. in Colum- 
bia Falls utilizing the preference power. 

Senator ELLENpDER. You are talking about a completed dam there, 
Congressman ¢ 

Representative Mrercaur. Yes. 

Senator ELLenpER. Don’t you think that the place to bring atten- 
tion to what you are talking about now is not this committee, but the 
Interior Committee where this power is distributed ? 

Representative Mrerca.r. Isn’t this committee the committee that 
has jurisdiction over the construction of the new generator at Fort 
Peck Dam? 

CHANGE IN BASIC LAW 


Senator ELLENper. The construction, yes, but the manner in which 
the distribution of this power is accomplished is under the jurisdic- 
tion of the Interior Committee, or perhaps the Public Works Commit- 
tee, 

Representative Mercarr. It is my proposal that you amend the ap- 
propriation bill for the additional generator at Fort Peck and pro- 
vide that the disposal and sale of marketable energy at the new Fort 
Peck powerplant shall be primarily in the State of Montana. 

Senator ELtenper. That might require a change in policy that has 
been long established. You might have to change the act itself. 

Senator KNow.anp. That would be a legislative bill and that would 
be subject to a point of order and would take a two-thirds vote to sus- 
pend the rule in the Senate. 

Senator ELLenperR. This ought to be taken up with the Legislative 
Committees of the House and Senate because they would be the ones 
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who have jurisdiction. I would hesitate to put anything into this bj] 
that resembles legislation, and I know it would be controversi: al, 

Senator Hotianp. Will you try to get it in the appropriation }j}] 
in the House ? 

Representative Merca.r. I asked for that in the House, too. 

Senator Ex.enper. I would suggest you take that approach, be- 

‘ause I don’t think this committee would be prone to take action 
on changing the basic law by a legislative rider on an appropriation 
bill. 

Representative Mercatr. The bill hasn’t been written, or at least | 
haven't seen it, so I don’t know what has happened to my request. But 
in order to make the record, I wanted to make the request on this side. 
too. 

Senator ELLenper. I am merely suggesting that you start it that 
way. You might talk to the chairman of the Interior Committee, 
and then Senator Hayden here, and something might be worked out 
with the Interior Department in order to give Montana its just pro- 
portion of the power. 

Senator Know.anp. How much power do you get now? 

Representative Mercatr. There isn’t any geographic: al for mula for 
the allocation of Fort Peck power. That problem hadn’t arisen in the 
Fort Peck Dam when it was built. For subsequent dams, such as 
Canyon Ferry and Hungry Horse, we have a geographical formula. 
What I want is a similar formula for the power to be generated by 
this new generator that this committee, I hope, will authori ize for Fort 
Peck. 

Senator E:tenper. This geographical area that you are talking 
about was fixed in the act itself, was it not ? 

Representative Mrtcatr. In Hungry Horse and Canyon Ferry; 
that 1s correct. 

Senator ELtenper. And authorized by the legislative committees in 
the House and the Senate. 

Representative Mercatr. And was authorized by the legislative 
committees. 

Senator KNownanp. It seems to me you have a good precedent to 
go before that committee and at least lay your case ‘before them. 

Senator ELtenper. Yes; that is correct; and you should start the 
ball rolling soon. 

Representative Metrcatr. I shall certainly start the ball rolling. 

Senator HoLianp. I want to say that I am very strong for Libby. 
T have been there and looked at that situation. 

Representative Mercatr. I have included several statements from 
Secretary McKay and others. 

Senator Hotianp. I think it is needed, but there is one point that 
you didn’t comment on, Not only is Canada involved in the backup 
of the dam, as you stated, but it is also involved in that the Kootenai 
turns back north, goes back into Canada, and runs into the Columbia 
River in Canada. 

My understanding is that there have been some problems that have 
developed with reference to the utilization of the stored water and 
the flow and so forth that are not clear now in my memory. 
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The question is this: Does Canada intend to put in a dam and 
power facilities on the lower Kootenai that lies in Canada, or in that 
portion of the upper Columbia lying in Canada between the juncture 
of the Kootenai and the Columbia ? 

Representative Mercar. Canada has in its appearances before the 
International Joint Commission threatened to join the Kootenai to 
the Columbia there at the Canal Flats, which is a small swamp area, 
and reverse part of the flow of the Kootenai and build a dam solely 
in Canada. 

If they did that, of course, then we should go ahead with the same 
proposition down in Libby and build and control Libby Dam. Neither 
would be as feasible as building a high dam at Libby and working out 
our problem together. 

Senator HoLtLtanp. The point I was getting at was this: That there 
not only is a problem involved with Canada on the upper Kootenai 
before the Kootenai goes into Canada, but there is also a problem in- 
volved in Canada on the lower Kootenai and on that part of the upper 
Columbia below the junction of the Kootenai and the Columbia that 
has to be determined with Canada before we know exactly what we 
are up against. 

Representative Merca.r. That is exactly right, Senator. As for my 
proposal to build the dam in two stages, there is enough water coming 
into the Kootenai and its tributaries in the State of Montana and the 
upper stream to make it a feasible project without any of Canada’s 
water. 

Senator Hotnanp. I think it is a wonderful spot for a great dam 
and for the strightening out of the flowage all the way down, both for 
the benefit of Canada and the United States. 

Representative Mrercatr. Yes. This is a dam that will control 
every stage of the Columbia, upper and lower Columbia both. 

Senator DworsHak. Has the Corps made any budget request for 
funds for Libby ? 

Representative Mrrcatr. The Corps has not made a request for 
funds. The Corps in response to a letter from me analyzed the whole 
problem on March 20, 1956, and I requested it early this session. 

Senator DworsHak. I understand that, but if General Itschner tells 
you that he is very much interested in getting some action, has that 
sume position been taken before the Budget Bureau ? 

Representative Mrercaur. No, it has not. This is since the budget. 

Senator KnNow.Lanp. Have you communicated with the Budget 
Bureau and suggested this two-stage approach to the problem? If you 
haven't, it might be well for you to do so. 

Representative MercaLF. Senator Murray, Senator Mansfield and 
I have asked the Budget Bureau for their comments on this letter from 
the Corps of Engineers. We have not heard from them and we wanted 
to bring this matter to the attention of the committee at this time 
because it came in too late at the end of the budget. 

Senator ExLenper. Al] right, Congressman Metcalf. 

Representative Mercatr. Thank you very much. 

Senator ELLENDER. We are glad to have had you. 
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New Hampsuire ProsEctS 
STATEMENT OF SENATOR COTTON 


Senator ELLenper. Senator Cotton could not be here this morning 
. . Ss! 
and has requested that his statement be placed in the record. 
(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR Norris CoTToN TO CIVIL FUNCTIONS Suscommirrpp 
SENATE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE 


Among the items under consideration by your subcommittee are two of deep 
interest and importance to New Hampshire, and I wish to call attention to those 
projects and urge that adequate funds be provided for them. 

One is the Otter Brooks Reservoir, at Keene, N. H., which is one of the series 
of flood-control projects in the Connecticut River Basin, authorized by the com. 
prehensive plan for flood control in the basin. 

The project will provide much-needed flood protection at Keene, N. H., one 
of my State’s important industrial cities. It will also provide additional pro- 
tection for the damage centers lower on the Connecticut River, and your com. 
mittee is familiar with the need for such additional protection. The benefit 
cost ratio for this project is 1.2 to 1 and the total estimate cost is about $5 
million. 

The requested appropriation of $1,250,000 will permit a start of actual con. 
struction on the project. In view of the great need for additional flood protec. 
tion in New England, it is vital that we proceed as rapidly as possible with this 
project since the preliminary design and engineering work has been done, | 
hope the committee will be able to recommend appropriation of the full amount 
of the budget estimate. 

The navigation project for Portsmouth Harbor and the Piscataqua River, N. H, 
and Maine, is of great interest and economic importance to Portsmouth, N. H., 
and the eastern part of the State. 

Portsmouth Harbor is the only deepwater port in New Hampshire. Use of the 
harbor, however, involves certain hazards because of the existence of rock- 
ledge areas near the channel. The project calls for the removal of these rock- 
ledge areas. The estimated annual benefits, of course, exceed the cost of the 
work. 

These rock areas are not only hazardous to merchant vessels using the harbor 
but also to naval vessels using the Portsmouth naval shipyard. Furthermore, a 
large part of the commerce in the harbor consists of transporting petroleum 
products and there is always the danger of fire if a marine accident should 
occur. 

An appropriation of $400,000 was recommended by your committee and ap- 
proved by Congress last year for this project. For the 1957 fiscal year, the origi- 
nal budget estimate was $600,000. The President has submitted an additional 
request for $175,000, making the total requested $775,000. This amount would 
complete the financing for the project since the total cost is $1,175,000. I hope 
the committee will recommend approval of the entire amount of the budget esti- 
mate and permit this project to move forward to completion at the earliest possible 
date. 


Success anD Terminus Dams, Ca ir. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HARLAN F. HAGAN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Senator ELLENDER. Congressman Hagan. 

Representative Hagan. Mr. Chairman and committee members: | 
want to apologize. I have a miserable cold. 

Senator KNowxanp. I trust you didn’t pick that up in California. 

Representative Hagan. No; I didn’t. 
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You have already heard from the local people testifying on this 
and I assume also from the Army engineers. I am testifying on the 
Success Dam on the Tule River in Tulare County, Calif., and the 
Terminus Dam on the Kaweah River in Tulare County, Calif. 

[ know the chairman last summer was out in Fresno and is generally 
familiar with the area, and, of course, Senator Knowland is com- 
pletely familiar with the area. I would like to be very brief on this. 


FLOOD PROBLEM 


The Success Dam on the Tule River was authorized by the Flood 
Control Act of 1944 as was the Terminus Dam on the Kaweah. The 
flood problem in this area arises from the fact that the backbone of the 
Sierra Nevada runs immediately back of the floor of the valley. 

In fact, Mount Whitney, the highest peak in the United States, is 
immediately in the watershed of one of these streams. The Sequoia 
National Park, which is at a sizable elevation, feeds snow runoff into 
the Kaweah River and this is a very predictable flood problem. 

It is not something erratic. As a matter of fact, since 1929 I think 
they have had six floods in this area. Since the authorization in 1944, 
they have had 4. If these dams aren’t completed, you can definitely 
figure that within the next 5 years, we will say, there will be another 
one, 

As a matter of fact, the floods that have occurred since 1944 have 
been about every 5 years. 

Senator ELLENDER. Congressman, as you are no doubt aware, the 
original budget contained no funds and the revised budget asked for 
2.490.000. The committee has heard quite a few witnesses for this 
project, and there were a few against the project with respect to its 
location. 

Is the gist of your testimony to add more money, or are you satisfied 
with the revised budget? Just what is it that you desire, sir? 

Representative Hacan. Basically, Chairman Ellender, it is to ad- 
vocate the $2,490,000 on Success and the $558,000 on the Terminus. 
However, with respect to the latter project, I would say that if you 
in your good judgment see fit, a larger appropriation would be indi- 
cated there. 

On the Success project, everything is complete up to the moment 
of initiating construction. The planning is all complete. On the 
Terminus project, there still remains some design planning to be done. 
I think it can be asserted that the Army would have recommended a 
larger amount on Terminus except for the fact that they felt that 
with the various other projects Gen had around the country, they 
might not be able to utilize more than $558,000 in this next fiscal year. 

Ilowever, they have stated to me at least that if for some reason 
some of their projects fail to materialize, they could spend a larger 
amount on the Daciiene project, up to, say, $1 million. 

Senator ELLENpER. The revised budget on that is $558,000. I will 
be glad to take the matter up with the corps after we complete the 
hearings on all of these projects in which supplemental appropriations 
are being asked by the citizens. 

Representative Hacan. I believe, Senator Ellender, it is a matter of 
personnel. You can ask them about it. 
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Senator ELienper. Yes; I will be glad to do that. What are yoy 
doing before the House? Can’t you get the House to put in some of 
vour suggestions? That will help, you know. 

* Representative Hacan. 1 don’t know what action they have taken, 

Senator Exnenper. It will make it easier for us on this end, yoy 
know, if we can get some help from the House Members. If yoy 
folks can get together and do what you did last year on the floor, put 
in a few projects here and there, it would help us a great deal. 

Representative Hacan. We will try to do that. I will be very 
happy to answer any questions at all about the project. 

Senator ELtenper. We have heard testimony on both the Terminus 
Dam and the Success Dam, which you just discussed. 

When the committee completes its outside hearings and the genera] 
hearings with the Corps of Engineers, we will then call in the corps 
for a review of those projects that are either unbudgeted, or budgeted 
projects for which more money is being asked. I can assure you we 
will give these requests full and sympathetic consideration. 

Representative HaGan,. I believe, Senator Kuchel or Senator Know- 
land asked that this $558,000 be raised to $1 million and I join in the 
request for augmentation of the budget item on Terminus. 

Senator Eiienper. We heard people from California yesterday, 
and also from Nevada and Utah. We are not unmindful of your re 
quest and your need. 

PREPARED STATEMEN' 


Representative HaGgan. Thank you. I would ask leave to submit 
a prepared statement. 
Senator ELLENpER. Yes, sir. You may do that and it will be put 


in the record, 
(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE HARLAN HAGEN 


I am testifying to invite your attention to and favorable interest in two 
budgetary items of great concern to the people of my congressional district, 
to wit, money for the Success Dam on the Tule River and the Terminus Dam 
on the Kaweah River. Both projects were authorized by the Flood Control 
Act of 1944 and have received appropriations jn the past. The Success project 
has received $511,000 for completion of plans thereof and the Terminus project 
has received $393,000 for partial completion of plans. 

The budget of the engineers, on the basis of administrative hearings and 
decisions developed in October, November, and early December of 1955, in 
cluded the recommendation of $58,000 for planning money on the Terminus 
project (and no reference to the Success project) ; however, these recommenda- 
tions have since been revised in the light of devastating floods which occurred 
on the Tule River on or about December 23, 1955, and the Kaweah River at the 
same date and again in January of 1956. The present recommendation of the 
construction agency approved by the Bureau of the Budget in the course of 
review of facts developed by said floods, is for an appropriation of $2,490,000 for 
initiation of construction on the Success project and $558,000 for completion of 
plans and initiation of construction on the Terminus project. 

The facts justifying these recommendations will be developed more fully 
before your committee by the engineers and other witnesses; however, I will 
at this time cover some of the Salient points involved. 

The justification for these projects was arrived at in 1944 and this favor- 
able decision has been reinforced from time to time by continuing appropria- 
tions. The possibility of the recent floods mentioned were inherent in the 
original justification but their occurrence, together with floods in other portions 
of California, was a demonstration of the need for emergency action in under- 
taking construction. It was estimated that the first flood in Tulare and Kings 
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Counties, through which these stream systems flow, cost $20 million damage to 

private and public property, including property of the Federal Government. The 

second flood which occurred on the Kaweah River and atfected principally the 

ity of Visalia caused a further damage of millions of dollars. These money 

‘igu es are ohly part of the picture of distress because the human suffering 

and dislocation, in addition to the purely property damage aspects, are a definite 
r in the equation of damage. 

The Federal Government has traditionally assumed a responsibility for flood- 
control works, I assume for various reasons. In addition to this responsibility 
‘or construction of flood-control works in the nature of dams, the Federal Goy- 
ernment has adopted other programs of assistance which involve items of expendi- 
ture which could be avoided in many instances if the dam building function 
were speedily and properly performed. For example, when a flood occurs, the 
Arm\ engineers spend large amounts of money for emergency repairing and 
rehabilitation. Federal assistance is given by another agency in the repair 
and rehabilitation of roads and other public structures. The Civil Defense 
Administration has entered this field. Various agencies make available low- 
interest loans and partial grants to private persons. In addition, in the geo- 
graphic area of Success and Terminus Dams, there are substantial Federal 
properties which suffered flood damage. I will give you a preliminary and 
necessarily incomplete idea of the cost to the Federal Government and to other 
persons of the flood damage which could have been prevented by these dams. 

' J have in my possession a report from the Director of Civil Defense relative 
to estimates of money damage incurred in said floods which reflects a $1,642,000 
damage to public property and a $13,800,000 damage to private property. Of this 
mount, $1,801,000 of the damage to public property came from the Kaweah 
ry and $11,400,000 of the damage to private property came from the same 
source. The Tule River is credited with causing $250,000 damage to public 
property and $2,100,000 to private property. 
~ \ similar report from the Army engineers reflects that the Kaweah River 
caused $12,700,000 damage and the Tule River $2,400,000 with $400,000 damage 
credited to minor streams. The Army breakdown of the damage between public 
and private property was $15,800,000 for private property and $1,700,000 for 
publicly owned facilities. The Army states that if these 2 projects had been 
constructed, $14,400,000 of an estimated $15,500,000 damage would have been 
prevented. I would assume that these figures do not include damages attribu- 
tuble to nonuse of land by private Owners and interruption of use of public 
aciiities, 

At this time I do not have exact figures as to the extent of Federal expendi- 
tures in meeting these damages, but I assume that it was greatly in excess of 
$1 million and of a nonreimbursable character. I would also assume that the 
Army engineers have spent in excess of $1 million in restoring stream channels 
and other activities necessitated by the floods. The Friant-Kern Canal, which 
lies across these 2 streams, was damaged in an estimated amount of $250,000. 
This is a Federal property. 

Iam certain that the engineers in testimony before your committee can give 
you more recent and comprehensive figures on these items of damage than I have 
cited, 

A further significant point in connection with the revised budget estimates 
heing sought by the Army Engineers, which were approved by the Budget Bureau, 
is the fact that either no or no substantial increases in the budget is caused 
thereby because of the fact that the engineers visualize savings on other projects. 
As a consequence, approval of these two projects will not have any tendency to 
place the budget out of balance. 

Senator KNow.anp. Mr. Chairman, what do you hear from the 
House as to when they expect to act on this bill ? 

Senator ELLenper. I spoke to Congressman Cannon the last time 
we had a conference here and he didn’t indicate any definite time, ex- 
cept that they are working and IT imagine within the next week they 
ought to complete their hearings and begin work on their report. 

I believe that within the next 2 weeks a bill should be here, don’t 
vou! 

Mr. Bousqurr. It may be a little longer. They still have a hearing 
scheduled on the eighth. That is the last date I happen to know of a 
hearing they have scheduled. 
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Senator KNow.anp. We certainly ought to have it by the end of 
May. 

Senator ELLenperR. Yes. I figure within 3 weeks, the House should 
have acted. 

The committee will recess now and meet tomorrow afternoon at 
2 p.m. to sit in room F-39. 

(Whereupon, at 12:20 p. m., Tuesday, May 1, 1956, the committee 
recessed, to reconvene at 2 p. m., Wednesday, May 2, 1956, in room 
F-39, the Capitol.) 
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WEDNESDAY, MAY 2, 1956 


UnitTep Strates SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, D.C. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 2 p. m., in room F-39, 
the Capitol, Hon. Warren G. Magnuson, temporarily presidin 
Present : Senators Ellender, Magnuson, and Martin of P haart vania. 


CIVIL FUNCTIONS—DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
DELAWARE River ProJEctTS 


STATEMENT OF HON. EDWARD MARTIN, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Senator Maenuson. The committee will come to order. 

Senator Ellender is engaged in other committee work and has asked 
me to preside. He hopes to be here a little later. 

We have before the committee the matter of the appropriation for 
the Delaware River. The distinguished senior Senator from Penn- 
sylvania is here, who I know has a very deep interest in this matter. 
We will be glad to hear from you. 

Senator Martin. Mr. Chairman, I am not going to make any de- 
tailed statement. I have made statements several times. There are 
quite a number of men here and we do not want to take up more of your 
time than is necessary. 

I wanted to state to you that Senator Duff is very sorry that he can- 
not be here, but they are having an atomic energy hearing this after- 
noon which is very important and for that reason he is over there. 

However, there are people representing various industries and there 
is a representative of former Mayor Clark of Philadelphia. Mr. Clark 
is very sorry he can’t be here. I understand there will be a representa- 
tive here of Mayor Dilworth. 

I would like you to hear Mr, Harry G. Schad, who has been the chair- 
man of the Greater Philadelphia-New Jersey organization favoring 
the deepening of the Delaware and the other improvements along the 
= laware, and then there will be Mr. William North of the National 
Gypsum Co., which is a new multimillion dollar plant in Burlington 
County, N. 7 , and they need the 40-foot channel for their ships deliver- 
ing gypsum rock. 
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That plant will go into operation about the first of June. Then we 
have Mr. W. C. Henwood of the Meenan Oil Co. of Levittown, N, J. 
which company needs a 40-foot channel to bring tankers to their docks 
which are now necessary to unload at Camden. 

Then there will be Dr. Goddard, the secretary of forests and waters 
of Pennsylvania, and Mr. Walter Phillips will represent former Mayor 
Clark. 

I think Mr. Schad probably ought to be the first witness and then 
he will call the others. 

Senator Magnuson. We will be glad to hear from Mr. Schad. 

Senator, there are several items here on the Delaware River, and | 
presume that these witnesses are testifying on the major project there, 
the Philadelphia-to-Trenton Waterway ? 

Senator Martin. That is right. 

Senator Magnuson. There are other projects involved in the river 
here, but this is mainly concerned with that item ? 

Senator Martin. That is right. 

Senator Macnuson. In that case, for the record, the budget estimate 
is $6 million, and the House, of course, has not made any recommenda- 
tion yet. 

Senator Martin. No; that is right. 


LETTER FROM HON. JAMES H. DUFF 


Senator Macnuson. If Senator Duff desires to submit a statement 
it will be placed in the record following vour remarks. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 

UNITED STATES SENATE, 
Washington, D. C., May 7, 1956. 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Works, 
Senate Appropriations Committee, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR ELLENDER: In connection with the current hearings of your sub- 
committee, articles have appeared in the press reporting your position as favor- 
ing an appropriation for initiating the project of deepening the Delaware River 
channel from Philadelphia to Trenton. 

I wish to commend you personally for the position you have taken, particularly 
for the reason that your indication of support fulfills your assurances given 
upon the floor of the Senate on July 13 of last year when this matter was under 
discussion during the consideration of the conference report on public works 
appropriation bill, 1956. 

I wholeheartedly approve and join in the statement of Harry G. Schad, chair- 
man of the Joint Executive Committee for the Improvement and Development 
of the Philadelphia Port Area, as filed with your subcommittee. 

It is almost impossible to overestimate the necessity for the Delaware Valley 
improvements, as well as the significant importance of their being promptly put 
underway. 

Aside from the channel project, it is sincerely hoped that the funds necessary 
for a complete review and study of the whole Delaware problem will be suffi- 
ciently adequate to begin a comprehensive survey rather than to provide inade- 
quate piecemeal funds that will unduly defer the full understanding and pro- 
jection of the whole enterprise involved. 

I want to stress the necessity of adequate funds for the overall comprehen- 
sive survey which surely will develop the need for an additional flood-control pro- 
gram in this mighty valley. 

I am aware that the Bureau of the Budget has recommended $100,000 fo! 
the preliminary work on the river survey but in the opinion of those who have 
a comprehensive view of the whole picture this sum would be grossly inadequate 
and it would require an immediate appropriation of a half-million of the ulti- 
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mate million dollar cost to give the kind of a picture necessary for a projection 
of the supreme importance of this one. 

The survey concerns not only the cleaning of the lower channel] and the deepen- 
ing of the upper channel between Philadelphia and Trenton but as well a study 
of the water resources of the whole Delaware Valley and with particular refer- 
ence to avoiding the disastrous flooding which the upper valley suffered during 
the past summer. In the northeastern area of Pennsylvania alone last sum- 
mer, Pennsylvania suffered one of the most disastrous floods in its history and 
this fact alone would seem to justify a sum adequate to determine what is 
necessary to prevent a reoccurence of such disasters and for the further purpose 
of developing an overall comprehensive plan for the Delaware River. 

In considering the appropriation for deepening the channel from Philadelphia 
to Trenton, it is pertinent to bear in mind that the lower channel from Phil- 
adelphia to the bay is one of the most highly developed industrial complexes in 
all America. The only factor that prevents a similar industrial development 
between Philadelphia and Trenton is the present shallowness of the channel 
between those points. 

I respectifully and earnestly urge the approval of the $6 million allocation 
recommended by the Bureau of the Budget to begin the work on the deepening 
of the channel between Philadelphia and Trenton. 

In this connection it seems to me fair to bear in mind that the Common- 
wealth of Pennsylvania has already in recent years made a tremendous con- 
tribution to this area. In the last 10 years the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
has spent of it own funds in excess of $29 million in cleaning the silt from the 
Schuylkill, which flows into the Delaware at Philadelphia. Had not this sum 
heen spent by the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, all of the millions of tons of 
silt that were taken out of the tributary of the Delaware would eventually 
continue to have done what it previously had done, namely, to find its way into 
the channel of the Delaware River and would have necessitated at least the 
whole of that sum for the mere purpose of taking that silt out of the river by 
the Federal Government. 

As a consensus, it seems fair to say that taxpayers of the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania have already spent of public funds $29 million that otherwise 
would have been necessary to be spent by the people of the United States in this 
project. The Commonwealth, therefore, feels that it is particularly qualified to 
urge this improvement by reason of the enormous extent it has given of its inter- 
est, both of its necessity and its importance by the contribution of the aforesaid 
$29 million. 

Deepening the Delaware River will provide facilities that will produce a like 
industrial development between Philadelphia and Trenton. The investment by 
the Government necessary to provide this deepening will produce revenues equal to 
any Similar expenditure by the Government anywhere in America. 

In addition to the place location of this improvement, it is also favored with 
one of the greatest labor markets in America. Consequently the deepening of the 
Delaware between Philadelphia and Trenton will offer absolutely unrivaled facil- 
ties for industrial development anywhere in America. 

I know of no other improvement anywhere in America which would yield such 
spectacular taxes to the Government as the improvement of the upper Delaware 
River. Customs receipts alone bring $52 million a year into the United States 
Treasury out of the Delaware Valley. Since 1939 the Federal Government has 
spent a little more than $100 million on the improvement of the Delaware River 
channel but since 1900 the Federal Government has collected $1,500 million in cus- 
toms receipts alone, 

Therefore, I am hopeful that in this session of the Congress this tremendously 
important project will receive the attention it deserves because there is not a 
single investment in the Nation which could result in such an immense and im- 
mediate return in the way of taxes as would the improvement of the Delaware 
Valley. 

I am enclosing a copy of an editorial which appeared in the Philadelphia 
Inquirer of May 5, 1956. I thoroughly concur in this editorial. 

In closing I am wholeheartedly in favor of the $1,060,000 allocation as recom- 
mended in the budget for completion of the authorized construction of the Mantua 
Creek anchorage in the Delaware River, Pa. and N. J., and I also want to lend 
iy support to the Bureau of the Budget recommendations for the Bear Creek 
Reservoir flood-control works in Allentown and Bethlehem and Dyberry Reser- 
voir and the Prompton Reservoir. 

Sincerely yours, 


JAMES H. DuFF. 
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Stop DAWDLING ON DELAWARE CHANNEL ALLOTMENT 


Supporters of a deepened channel for the Delaware River were given a lift 
the other day when United States Senator Allen J. Ellender, of Louisiana, an- 
nounced himself in favor of a 40-foot depth between Philadelphia and Trenton. 
Ellender’s position in the matter is important because he is chairman of the 
Senate Appropriations Committee, which has before it a proposed $6 million 
allocation to get the channel deepening under way. 

But, following Ellender’s announcement, a discouraging development came jn 
the deferment of action, by a subcommittee considering the appropriation, pend. 
ing further study by the Army engineers. 

If anything is superfluous in regard to the Delaware River channel project 
it is further study by the Army engineers or anyone else. The proposal has been 
studied, restudied, investigated, inspected, and examined by so many agencies 
so many times that the Government file on the channel must be of mammoth 
proportions. Setting the appropriation bill aside for any reason is outright side- 
tracking of an urgently needed improvement, and advocates of a deeper channel, 
including the Senators from Pennsylvania and New Jersey, should make it clear 
to the Senate committee that it is an outrageous and unreasonable move. 

Desirability of a deepened channel in the Delaware has been established beyond 
question. Not only the Army engineers, but Congress itself is on record in favor 
of it. 

The project has already been delayed for many months because some officials 
found fault with the Government paying the entire cost of the 40-foot deepening, 
on the grounds that the extra 5-foot depth would solely benefit the United States 
Steel Corp. plant on the upper Delaware. It was insisted that private interests 
put up $18 million of the construction cost, although such an arrangement would 
be contrary to Government practice. 

This controversial phase of the issue was sidelined for the time being when 
the Budget Bureau asked for the $6 million allotment to get work started on a 
35-foot channel. 

To deny, or to hold up indefinitely, this extremely small appropriation for an 
improvement that would benefit the whole Delaware Valley, is beyond justifica- 
tion. The Senate committee should stop dawdling and give the allotment its 
approval. 


Senator Magnuson. We will be glad to hear from you, Mr. Schad. 


PHILADELPHIA-TO-TRENTON WATERWAY 


DELAWARE RIVER PoRT AUTHORITY 
STATEMENT OF HARRY G. SCHAD, COMMISSIONER 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Mr. Scuap. My name is Harry G. Schad, and I am speaking today 
for the organizations which are listed at the close of my statement. 
First, we ask approval of the budget allocation of $1,060,000 to com- 
plete the authorized construction of the Mantua Creek anchorage in 
the Delaware River. Since authorization in 1945, Delaware River 
cargo tonnage has increased 118 percent, and use of the Mantua Creek 
anchorage is at the saturation point. 

Senator Magnuson. That is one of the items here in which the 
budget estimate is $1,060,000. 

Mr. Scuap. Yes, sir. We are urging the committee, sir, to approve 
that item. I will deal with 3 items that are in the budget, the 3 major 
items, of which this is 1. 

Senator Magnuson. All right. 
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Mr. Scuap. The next one is the budget allocation of $6 million to 
initiate promptly the construction of the authorized navigation project 
in the Delaware River between Philadelphia, Pa., and Trenton, N. J. 
This project carries a benefit-cost ratio of 1.93 to 1. This first year’s 
apprepeyenn will provide no increase in controlling depth of the 
channel. 

It will permit the start of reconstruction of the Delair railroad 
bridge, which presently is a serious hazard to existing navigation. 
Actual dredging will be limited to exposing the rock area in the 
vicinity of the Delair bridge for subsequent removal. 

Future appropriations will be necessary before there is any real 
improvement in the controlling 25-foot depth above Philadelphia. 
We ask the committee’s continuing interest in accomplishing the early 
completion of this needed improvement through substantial future 
appropriations. 

The present channel, along with the Delair bridge, is an economic 
impediment to those industries which utilize the upper Delaware 
River. Even so, this area is experiencing a dynamic expansion, as this 
map illustrates. 

The National Gypsum Co., whose representative will submit testi- 
mony, is building a multi-million-dollar plant in Burlington Town- 
ship, N. J., to which it will transport by water large volumes of raw 
materials. On the Pennsylvania side of the river is the Fairless Works 
of the United States Steel Co. 

The Meenan Oil Co., of Levittown, Pa., whose representative will 
submit testimony, want the authorized channel constructed as quickly 
as possible because Meenan Oil Co. would like to bring fully loaded 
tankers directly to its dock. 

Pine Chemical is building a new plant in Fieldsboro which will be 
supplied raw material by water. According to the official tonnage 
records of the Corps of Engineers for the 1952-54 period, traffic on 
the upper Delaware River has increased by 41 percent, to a total of 
nearly 10 million tons. 

This increased traffic, along with the new industrial expansion, is 
evidence of industry’s faith that the Federal Government will 
promptly construct this congressionally authorized navigation project. 

The Army Corps of Engineers and qualified consultants indepen- 
dently made detailed studies as to the effect of the deeper channel on 
water salinity, bank erosion, and flooding hazards. These studies 
point out that salinity will be no problem; and that the deeper channel 
will contribute to a small extent in alleviating flooding conditions. 
There are two areas of possible bank erosion, which are provided for 
in the authorized project. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to depart from the prepared statement 
here a moment. You will hear testimony later today by others who 
are opposed to this channel improvement in which they will dwell on 
these factors as being reasons why the channel should not be deepened. 

I would just like to emphasize that they have been very thoroughly 
gone into by independent constultants in addition to the Army Corps 
of Engineers, and the findings in connection with these particular 
points have been as brought out in the statement that I have just read 
to you. 
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This great waterway improvement is another step in the continued 
building of national strength through better commerce and better 
defense preparedness. As an illustration of the Delaware Valley’s 
defense characteristics and contributions, I should like to cite {he 
a building of a Forrestal-class aircraft carrier on the Delaware 

iver. 

This channel improvement will foster a tremendous growth and in- 
dustrial development. Figures based on expert investigation of the 
industrial growth to be anticipated reveal that the new channel wil] 
create directly 50,000 employment opportunities within the next 20 
years. 


STUDY OF FLOOD CONDITIONS 


Finally, we urge that the budget allocation for a comprehensive 
study of flood conditions and water resources of the Delaware Valley 
be increased to $500,000. The budget item on that, sir, is $100,000, but 
we are asking the committee’s consideration of increasing that to $500, 
000 as part of a 3-year program involving a total cost of $1 million 
to make this comprehensive flood-control and water-resources study. 

We think that with $500,000 in the first year, and $400,000 in the 
second, the survey and recommendations to your committee can be 
made at the end of the third year by the Corps of Engineers. The 
$100,000 that is in the budget simply would not permit the survey 
to be concluded within any reasonable time and therefore we hope 
that you will favorably consider increasing that item to the $500,000 
which we recommend. 

This important project will be covered in detail by others, and 
particularly by our congressional representation. 


COOPERATION OF STATES 


Mr. Chairman, I am glad to inform you and the committee that the 
States of Pennsylvania and New Jersey have now enacted legislation 
which assures the Federal Government of the cooperation of our two 
States in the accomplishment of this up-river channel improvement 
from Philadelphia to Trenton. 

Finally, I want to say that this statement has been authorized and 
has the full agreement of the organizations in the Delaware Valley 
which are listed and attached hereto. We have endeavored to con- 
serve the time of the chairman and the committee by limiting our 
presentation to as few people as possible, sir. 

Senator Macnvson. Is there any local contribution involved ? 

Mr. Scuap. No, sir. 

Senator Macnuson. None whatsoever ? 

Mr. Scuap. None whatsoever. The Budget Bureau does not recom 
mend any local contributions. 

Senator Maenuson. They do not recommend it ? 

Mr. Scuap. No,sir. They donot ask for it. 

Senator Magnuson. They would gladly accept it, though ? 

Mr. Scuap. They had that idea, sir, originally when we were dea! 
ing with this subject before your committee last year, but as a result 
of our presentations, they now recognize the inequity of asking the 
Delaware River to make a contribution to this channel improvement. 
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INTERIM 35-FOOT CHANNEL 


Senator Magnuson. You are chairman of the port authority and 
maybe you might clear this up: When the engineers were pr esent, the 
Senator from Louisiana questioned Colonel Renshaw on this matter 
and as I recall, when this matter was up last year, we were talking in 
terms of a 40-foot channel. 

Mr. Scnap. Yes, sir, that is what we are talking about now. 

Senator Magnuson. That has been changed to a 35-foot channel ? 

Mr. Scuap. No,sir. The authorization is for a 40-foot channel, and 
we are testifying, sir, for an appropriation that will start the dredging 
of this channel to its authorized depth of 40 feet. 

Senator Maenuson. I understand there is a proposed interim of 35 
feet. 

Mr. Scuap. I believe that question arose because of the issue that 
was before the committee previously as to the 40-foot depth. 


BENEFIT TO COST RATIO 


If you want, I might talk to it in this way. When the engineers 
made their report, they estimated on a 40-foot channel on the basis that 
the benefits would be $8,450,000 as compared with annual charges of 
$4,370,000, or a resultant benefit to cost ratio of 1.93. 

In the same report, they gave figures as to a minimum depth of 35 
feet and there they gave an annual benefit of $4,888,000. 

Senator Magnuson. That has a benefit-to-cost ratio of 1.69. 

Mr. Scuap. 1.74 the report says. 

Senator Magnuson. They testified 1.69 to 1. 

Mr. Scuap. 1.69? It is interesting if you take those figures apart 
to note that the difference between the 35- and the 40-foot data that 
I have just referred to gives the last 5 feet, that is, the 35 to 40 feet, 
factor a ratio of 2.3 

In other words, it is the best part of the channel improvement. We 
need the 40-foot depth today. These large ships simply can’t navigate 
on the river under today’s conditions, and they won’t be able to fully 
load until we get the 40-foot channel. 


INCREASED COST OF TWO STAGE DEVELOPMENT 


We think the delay in deepening from 35 to 40 will result in sub- 
stantially greater cost to the Federal Government in addition to the 
tremendous economic benefits that would be lost to industry and com- 
merce through being unable to use the large-size vessels that need a 
40-foot channel. 

Senator Magnuson. Colonel Renshaw testified : 

At first glance, the cost is $714 million more. 

I suppose he is speaking of constructing the 40-foot channel in 2 
stages. 

Mr. Scwap. Yes, sir. 

Senator Magnuson (reading) : 


But if you figure the economies of the project, there is an actual saving in 
delaying until commerce builds up to the extent that it fully justifies the 40-foot 
channel. 
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Mr. Scuap. Mr. Chairman, the report of the Corps of Engineers 
justified and recommended the 40-foot channel. The only thing I can 
think that Colonel Renshaw is referring to is if you use the interest rate 
that is applied to their studies over a 10-year period, the saving in in- 
terest would offset this $7 million additional cost, but no consideration 
was given in those figures to the loss to industry and commerce, the 
economic loss, that would result from being restricted to a 35-foot 
channel. 

Senator Macnuson. Senator Ellender says, “Wouldn’t it be more 
economical to do it now?” Meaning the 40-foot channel. 

Mr. Scuap. Yes, sir. 

Senator Macnuson. In the long run. 

Mr. Scuap. It would be more economical according to Colonel 
Renshaw’s figures. 

Senator Macnuson. If you need a 40-foot channel, and you are go- 
ing to build it, we might as well start on it now. 

Mr. Scuap. Yes, sir. 

Senator Macnuson. Because the two-stage development involves an 
additional cost of $714 million over the cost of a 40-foot project. 

Mr. Scuap. That is right. I think it is just good economies to go 
ahead and do it as a single project rather than the stretchout that has 
been proposed in some circles. I don’t know where. 

Senator Macnuson. What you are saying, in effect, is if we are go- 
ing to do this, we ought to do what is needed; otherwise, not do it at all. 

Mr. Scnap. Yes, sir, and the Congress, as you know, including this 
committee, authorized 40 feet as the channel improvement. 

Senator Magnuson. Yes, that was the authorization. 

Mr. Scuap. Yes,sir. Mr. Chairman, I have some more detailed data 
in connection with those three projects. With your permission, may I 
give them to the reporter for the record ? 

Senator Magnuson. Yes, we will put them in the record. 


ORGANIZATIONS REPRESENTED 


Senator Martin. Mr. Schad, I would also suggest that you have in 
the record the organizations that you are representing. I think it will 
be helpful to the committee. I am not sure whether you have that in. 

Senator Macnuson. That is in his statement. We will put that in 
the record, too. 

Senator Martin. It may be helpful to the committee. 

Senator Magnuson. We will put that in the record. 

(The information referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Harry G. ScHap, CHAIRMAN, JOINT EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE FOR 
THE IMPROVEMENT AND DEVELOPMENT OF THE PHILADELPHIA PorT AREA, IN 
SUPPORT OF THE FUNDS RECOMMENDED BY THE BUREAU OF THE BUDGET FOR THE 
Corps OF ENGINEERS, CIVIL FUNCTIONS, CONSTRUCTION OF NAVIGATION PROJECTS, 
MANTUA CREEK ANCHORAGE IN THE DELAWARE RIVER, Pa.-N. J. 


As chairman of the Joint Executive Committee for the Improvement and 
Development of the Philadelphia Port Area, I am testifying in support of the 
$1,060,000 allocation as recommended in the Budget of the United States Gov- 
ernment for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957, such allocation to be expended 
by the Corps of Engineers in order to complete the authorized construction of 
the Mantua Creek anchorage in the Delaware River, Pa.-N. J. 
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The Joint Executive Committee for the Improvement and Development of the 
Philadelphia Port Area is composed of the following 18 member organizations: 
Atlantic Deeper Waterways Association 
Board of Harbor Commissioners, Wilmington, Del. 

Bureau of Port Operations, City of Philadelphia 
Chamber of Commerce of Greater Philadelphia 
City Business Club of Philadelphia 

Commercial Exchange of Philadelphia 
Commercial Museum of Philadelphia 

Foreign Traders’ Association of Philadelphia 
Lumbermen’s Exchange of the City of Philadelphia 
Northeast Philadelphia Chamber of Commerce 
Philadelphia Bourse 

Philadelphia Marine Trade Association 
Philadelphia Maritime Exchange 

Philadelphia Port Bureau 

Pilots’ Association for the Bay & River Delaware 
Port of Philadelphia Maritime Society 

South Jersey Port Commission 

Vessel Owners’ & Captains’ Association 


The purpose of this committee is to combine the port thinking of its mem- 
ber organizations and to project that joint opinion so as to promote concerted 
action in matters affecting the Delaware River in its relationship to shipping. 
The committee began functioning 1888, and during the succeeding 68 years, it 
has promoted every major improvement of the Delaware River involving chan- 
nels, turning basins, and anchorages. 

An anchorage is a parking lot for ships, and unless the anchorages are suffi- 
cient in number, properly spaced, and adequately maintained, vessels in distress, 
weatherbound, awaiting tide, awaiting berth, or under quarantine inspection 
must of necessity anchor in the channel. The minimum anchorage dimensions 
are determined by the number of ships to be anchored, the length and draft 
of these ships, the length of the anchor cable, the swing of the ships through 
a full circle of 360°, and a margin of safety to provide for anchor drag and for 
safe clearance between adjacent ships while at anchor. These anchorage areas 
must be completely clear of the main ship channels. 

Mantua Creek anchorage is being constructed and maintained under the 
act of July 3, 1930, House Document 304, 71st Congress, 2d session and under 
the act of March 2, 1945, House Document 340, 77th Congress, Ist session. The 
latest condition survey report of the Philadelphia district engineer shows that 
Mantua Creek anchorage has a minimum depth of 27 feet over 80 percent of the 
project width. This $1,060,000 is required to complete construction of the 
anchorage to its authorized depth of 37 feet; width, 1,400 feet; and length, 
11,600 feet. Since the present dimensions were authorized in 1945, ship ar- 
rivals and clearances in the Delaware River have increased by 97 percent and 
cargo tonnage has increased 118 percent. This increase demonstrates the 
necessity of completing the anchorage area as soon as possible in order to 
provide for safety of lives and shipping, as well as to provide the required 
utility and flexibility to the present waterway for optimum commercial benefits. 

The Mantua Creek anchorage is subjected to usage which is at the saturation 
point and, therefore, the appropriation is urgently needed and requested. 





SupPorT OF THE Sum oF $6 MILLION WHICH Was RECOMMENDED BY THE 
THE IMPROVEMENT AND DEVELOPMENT OF THE PHILADELPHIA PORT AREA, IN 
SuPpporT OF THE Sum oF $6 MILLION WHICH Was RECOMMENDED BY THE 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET FOR THE CORPS OF ENGINEERS, CIVIL FUNCTIONS, CoN- 
STRUCTION OF NAVIGATION PROJECTS, DELAWARE RIVER FROM PHILADELPHIA, 
Pa., TO TRENTON, N. J. 


As chairman of the Joint Executive Committee for the Improvement and De- 
velopment of the Philadelphia Port Area, I am testifying in support of the $6 
million allocation as recommended in the Budget of the United States Govern- 
ment for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957, such allocation to be expended by 
the Corps of Engineers in order to initiate construction of the authorized naviga- 
tion project in the Delaware River between Philadelphia, Pa., and Trenton, N. J. 
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The project will ultimately cost approximately $100 million and will require 4 
or more years to complete, depending upon the size of the appropriations in suc- 
cessive years. The benefit-cost ratio is 1.93 to 1. 

The Joint Executive Committee for the Improvement and Development of the 
Philadelphia Port Area is composed of the following 18 member organizations: 
Atlantic Deeper Waterways Association 
Bureau of Port Operations, city of Philadelphia 
Board of Harbor Commissioners, Wilmington, Del. 

Chamber of Commerce of Greater Philadelphia 
City Business Club of Philadelphia 

Commercial Exchange of Philadelphia 
Commercial Museum of Philadelphia 

Foreign Traders’ Association of Philadelphia 
Lumbermen’s Exchange of the City of Philadelphia 
Northeast Philadelphia Chamber of Commerce 
Philadelphia Bourse 

Philadelphia Marine Trade Association 
Philadelphia Maritime Exchange 

Philadelphia Port Bureau 

Pilots’ Association for the Bay and River Delaware 
Port of Philadelphia Maritime Society 

South Jersey Port Commission 

Vessel Owners’ & Captains’ Association 

The purpose of this committee is to combine the port thinking of its member 
organizations and to project that joint opinion so as to promote concerted action 
in matters affecting the Delaware River in its relationship to shipping. The 
committee is a purely voluntary civic organization which began functioning in 
1888, and, during the succeeding 68 years, has promoted every major improvement 
of the Delaware River involving channels, turning basins, and anchorages. The 
Federal Government, through the Corps of Engineers, United States Army, and 
the United States Coast Guard, is responsible for the development, maintenance, 
and safety of the Nation’s harbors and waterways. Within the Philadelphia 
port area the joint executive committee works very closely with these two arms 
of the Federal administration. 

A study of the list of member organizations of the joint executive committee 
shows that a substantial segment of the Delaware River Valley is represented by 
this committee in port affairs. At the present time this committee is desirous 
of obtaining the first year’s appropriation toward accomplishment of a navigation 
project which was authorized in 1954 and which is vitally needed by industry 
and commerce to replace the present obsolescent waterway between Philadelphia, 
Pa., and Trenton, N. J. 

The Chief of Army Engineers, in recommending this improvement in the 
Delaware River has pointed out that “Improvement of navigation facilities on 
the Delaware River by the United States has, over the years, been one of the 
primary factors in the industrial and economic growth of the region. * * * The 
present impetus of the national defense program, the accelerated demands of 
defense and civilian needs, and the strategic location of the Trenton-Philadel- 
phia-Camden area, with respect to sources of materials and labor and the 
markets for processed goods, together with the definite possibility of increasing 
the national wealth in this highly industrialized area, now combine to require 
further modernization of the waterway. Private enterprise has already in- 
vested its resources in an unprecedented industrial expansion in the region to 
the benefit of the defense program and the future normal peacetime economy. 
Improved navigation on the Delaware River to permit use of larger and more 
efficient vessels is a necessity that follows from judicious planning and foresight. 
It will add some 60 miles of deep water harbor capabilities which will, in itself, 
be a large increase in the size of the low-cost transportation area in this great 
and rapidly expanding commercial district. The benefits are such as to warrant 
the construction of this project.” 

In essence, the improvement to navigation which has been authorized by Con- 
gress, provides for extension of the deepwater channel from Philadelphia to 
Trenton and for removing the extreme hazard to navigation which presently 
exists by reason of the obsolete Delair railroad bridge, which bridge is to be re- 
constructed to provide for safe passage of vessel traffic. The $6 million which 
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have been recommended would be applied during this first years work approxi- 
mately in the following manner: 


Delair Bridge substructure, by contract__--_----------------------- $1, 300, 000 
Dredging, including stripping of rock areas, by contract------------- 3, 560, 000 
Engineering and design........__.....-........+~---~--+---------- 740, 000 
Supervision and administration_---------------------------------. 400, 000 


aa ae Oo ek as aie ica edna aaennenea tes 6, 000, 000 


It should be noted that this first year’s appropriation will provide no increase 
in controlling depth in the channel between Philadelphia and Trenton. The 
dredging operation to be performed at this time is of a very limited extent and 
would be confined to a small area in the vicinity of the Delair Bridge in order to 
strip the area and expose rock for the bridge substructure. The dollars assigned 
to dredging and rock removal are less than 5 percent of the total amount needed 
to perform the complete dredging and rock removal operation. It will be several 
years before there is any real improvement in the controlling 25-foot depth above 
Philadelphia. 

However, the dollars to be expended for the start of reconstruction of the Delair 
Bridge will make possible a real start toward eliminating one of the worst 
hazards to navigation on the river. The present bridge, which swings open on a 
pivot to allow passage of ocean-going vessels, was erected in 1897. It has a 
clearance through the west draw (opening) of 124 feet and a clearance through 
the east draw of 122 feet. Vessels using the Delaware River have a beam 
(width) of up to 116 feet. It is impossible for the larger vessels to pass through 
the Delair Bridge and it is a navigational miracle to maneuver one of the 
smaller ships through the opening. Accurate positioning of a ship is not al- 
ways possible because the approach channel must be entered after a turn from 
the previous reach. The current, which sets at an angle of 45° on the west 
cribbing of the bridge, plus the prevailing winds, has a moderate effect upon 
the navigation of a loaded ship going through the bridge and a very great effect 
upon a vessel in ballast. Assistance by tugs is not practical because of the 
inadequate width of the draw and the channel. A number of ships have collided 
with the bridge over the years with resultant property damage but as yet there 
has been no loss of life. It is vital in the interests of safety of lives and for 
the expeditious movement of ships transiting the present channel to make a 
prompt beginning on the remodeling of the Delair Bridge in accordance with 
the provisions contained in the authorized project. The bridge reconstruction 
job will be such as to offer ships a clearance of 400 feet and the total construction 
period will be 3 to 4 years, involving a cost of approximately $10 million, a portion 
of which will be borne by the Pennsylvania Railroad through an agreement with 
the Federal Government. 

The present inadequate channel, along with the outmoded Delair Bridge, 
is an economic impediment to those industries above Philadelphia which utilize 
the Delaware River. Even so, this area north of Philadelphia has been in the 
process of a dynamic expansion. The National Gypsum Co. is building a multi- 
million dollar plant in Burlington Township, N. J., where it will manufacture 
building products for this area of the country. The company selected the Dela- 
ware River site because of the need for transporting large volumes of raw mate- 
rials by water and because studies indicated that the Delaware River Valley 
represents one of the faster growing areas on the Atlantic seaboard. National 
Gypsum is building three new large ships of the latest design for transporting 
crude gysum from Halifax, Nova Scotia, to Burlington, N. J., and other coastal 
plants—ships which require a modern, safe, deepwater channel. It is estimated 
that this plant will consume 350,000 tons of raw material per year. 

Over on the Pennsylvania side of the river is the huge Fairless Works of 
the United States Steel Co. The company originally invested $500 million 
to build a steel plant which would turn out 2,200,000 tons of steel per year. 
In satisfying the expanding economy of the Delaware Valley and the Nation, 
it is entirely feasible that the next 10 to 15 years will find the Fairless plant 
expanded to an annual capacity of 10 million tons, making it the largest steel 
plant in the world. It takes from 3 to 4 tons of raw material to make 1 ton of 
finished steel—raw material of a nature which is well adapted to water trans- 
port. Below Fairless is Air Reduction Sales Co.’s multimillion dollar plant at 
Riverton, N. J. Air Reduction has announced that it will construct an addition 
to its plant and install sufficient equipment to enable it to increase production 
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capacity by 25 percent in order to keep pace with the growing demands of the 
steel industry and others in Delaware Valley. 

The Meenan Oil Co., of Levittown, Pa., is very anxious to see the authorized 
channel constructed as quickly as possible. Levittown is a brand new 16,000 
home self-sustaining community—further evidence of this dynamic growth within 
the Delaware Valley. Meenan Oil Co. would like to bring fully loaded tankers 
directly to its Tullytown dock (adjacent to Levittown) at a considerable dollar 
saving as compared to the present necessity of unloading these tankers down- 
stream and barging the oil to Tullytown. The authorized channel improvement 
will permit direct ocean-cargo shipment of some 75,000 tons per year to Tully- 
town. And then there is the Pine Chemical Co. at Fieldsboro, N. J. 

Pine Chemical is building a new plant in Fieldsboro which will be supplied 
10,000 to 12,000 tons of raw material by water from the southern portion of the 
United States. Even though the initial raw material movement into this new 
plant will be of limited degree. Pine Chemical is looking forward within the 
next few years to a 400 to 500 percent increase in volume and states that “a 
deeper channel would open up new fields and new sources of supply so that we 
could receive cargoes from deep water ships. * * * It would be a great asset 
to have such facilities available.” 

Industry has thus expressed its faith that the Federal Government will ful- 
fill its obligation to construct this congressionally authorized navigation project— 
a project urgently required by evidence of our expanding economy. And indus- 
try has likewise guaranteed a favorable increase in the 1:93 to 1 benefit-cost 
ratio which did “not take into account the unpredictable but probable establish- 
ment of new industries.” 

When new industries locate and when present industries expand, and the above 
companies are cited as examples, there must, of necessity, be an accompanying 
increase in vessel traffic. Official tonnage records of the Corps of Engineers 
indicate a 41 percent increase in cargo tonnage from the year 1952 to the year 
1954 (latest year available) for the Delaware River between Philadelphia and 
Trenton. The tonnage for 1952 was 6,949,933; the figure for 1954 was 9,828,355 
tons. This is a substantial gain and it will continue, even though official records 
show that the port of New York, for instance, suffered a decline in cargo 
tonnage during the same period and even though these same records point out 
that Baltimore, for example, also suffered a decline during the same period of 
time. While these other two well-established ports had a decrease in tonnage, 
we find from the records that the well-established port area between Phila- 
delphia and the sea had an increase in tonnage of approximately 10 percent 
during the 1952-54 period—further proof that the entire Delaware Valley 
area is in a state of industrial expansion. However, the tonnage on the lower 
Delaware River from Philadelphia to the sea is approximately six times greater 
than the volume which moves between Philadelphia and Trenton, and the lesser 
volume on the upper portion of the river is the direct result of the obsolete 
waterway which is serving that portion of the Delaware Valley. 

The open region between Philadelphia and Trenton is one of the more natural 
areas in this section of the country for further industrial development. There 
is an ample supply of fresh water; there are available land areas for expanding 
industries; a good labor supply; excellent markets; a comprehensive system of 
land transportation; and a location ideally situated for the receipt of domestic 
and foreign raw materials. Such a combination forms one of the few remaining 
industrial frontiers in the eastern United States. In order to accommodate 
the increasing highway traffic and the increasing river traffic in this area, 
the Delaware River Port Authority (corporate instrumentality of Pennsylvania 
and New Jersey) is hastening plans to replace the present Tacony-Palmyra 
Bridge, spanning the Delaware River between Pennsylvania and New Jersey, 
with a new $50 million structure. 

And then downstream in Philadelphia Harbor, the Delaware River Port 
Authority is constructing a $90 million high-level span—a bridge which will allow 
unhindered vessel passage through Philadelphia Harbor and on up to Trenton, 
N. J. Private enterprise, including the railroads, continues to spend huge sums 
in the Philadelphia Harbor area for handling waterborne commerce and to meet 
the growing needs of the port for the expeditious and economical movement of 
water cargo. As an example, the Reading Railroad has recently announced a new 
$1 million improvement program designed to keep its Port Richmond piers in step 
with the rapid industrial and commercial expansion of Delaware Valley. The 
Pennsylvania Railroad has announced the addition of a new ore-unloading ma- 
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chine at its Greenwich Point ore dock in order to handle the increasing tonnage of 
ore which is passing through this pier for the Delaware Valley area and also for 
interior steelmaking plants. Two new cranes have been added at municipal pier 
82 south, and there have been new railroad apron tracks supplied to other piers 
in the area in order to speed ship loading and unloading. The Federal Reserve 
bank has issued statistics showing that manufacturing industries in the Phila- 
delphia metropolitan region plan to spend $228 million for plant expansion and 
modernization of equipment during 1956. 

These Philadelphia Harbor developments are cited to show the expanse of the 
economic growth within Delaware Valley and to show the close relationship of 
the individual segments in the valley. It is more informative to view the entire 
economic picture than just the Philadelphia to Trenton segment. If the Phila- 
delphia to Trenton segment is growing and if the Philadelphia to the sea segment 
is growing, then, from the Government’s viewpoint, the investment for improved 
navigation is well protected and will pay out in a shorter period of time. 

Not only does it appear proper to view the commercial status and progress of 
the Delaware Valley in one piece, it also appears proper to view the navigation 
facilities in one piece. At one time, many years ago, the division of the Delaware 
River into two parts was logical and convenient. One part was Philadelphia to 
Trenton, which was mostly nonindustrial, and the other part was Philadelphia to 
the sea, which was mostly industrial. Now, however, expanding industry has 
changed this split character of the Delaware Valley and it is no longer proper to 
split the Delaware River. The entire river to Trenton serves the entire valley to 
Trenton—now an expanding industrial valley and in urgent need of a uniform 
channel to serve its uniform industrial requirement of low-cost water trans- 
portation. 

It is for the reasons cited in this testimony that the Joint Executive Commit- 
tee for the Improvement and Development of the Philadelphia Port Area recom- 
mends and requests congressional approval of the $6 million proposed by the 
Bureau of the Budget to make a start, even though of limited nature, toward 
accomplishment of a modern, safe, industrial waterway in the Delaware River 
between Philadelphia and Trenton. 

The growth of America, its industrial supremacy, the high living standards of 
its people, and its unrivaled transportation system add up to national strength. 
That strength is due largely to harbor and channel development. This great 
waterway improvement is another step in the continued building of national 
strength through better commerce and better defense preparedness in the form of 
a permanent asset. 


STATEMENT OF HARRY G. ScHAD, CHAIRMAN, JOINT EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE FOR 
THE IMPROVEMENT AND DEVELOPMENT OF THE PHILADELPHIA Port AREA, IN Sup- 
PORT OF FUNDS FOR THE Corps OF ENGINEERS, CIVIL FUNCTIONS, SPECIAL 
STUDIES—DELAWARE RIVER WATER RESOURCES REVIEW 


As chairman of the Joint Executive Committee for the Improvement and 
Development of the Philadelphia Port Area, I am testifying in support of an 
allocation of funds for expenditure by the Corps of Engineers during the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1957, for work in connection with a comprehensive study 
of the water resources of the Delaware Valley covering water supply, flood con- 
trol, navigation, irrigation, hydroelectric power, salinity control, and pollution 
control. 

The Joint Executive Committee for the Improvement and Development of the 
Philadelphia Port Area is composed of the following 18 member organizations : 
Atlantic Deeper Waterways Association 
Board of Harbor Commissioners, Wilmington, Del. 

Bureau of Port Operations, City of Philadelphia 
Chamber of Commerce of Greater Philadelphia 
City Business Club of Philadelphia 

Commercial Exchange of Philadelphia 

Commercial Museum of Philadelphia 

Foreign Traders’ Association of Philadelphia 
Lumbermen’s Exchange of the City of Philadelphia 
Northeast Philadelphia Chamber of Commerce 
Philadelphia Bourse 

Philadelphia Marine Trade Association 
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Philadelphia Maritime Exchang 

Philadelphia Port Bureau 

Pilots’ Association for the Bay and River Delaware 
Port of Philadelphia Martime Society 

South Jersey Port Commission 

Vessel Owners’ and Captains’ Association 


The purpose of this committee is to combine the port thinking of its member 
organizations and to project that joint opinion so as to promote concerted action 
in matters affecting the Delaware River in its relationship to shipping. The 
committee began functioning in 1888, and, during the succeeding 68 years, it has 
promoted every major improvement of the Delaware River involving channels, 
turning basins, and anchorages. A study of the list of member organizations of 
the joint executive committee shows that a substantial segment of the Delaware 
River Valley from the States of Pennsylvania, New Jersey, and Delaware is 
represented by the committee. 

The joint executive committee is vitally concerned with this recommended 
study of the Delaware River water resources. A subject of such magnitude has 
very definite bearing on and is highly important to the overall economy and the 
future well-being of all segments of the Delaware Valley region. This is truly 
a regional problem, embracing four States—New York, Pennsylvania, New 
Jersey, and Delaware—and therefrom stems the need for having a coordinated 
study made by the Corps of Engineers. 

There are many millions of people involved in the relatively compact area 
which will be covered by this study. There are hundreds of thousands of homes 
in small villages, medium-sized towns, and large cities. The industrial core of 
the area embraces 87 percent of the United States industry complex as defined 
by the Census Bureau. In more specific terms, the Delaware Valley is the fore 
most oil-refining center in the world, it contains the greatest combine of fresh 
water port cities in the country—handling second to the greatest volume of total 
cargo tonnage in the Nation, and it is the No. 3 steel producing center in the 
United States—and rapidly expanding into a second Ruhr Valley. Further 
delineation would make this testimony unduly long. The illustrations are cited 
simply to provide a quick mental picture of the density and importance of the 
Delaware Valley, not just a self-contained unit, but as an integral part of the 
United States economy. 

In defense considerations the Delaware Valley is outstanding with its vast 
industrial complex and with such installations as the United States Naval Base 
at Philadelphia, the Frankford Arsenal, several well-equipped shipyards, and 
numerous other armed services installations. During World War II the port of 
Philadelphia handled an estimated 15 to 20 percent of all goods shipped in and out 
of the United States. 

The sums required for this Delaware River review and study will be expended 
in what is considered to be the most highly developed area on the east coast. Dr. 
George S. Benton, formerly assistant professor of meteorology at the University 
of Chicago and presently associate professor of civil engineering at Johns Hopkins 
University, in an article appearing in Johns Hopkins Magazine, October 1955, 
wrote “* * * that if you live anywhere on the east coast of the United States you 
now live in hurricane country.” Dr. Benton goes on to state that hurricane paths 
have been changing in recent years and apparently meteorologists, while recog- 
nizing the change, do not know the reason for it. We, in the Delaware Valley, 
however, do know that the August 1955 hurricane and resultant flood caused the 
loss of nearly 100 lives and property damage upward of $100 million. 

There is no comprehensive plan available for avoiding a recurrence of this ca- 
tastrophe. The original 308 report on the Delaware Valley, prepared by the Corps 
of Engineers in 1934, was written within the limitations of the then existing areas 
of Federal interest. Specifically in response to House Document 308, 69th Con- 
gress, 1st session, the report examined the Delaware River, since it was a navi- 
gable stream, to determine the possibilities of the development of hydroelectric 
power and flood control thereon. You will find in reviewing this report (H. Doc. 
179, 73d Cong., 2d sess.) that the district engineer also considered municipal and 
industrial water supply within his report although this seems to have been beyond 
the authorized scope. The report did recommend the formation of an interstate 
agency to coordinate, supervise, or control any future major water supply and 
power developments within the Delaware watershed. 

INCODEL (the Interstate Commission on the Delaware River Basin) did act 
in that respect. It performed major efforts in the war years on pollution abate- 
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ment. It then devoted its attention to water conservation and submitted its report 
in 1950. However, this report has the serious limitation that it was written from 
the point of view of what the several States could do for water conservation and 
water supply and failed to consider flood control and other subjects. 

Later reviews of either the 308 report or of the INCODEL report have similarly 
suffered from the lack of comprehensiveness found in the original documents. 
All other reports on the Delaware are of considerably lesser scope than these two. 

Our flood experiences last fall brought home to us that it is urgent that the 
Corps of Engineers be given promptly sufficient survey funds for a good long 
look at the Delaware Basin for flood control. We are concerned about threats to 
both the Stroudsburgs and other damaged centers on small tributaries, as well 
as the Eastons and similar communities on the main stem of the Delaware. We 
feel that both must be fully considered. 

Flood contro] on the small tributaries can usually be obtained by relatively low- 
cost structures built for that single purpose. Of course, occasionally a small tribu- 
tary will present adequate water and a proper site for multipurpose development ; 
but this is rare. The important fact here is that flood-control surveys and reports 
for the protection of towns like Stroudsburg can be prepared independently of 
other reports and investigations. However, flood control on the main stream of 
the Delaware has been repeatedly demonstrated to be not economically justifiable 
by itself. Nevertheless, some expenditure for flood control on the main stream is 
justified. New Jersey and Pennsylvania have recently gone on record as favoring 
the construction of the Wallpack Bend Dam near Bushkill, Pa., using their own 
moneys for construction. Even more recently they have requested Federal par- 
ticipation in the construction of the dam. Hence it is clear that the States are 
now ready to enter into agreements with the Federal Government for a multipur- 
pose (water conservation and flood control) system of structures on the main 
stream of the Delaware. This is very encouraging, for it means that the Federal 
Government should be able to contribute that portion of the costs of a total project 
which is properly of Federal interest, and the States will immediately obligate 
their part of the costs. 

It is evident, therefore, that a comprehensive report on the whole Delaware 
Basin is an urgent requirement; urgently needed for humanitarian reasons 
because main stream flood control is needed; urgently needed for political pur- 
poses because the States are now ready to enter into a partnership agreement 
with the Federal Government. 

Recognizing this situation, the Chief of Engineers has recommended to the 
President, and the President to the Congress, that a comprehensive report on 
the Delaware be prepared by the Corps of Engineers, the report to include all 
aspects of water resources and to include the numerous interests of all Federal, 
State, and local agencies, and civic organizations. I understand that the Phil- 
adelphia engineer district is currently recruiting a significant staff for the 
preparation of this report. I have been told that the report will cost in the 
order of $1 million. We heartily concur that such a report is needed for the 
Delaware Basin and that the Corps of Engineers is the agency to make it. I am 
impressed with the fact that our local Army engineers have recognized the urgent 
need for the report and have said that they probably can complete it in about 3 
years. 

But they cannot meet this need unless funds are made available in the right 
amounts over each of the next 3 fiscal years. The budget for fiscal year 1957 
includes an item of $100,000 to continue work in connection with the com- 
prehensive Delaware River report. The work presently underway consists 
largely of organizing and planning for the study which will cost approximately 
$1 million. 

Logically, the bulk of the fieldwork required in such a study should be accom- 
plished at the outset. This is the information that is studied, correlated, and 
upon which rests the main structure of the report itself; mature conclusions 
cannot be developed without benefit of detailed information concerning the 
problem area. The required information consists of hydrologic data, also costly 
topographic and cultural surveys, subsurface exploration, and geologic investi- 
gation. 

The considerable geographic extent of the area to be studied and its com- 
plexity, both natural and manmade, are such that the proposed fiscal year 1957 
allocation of $100,000 will not finance an adequate start. It should be increased 
to $500,000 in order that progress toward completion of the study will not be 
hindered by the lack of field information. 
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If this recommended allocation of $500,000 for fiscal year 1957 is made, the 
appropriations for fiscal year 1958 and fiscal year 1959 should be approximately 
$400,000 and $100,000, respectively. The fiscal year 1958 recommended amount 
will complete the fieldwork and finance the concurrent studies and correlations. 
The relatively small amount recommended for fiscal year 1959 is all that wil) 
be required under this $500,000—$400,000—$100,000 program to finance the fina) 
formulation of plans and the drafting of a report. 

On the very practical side of the question of allocating $500,000 for the 
comprehensive water resources study, it appears entirely proper to consider the 
loss to the Federal Government in reduced income taxes as a result of flood 
damage. During the August 1955, flood upwards of $100 million in property 
damage was sustained. These $100 million were deductible from income taxes. 
In order to be extremely conservative, and estimating a low tax rate of only 
20 percent, the Federal Government has sustained a loss of $20 million jn 
tax returns—40 times the amount of the requested appropriation of $500,000 

This presentation, of course, does not attempt to put a price on loss of life 
because we feel that such loss is not subject to economic measurement. 

In view of the facts recited and in view of the urgency of having this study 
made with all possible dispatch, the Joint Executive Committee for the improve- 
ment and Development of the Philadelphia Port Area urges that an allocation 
of $500,000 be provided for the Delaware River water resources review to be 
expended during fiscal 1957. 


NATIONAL GYPSUM Co. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM M. NORTH, VICE PRESIDENT 
GENERAL STATEMENT 
Mr. Scwap. Our next witness, Mr. Chairman, will be Mr. William 


North, vice president of the National Gypsum Co., to which Senator 
Martin referred. 


Senator Maenuson. We will be glad to hear from you, sir. 

Mr. Norrn. My name is William North, vice president of the Na- 
tional Gypsum Co., with headquarters in Buffalo, N. Y. I am here 
to testify in favor of the appropriation of $6 million which has been 
recommended by the President in his budget for the deepening of the 
Delaware River between Philadelphia and Trenton. 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


For the sake of brevity, I would like to present to the committee a 
short brief and then orally make a few comments to emphasize some 
of the more important points. 

(The document referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM M. NorkTH, VICE PRESIDENT OF THE NATIONAL GypsuM Co., 
IN SUPPORT OF THE SuM OF $6 MILLION WHICH HAS BEEN RECOMMENDED BY 
THE BUREAU OF THE BUDGET FOR THE UNITED STATES CorPS OF ENGINEERS, CIVIL 
FUNCTIONS, CONSTRUCTION OF NAVIGATION PROJECTS—DELAWARE RIVER FROM 
PHILADELPHIA, PA., TO TRENTON, N. J. 


National Gypsum Co. requests approval of the $6 million appropriation to 
start deepening of the upper Delaware River channel because the project will 
benefit: (1) The Eastern States region; and (2) the United States as a whole. 


1. THE PROJECT WOULD BENEFIT THE EASTERN STATES REGION 


“Improvement of navigation facilities on the Delaware River by the United 
States Government has, over the years, been one of the primary factors in the 
industrial and economic growth of the region,” the Chief of Army Engineers 
declared in recommending this project. As he went on to point out, private 
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enterprise has already invested its resources in an unprecedented industrial 
expansion of the region. 


60 miles of deep water 


The project would add some 60 miles of deep-water harbor capabilities in 
one of the last remaining industrial frontiers in the eastern United States. 

Many industries are interested in the project. It is not of benefit to just a 
few. It is a project of major importance to a host of industries, who like Na- 
tional Gypsum Co., have faith in the inexorable growth of the region by im- 
provement of the Delaware River channel. 


Broad economic impact 


The economic impact of this new expansion would be felt in the entire Dela- 
ware, Pennsylvania, New Jersey area. Merchants, home builders, bankers, shop- 
keepers, auto dealers, appliance dealers, etc., would benefit. New jobs, new 


opportunities, a higher standard of living would be the result of the opening of 
this area to American industry. 


Mushrooming economy 


It has been estimated that there are now some 350,000 persons in the Philadel- 
phia metropolitan area employed in the export-import trades and manufacture. 
Conservative estimates indicate that if the channel is deepened, 50,000 new em- 
ployment opportunities will be created within the next 20 years. 

It has been estimated that commerce in the area would be tripled by the deeper 
channel. The impact of this mushrooming economy would indeed quite easily 
wfect that one-sixth of the total United States population who live within a 
150-mile radius of the Delaware port area and possibly the third of the country’s 
total population who live within 300 miles of the port. 

And certainly any project that affects between a sixth and a third of all the 
people in the United States is more than a mere local interest. It is of national 
interest. 

New gypsum plant 


National Gypsum Co., believing that Congress would recognize the advantages 
of a deeper channel in the Delaware for the benefit of all concerned, decided to 
build a new gypsum products plant near Burlington, N. J. 

The plant, now under construction, will be the 39th in a coast-to-coast chain. 
It is being constructed as part of our 5-year $95 million expansion program. 

The raw material for this plant, gypsum rock, must be imported from Canada 
by ship. The first of three new ships, constructed to handle the transportation of 
gypsum rock from our vast deposits near Halifax, Nova Scotia, to our various sea- 
board plants, including the new Burlington plant, arrived at New York City 
recently. The vessels are 15,000-ton deadweight ships with a 30-foot draft. Our 
studies indicated that this size ship is the most practical for use at our present 
installations. 


Shallow channel 


Loaded to their maximum 30-foot draft, the ships can be readily accommodated 
at our docks at New York City, Baltimore, Savannah and New Orleans, Because 
of the shallow Delaware River channel, a fully loaded ship could not now be 
accommodated at Burlington. 

Since the present Delaware River channel is only 25 feet in depth, it will be 
seen that we stand to lose a substantial amount of money if we cannot fully load 
our ships. One-third of our carrying capacity is lost due to the depth of the 
present channel. 


Confidence 


When we selected the site near Burlington, we realized that full utilization of 
these ships could not be made at this time but we felt that the Congress would 
recognize the advantages of the deeper channel for the benefit of all concerned, 
and would implement the previously approved project with appropriations of 
funds. With this confidence we went ahead. 

Uur studies revealed that if the channel were deepened : 

(a) The entire upper Delaware area would blossom into a thriving indus- 
trial complex calling for steadily increasing demand for the materials for 
industrial structures we make. 

(b) The new industries would mean more workers and more homes and 
thus a greater demand for the residential building materials we make. 
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(c) The new industrial, residential burgeoning would mean more commer- 
cial buildings and a corresponding need for the building materials for these 
buildings that we make. 

So it will be seen that while we have an immediate and pressing need for 4 
deeper channel because of the draft of our new ships, we have a long-range stake 
in the area because of this new plant in the very heart of this potentially great 
area. 

2. THE PROJECT WOULD RENEFIT THE UNITED STATES AS A WHOLE 


I think you will agree that the prosperity of any one area benefits the entire 
Nation as long as this prosperity is not at the expense of any other area. 

Since a business must have qualified workers, land; be close to large markets, 
be close to fresh water and transportation facilities and since this great Delaware 
River area is one of the last areas in the East that meets these specifications, it 
is entirely possible that if the area is not opened by deepening the channel that 
this industrial expansion might not take place at all. 


A distinct prosperity 


In our own case, we would not have built the Burlington, N. J., plant anywhere 
in the area if we were not confident that the area would eventually boom be- 
cause of the deepening of the channel. This prosperity that the deeper channel 
would bring to the Delaware River area is distinct and would probably not be 
transferred to another region. Of importance, too, is the value of these indus- 
tries, present and potential, to the defense of the United States. The Delaware 
River is a national highway contributing to the defense of the Nation and it 
should be improved for its full utilization. 


In conclusion, National Gypsum Co. recommends and respectfully requests 
congressional approval of the $6 million appropriation proposed by the Budget 
Bureau to make a start toward a safe, industrial waterway in the Delaware 


River, a project that would benefit the entire Eastern States and the United 
States as a whole. 


EXPANSION PROGRAM OF INDUSTRY 


Mr. Nortu. At the present time, the National Gypsum Co. is en- 
gaged in an expansion program consisting of some $90 million in 
building new plants to meet the building products needs in the coun- 
try. 

As part of that expansion, the company is building a multimillion 
dollar gypsum board and plaster plant on the Delaware River at 
Burlington, N. J., just above Philadelphia. 

Each year in order to furnish the raw material for that plant, we 
will import approximately 350,000 tons of gypsum rock. That will 
come in from Nova Scotia. The amount of rock to manufacture will 
be enough to produce gypsum materials for approximately 50,000 
homes. 

It is necessary to bring that rock in by ship. The ships that bring 
it in have a draft slightly in excess of 30 feet and at the present time 
the ships that are used can satisfactorily take gypsum rock into ports 
such as New York, Baltimore, Savannah, and New Orleans where we 
have similar plants. 


PARTIALLY LOADED SHIPS 


In this new plant, however, on the Delaware River we will take a 
penalty of roughly one-third the cargo space because of the present 
25-foot channel. That, of course, is a severe economic penalty. Of 
course, it can be asked why did we build the plant at the place we did 
in the face of that? 

It is based primarily on a basic economic study which indicated to 
us a tremendous future growth in that entire area. Actually, an analy- 
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sis of that area shows that it has a potential industrial, as well as home 
future growth from Philadelphia right on up the river through to 
Trenton and New York. 

As we analyze it, roughly one-sixth of the population is within 150 
miles of that area. Approximately a third of the population of the 
entire United States is within 300 miles. 

In our view—and, mind you, we are not locally in Philadelphia— 
that is a national project, not a local project. It is a project which 
affects many industries, including ours and others. It is not a one- 
industry or a one-community project. It is of national importance. 

Senator Magnuson. Have you built this plant yet / 

Mr. Norru. Yes, sir. 

Senator Magnuson. It is there ? 

Mr. Norrn. It is under construction. 

Senator Macnuson. It is under construction ? 

Mr. Norru. It is under construction and will be ready to produce 
in July. 

Senator Macnuson. Suppose Congress did nothing about this proj- 
ect? You would still operate the plant ? 

Mr. Nortu. We wit operate the plant at that economic penalty; 
that is correct. In the future, until such time as the channel is 
dredged, we will either bring the big boats in and unload them down- 
stream where the channel is deep enough and transport the material 
up by rail, or truck, or use small boats, which is quite a penalty, actu- 
ally, and bring it in by small boats. 

In placing it there, we took a gamble, frankly, but our economic 
study convinced us that the area is going to have a growth and it is 
almost inevitable that the Delaware River, for the benefit of the 
Nation as a whole, and particularly for all the eastern seaboard, should 
and must be improved, and it is on that basis that we went ahead with 
our project. 

OTHER INDUSTRIES IN AREA 


Senator Magnuson. Are there industries similarly situated up there 
in that area? 

Mr. Nortu. At the present time the United States Steel is situated 
above us on the river. There are some oil companies, also, situated 
there. However, there is a tremendous amount of land all along the 
river and we feel it is going to have a large industrial growth on both 
sides, both in Pennsylvania and New Jersey, as well as a very large 
erowth in home building. 

Senator Magnuson. These two large industries, the Fairless steel 
plant and your gypsum plant, are the ones that went in there, as you 
say frankly, and took a gamble, anticipating that the river might be 
dredged. 

Mr. Norrn. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Macnvuson. By that I don’t mean that you would get the 
only benefit of the dredging of the river, as there would be other 
industries that would get benefits even though they were located there 
prior to this project. 

Mr. Nortu. Oh, yes. 

Senator Macnuson. And then anticipation of new industries be 
cause of the amount of river front available. 

Mr. Nortn. That is correct. Somebody has to take the lead 

Senator Maenuson. Yes. 





1958 PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 


APPROPRIATION REQUESTED 


Mr. Nort. I might say in doing that in 1950, Congress had de- 
clared as a policy the fact that the river should be dredged. It is now 
our plea to the committee that that be implemented and that this ap- 
propriation be the first appropriation to start the dredging on its way. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Macnuson. Thank you, Mr. North. 

Mr. Scuap. Mr. Chairman, we have the representative of Governor 
Leader of Pennsylvania here today, Dr. Goddard, the secretary of for- 
ests and waters, and with your permission he would like to make a 
statement to the committee. 


STATEMENT OF MAURICE K. GODDARD, SECRETARY, DEPARTMENT 
OF FORESTS AND WATERS, STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA, ON BEHALF 
OF GOV. GEORGE M. LEADER 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Mr. Gopparp. Mr. Chairman and Senator Martin: I am Maurice K. 
Goddard, secretary of the Pennsylvania Department of Forests and 
Waters. I am representing Gov. George M. Leader of Pennsylvania, 
who had planned to present the following statement, but because of 
an important legislative session, had to remain in Harrisburg. 

The following is Governor Leader’s statement: 

I appreciate the opportunity to appear before this committee to 
testify on certain subjects of very great importance to the Common- 
wealth of Pennsylvania and to the other States and local jurisdictions 
making up the Delaware River Basin area. 

My remarks this afternoon are addressed primarily to a budget item 
present before you which is listed as “Comprehensive Survey of the 
Delaware River Basin.” As you know, this refers to the proposed 
water resources investigations to be carried out by the Corps of Engi- 
neers in accordance with a series of recent resolutions of the Senate 
Committee on Public Works. 

Governor Meyner presented excellent testimony on this same subject 
before a subcommittee of the House of Representatives this past 
March 19, and I would like to commend to your attention the remarks 
that he made at that time. 


TOTAL POPULATION IN AREA 


Approximately 14 percent of the land area of Pennsylvania, and 
about 4.8 million persons, or 45 pore of its population, are within 


the watershed of the Delaware River and its tributaries. Hence, I 
speak to you as a witness from a State that is vitally concerned with 
the use or misuse of the water and related land resources of the 
Delaware Basin. 

I would like to emphasize, however, that like Governor Meyner, 
_when he appeared last month before the House committee, I am also 
here as a spokesman for governmental and citizen interests that are 
far broader than those of my State alone. 

The chairman of the Delaware River Basin Advisory Committee 
concurs with the views expressed in this statement and the important 
considerations now before you. 
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Senator Maenuson. To what item are you specifically directing 
yourself ? 
COMPREHENSIVE SURVEY 


Mr. Gopparp. I am talking about the $100,000 comprehensive survey. 
Senator Magnuson. Thank you. 


DELAWARE RIVER BASIN ADVISORY COMMITTEE 


Mr. Gopparp. I should like to inform you that this advisory com- 
mittee was created last year by joint agreement and action of the 
Governors of New York, Delaware, New Jersey and Pennsylvania, 
and the mayors of New York City and Philadelphia. 

I am pleased that I could have personally taken part in helping 
set up this advisory committee. In effect, we have developed a sort of 
non-Federal, interagency river basin committee, and we are hopeful 
that its experience may shed some new light on the thorny problems 
of intergovernmental relations as they involve water resources use 
and control. 

As such, we are interested to note that this step fits in rather well 
with some of the recommendations of the recent report of the Presi- 
dential Advisory Committee on Water Resources Policy. The Dela- 
ware River Basin Advisory Committee’s objective is to advance the 
preparation of a comprehensive plan for the basin according to the 
principles of multiple-purpose water resources development. 

To this end, it will be working closely with the Corps of Engineers 
and hence all Federal agencies interested in water resources on prob- 
lems of policy and reciprocal interstate agreements, it will be conduct- 
ing research in regional economics, law, finance, and governmental 
organizations; and it will carry out programs of public education in 
regard to regional water problems—the issues involved and the solu- 
tions proposed. 

I have taken the time to describe this advisory committee in some 
detail not because I want to publicize it, but because I want to impress 
upon you here today the fact that we in the Delaware Basin area are 
ready and anxious to move ahead on this matter as rapidly as pos- 
sible. 

A large part of the water resources activity at the State and local 
levels will be geared in with the schedule of operations of the Corps of 
Engineers’ survey program; it is only logical that all agencies in- 
volved should proceed on roughly the same time schedule and in a well- 
coordinated manner. 

In the process of initially charting our own course, we have learned 
that the survey of the Corps of Engineers will cost approximately $1 
million and can be completed in about 3 years if the Congress agrees to 
appropriate the required funds in the proper annual seauences. 


ADEQUACY OF APPROPRIATION REQUEST 


The main reason for my testifying here today is that we are seriously 
concerned about the amount of money that the Bureau of the Budget 
has recommended to finance the Corps of Engineer’s survey over the 
coming fiseal year. The amount recommended—$100,000—is com- 
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pletely inadequate in terms of the time schedule greene, even if it 
were to be followed by larger appropriations in future years. 


AMOUNT REQUESTED 


After careful review of the matter, we are convinced that the neces- 
sary schedule of appropriations is $500,000 for fiscal 1957, $400,000 
for fiscal 1958, and $100,000 for completion of the survey in fiscal 
1959. I realize that $500,000 is a large sum of money for planning 
surveys in 1 river basin in 1 year, and we are well aware of the respon- 
sibility that your subcommittee has to consider regional needs in terms 
of total national budgeting. 

However, the fact that must be underscored is that the cost of the 
survey program of the Corps of Engineers is eventually going to total 
approximately $1 million—we cannot dodge that fact. The impor- 
tant question is, therefore, how effectively and efficiently this money 
can be applied to the problem. In other words, time is a central issue. 

A pattern of annual appropriations of the magnitude implied by 
the current Budget Bureau recommendation would mean that the 
work of the corps would be stretched out over 5 or 6, or possibly even 
9tol0 years. To let this happen, I submit, would be tragic. We can- 
not afford to delay that long the many uses to which Delaware River 
water resources can and must be put. 


WATER-USE POTENTIALS 


Last summer Hurricane Diane removed forever any doubts sur- 
rounding the importance of flood reduction and control in this basin; 
navigation on the lower Delaware River is a long established water 
use and expansion of this facility has already been authorized. As an 
integral unit of a comprehensive plan for control and utilization of 
the water resources of the Delaware River, water supply for domestic 
and industrial use must be included. Several communities have al- 
ready experienced the hardship of water rationing; pollution and 
salinity control have for several vears been the subject of intensive 
planning and remedial action ; the almost completely untapped hydro- 
electric power potential of the river is considerably greater than most 
people realized; and demands on water for farm irrigation are rising 
steadily. 

All of these water problems, or water-use potentials, are closely 
interrelated and cannot be viewed as separate pieces; each affects the 
others. Soil conservation, reforestation, and fish and wildlife are also 
strategically involved. 

The proposed survey of the Corps of Engineers will be the first 
time that a survey of the Delaware has been made that properly in- 
cludes all water uses in an integrated and mutually dependent man- 
ner. This is the kind of basinwide investigation that we must have. 


It must be completed in the shortest possible time, and not 5 or 
10 years from now. If your subcommittee and the Congress approves 
a schedule of appropriations that will enable the engineers’ survey 
to be completed in 3 years, then we may be able to hold in check the 
many pressures that are building up for unilateral action on single- 
purpose water control or supply projects. 
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MULTIPLE PURPOSE DEVELUPMEN'! 


The unfortunate consequences of such unilateral actions are already 
well known in many of America’s river basins. As you all know, once 
a major structure is built across a riverbed, it affects for all time the 
pattern of that river’s use. I must confess that there are many proj- 
ects proposed for the Delaware River which, if carried out, would 
severely limit the opportunities for complete, multiple-purpose de- 
velopment. 

These projects have not been advanced by obstructionists, as some 
might think. They are proposals of responsible Government officials 
who cannot delay much longer in taking some action to meet urgent 
local needs. 

IMPORTANCE OF TIME ELEMENT 


This situation is what I meant when I referred to the importance 
of time. If the Corps of Engineers’ survey can be financed in a way 
that permits it to be completed within 3 years, then, as Governor 
Meyner has so aptly noted, “We would be spared the painful necessity 
of taking certain nondeferrable decisions without benefit of the engi- 
neers’ findings and recommendations—decisions that might have been 
quite different if their report had been available earlier.” 


SUPPORT FOR OTHER DELAWARE PROJECTS 


In conclusion, let me say that we are in general agreement with 
the recommendations of the Bureau of the Budget concerning such 
other Delaware River projects as the deepening of the navigation 
channel, enlargement of the Mantua Creek anchorage, Bear Creek, 
Dyberry and Prompton Reservoirs, and flood protection at Allen- 
town and Bethlehem. We approve the appropriations suggested by 
the Bureau for these projects and urge this committee to approve 
the amounts indicated; but we urge that money for the survey be 
increased from $100,000 to $500,000. 

Thank you. 

Senator Magnuson. Thank you. 

Mr. Scuap. Mr. Chairman, we have with us today the representa- 
tive of Governor Meyner of the State of New Jersey, Mr. Joseph E. 
McLean, commissioner of conservation and economic development. 

Senator Magnuson. We will be glad to hear from Mr. McLean. 


STATEMENT OF JOSEPH E. McLEAN, COMMISSIONER OF CONSER- 
VATION AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT, STATE OF NEW JERSEY 


SUPPORT OF DELAWARE BASIN PROJECTS 


Mr. McLean. Mr. Chairman, I am Joseph E. McLean, New Jersey 
commissioner of conservation and economic development. I am ap- 
pearing as a witness for New Jersey, a State that has a vital interest 
in the proper development of the resources of the Delaware River 
Basin. 

During the postwar years, we have witnessed remarkable economic 
growth in all parts of the United States. We also have had every 
reason to observe that in a great national market such as ours, the 
progress of one region can create important new economic oppor- 
tunities for all other regions. 
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The Delaware Valley is typical of many areas in the country that 
have assumed new stature during the postwar period as centers of 
commerce and industry. It is also typical, I imagine, in the sense 
that its future advances will be governed by the rate of progress iy 
developing the resources of the area. 

One of my purposes in testifying here today is to urge your support 
for an initial appropriation that will enable the Federal Government 
to proceed with the deepening of the Delaware Channel between 
Philadelphia and Trenton. This long considered project would open 
a whole new area to oceangoing vessels. It would create, in effect, a 
great new strategically located river port of obvious importance to 
the Nation. 

INCREASED CUSTOMS RECEIPTS 


The increased customs receipts probably would more than reim- 
burse the Government for its investment. The money saved on trans- 
portation cost would be reflected in lower prices for products shipped 
to all parts of the Nation. 

In the event of a national emergency, a Delaware River port opened 
to deep-draft vessels would add considerably to our defense capabili- 
ties. 

The deepening of the channel has received the approval of the 
United States Corps of Army Engineers. It has been authorized by 
Congress. The Legislature of New Jersey is taking steps to expedite 
the project by exempting the Federal Government from liability for 
any damage occurring in the process of dredging the channel. 

In view of the serious needs for a deeper channel, a need which is 
felt more strongly with each passing year, we hope that the Congress 
will see fit to approve the initial appropriation for the project recom- 
mended in the proposed budget for the fiscal period 1956-57. 

The deepening of the channel, we recognize, is but one aspect of the 
development of the Delaware. Many of us who are concerned with 
the problem have been impressed for some time with the need for an 
integrated plan for utilizing the resources of the basin. 

We were thus very much gratified, last September, when the Com- 
mittee on Public Works of the Senate called upon the Corps of 
Engineers to review its original “308” report on the Delaware for 
the purpose of formulating a basin water resources development plan. 


OVERALL STUDY OF DELAWARE BASIN 


Senator Macnuson. Senator Martin, hasn’t there been a preliminary 
overall study of the Delaware? 

Senator Martin. No; that is just being authorized now by this. 

Senator Macnuson. Is this the first time you have had such a 
study ? 

Mr. McLean. Of a multiple purpose, integrated approach, this 
would be the first. 

Senator Martin. Senator Smith, Senator Case, and Senator Duff 
and I introduced a resolution to get the matter started. To my mind, 
it is awfully important that we have a completed study made of 
the entiré valley, not only from the standpoint of water supply for 
domestic uses and for industrial uses, but it is also the matter of 
flood control, and then in addition to that, navigation. 
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308” REPORT 


Senator Magnuson. However, you mention that “308” report here. 

Mr. McLean. That is an original report of the engineers, but it did 
not delve into all these matters that Senator Martin mentioned. 

Mr. Scnap. It dealt only with navigation, sir. 

Senator Martin. That is right; this takes up every feature of it. 

Senator Magnuson. If I may interject here, this would be similar 
to other studies that have been made in other basins throughout the 
United States. I am thinking in terms of our own C olumbia. River 
Basin. 

This would do about the same thing for the Delaware Basin as we 
have done for the Columbia. 

Mr. McLean. That is right. 

Senator Magnuson. And other basins in the United States. 

Mr. McLean. It is utilizing that same multiple-purpose approach. 

Senator Magnuson. It is about time. 

Senator Martin. Mr. Chairman, if I might interject this, I think 
we must make a complete study of possibly every river valley of 
America and it must be done from the standpoint of flood control, 
use of water for domestic and industrial purposes, and in many cases 
navigation. 

A Senator has to be very careful when he starts to talk or he will 
take too much time, and I wanted this time for these men from the 
valley. 

Senator Magnuson. You are a very valuable member of the Public 
Works Committee and your opinion means something. 


IMPORTANCE OF WATER TRANSPORTATION 


Senator Martin. I might say, Mr. Chairman, since I have been on 
Public Works, and I have been on Public Works for 10 years, we have 
not developed our national water resources as we should have dev eloped 
them here in the United States. We are starting in, as you know, 
on this road construction program, which is so important, but we can 
never build roads and railroads enough to carry the heavy traffic 
of our country. 

Mr. Schad here knows so much more about the transportation of 
oil than we Members of Congress, but, for example, we transport oil 
from Houston, Tex., to the city of Pittsburgh by water. We don’t 
have pipelines; we don’t have railroads; and we don’t have roads 
enough to do it. 

I apologize for taking this time. 

Senator Macnvson. It is all right. 

Mr. McLean. I would like to underscore what the good Senator 
said, and to point out, though we don’t know what the engineers will 
recommend, there is no doubt as to the need for such a plan to answer 
pressing roblems created by the drought of the recent years and the 
floods of last year, to say nothing of the i increasing demand for water 
for all purposes. 

It is not only desirable, but also imperative, that the survey be 
completed as soon as possible. If it is not, we shall be faced with a 


major dilemma because decisions on some of these problems are non- 
deferable. 








1964 PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 


TOTAL COST OF SURVEY 


It is possible, I am told, that the work can be completed in 3 years 
if sufficient funds are forthcoming. The total cost will be approxi- 
mately $1 million. Unfortunately, the budget only provides $100,000 
for the project in the next fiscal ‘period and with no more than this, 
the engineers cannot possibly begin providing the answers that we 
need as soon as we need them. 

Thus, I wish to join in the appeal that the funds for the study be 
so allocated that the engineers can make substantial progress during 
the next fiscal year and can bring in a final report within a 3-year 
period. 

In making this appeal, I am naturally concerned with promoting 
the welfare of the people of the Delaware Valley. I sincerely feel, 
however, that this request represents the most practical approach to 
the problem. 


PRESIDENT’S WATER-RESOURCES STUDY 


Senator Magnuson. I think it was mentioned by the previous wit- 
ness, and we did have a very comprehensive study of the water re- 
sources of this country by the Presidential Commission. 

Mr. McLean. Yes; Charley McKinley and others were on that, 

s I recall. 

Senator Maenuson. If anyone would read that, you would be some- 
what startled that one of America’s real problems in the future is 
going to be the water resources and the conservation of water, a much 
greater problem to our growing population and industrial expansion 
than any other single item; more than fuel. 

Senator Martin. Mr. Chairman, on the east coast our water level 
is gradually lowering. 

Senator Magnuson. The underground tables are getting lower and 
lower. 

on Martin. Gradually lowering, and it is a most serious prob- 
lem. I don’t know how much we have spent so far, but the secretary 
of forests and waters from Pennsylvania could probably tell you how 
much money we have spent in the iast few years to clean up our 
streams. 

You know, we had dumping of our refuse into our streams for 150 
to 200 years, and it had gotten to the place where they had to be 
cleanedup. We had todo that for domestic use and also for industrial 
use. 

Mr. Gopparp. We spent $37 million on the Schuylkill alone. 

Senator Martry. In that case we had an agreement with the Fed- 
eral Government. The Federal Government was to put up, I be- 
lieve, $25 million, but they only had to spend about half of it. I 
mean, a was no use spending more because the job is now done. 

We realize that and it is a matter that we have just got to realize 
in our while country, because water is in a way more essential than 
food. 

Mr. McLean. I am in full agreement with everything that has 
been said. 

Senator Magnuson. For instance, you have right here in this year’s 
appropriation for that area maybe 6 or 7 items. Every year it is the 
same. All these items, of course, stand on their own merits, but I 
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don’t see how you could piece them all together in an intelligent way 
without some comprehensive plan. 


COOPERATIVE FEDERALISM 


Mr. McLean. The sooner we get the $1 million for the Army en- 
gineers to do this complete integrated survey, the better. I would 
like to add, too, while I am here, that it seems to me again that this 
is what we would like to call cooperative federalism or the Federal 
Government as a partner with the States. 

Senator Magnuson. That is a new term. 

Mr. McLean. I think we were held back some time because certain 
people were pushing almost the States’ rights approach, which has 
its merits in certain areas, but not in this one, and I do beg of you, 
Mr. Chairman, and your committee, to give us every consideration, 
and I know Governor Meyner and Governor Leader both have been 
cooperating fully and I was delighted to follow Secretary Goddard 
with whom I have been sharing some of these responsibilities in the 
Delaware Basin. 

We will appreciate anything you can do for us, sir. Thank you. 

Senator Macnuson. This is just an observation of the chairman. I 
cannot speak for the rest of the members of the committee. By doing 
that in the Columbia Basin some years ago, I think we not only saved 
millions of dollars, but we utilized I think the full potential. 

Mr. McLean. And you strengthen the whole national economy, 
which is very apapontanit 

Senator Magnuson. And although there have been some arguments 
about the priority of projects, everyone is in agreement with the 
general development that should take place. Of course, you always 
get into arguments as to the priority of projects and everybody under- 
stands that, but I am somewhat startled that you haven't had this 
in this area. 

Mr. McLean. We have been lagging maybe, but we are now urging 
all the support we can get to catch up a little bit in this area. 

Senator MaGanuson. You are a little bit behind. It took a couple 
of hurricanes as tragic as they were to wake up New England and 
that area. 

Mr. McLran. I wanted to keep my remarks brief, because someone 
might think of me as a Texas longhorn steer, the points are far apart 
and a lot of bull between, so I wanted to keep it clean. 

Mr. Scuap. Mr. Chairman, we have two more witnesses, sir, on this 
same subject of this comprehensive survey. We have Mr. Walter 
Phillips, who would like to speak on beh: alf of the Delaware River 
Basin Survey Advisory Committee that has been referred to. 

Senator Macnuson. All right. We will be glad to hear from Mr. 
Phillips. 
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DELAWARE RIVER BASIN SurRvVEY ADVISORY COMMITTEE 


STATEMENT OF WALTER PHILLIPS, REPRESENTING JOSEPH §S. 
CLARK, JR., FORMER MAYOR, CITY OF PHILADELPHIA 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Mr. Puu.ipes. Senator Magnuson, I am Walter Phillips, as intro- 
duced. Actually, I would like to present a statement of former Mayor 
Clark, who is a member of the new Delaware River Basin Advisory 
Committee appointed by Mayor Dilworth. I am not speaking as 
an executive of the Delaware River Basin Advisor y Committee, but 
rather as a friend of Mayor Clark and formerly his director of 
commerce. 

PREPARED STATEMENT 


I will submit this statement for the record. ' 
Senator Maenuson. We will put this in the record in full. 
(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF JosEPH S. CLARK, Jr., FORMER MAYOR OF THE CITY OF PHILADEI 
PHIA AND MEMBER OF THE DELAWARE RIVER BASIN ADVISORY COM MITTEE 


In submitting these remarks I speak as one who has for some time been deeply 
disturbed by the status of water resources planning in the Delaware, and who 
has sought to carry forward programs aimed at developing these resources to 
the full level of our valley’s need and potential. Toward the end of my adminis- 
tration as mayor of Philadelphia, I joined with the Governors of New Jersey, 
New York, Pennsylvania, and Delaware, and the mayor of New York City, in 
establishing the Delaware River Basin Advisory Committee. I am presently 
representing the city of Philadelphia on the committee by appointment from 
Mayor Dilworth. It is our intention to carry forward in cooperation with the 
Corps of Army Engineers a joint interstate, intercity review of plans and pro 
grams for water resource development in the Delaware, wth the objective that 
under such Federal-State-local auspices a truly comprehensive, multiple-purpose 
plan shall be prepared to serve as a fundamental guide for eventual construc- 
tion and operation of an integrated, basinwide system of water use and contro! 
projects. This undertaking will depend to a major extent on the engineering 
survey work that the Corps of Army Engineers is now beginning, and we are 
looking forward to what we believe will be a somewhat unique Federal-State- 
local experiment in joint planning of an important river basin; an experiment 
which I feel should be noted as being clearly in line with recommendation No. 2 
of the recently completed report of the President's Advisory Committee on Water 
Resources Policy. 

In light of this brief background I would like to state that we of the Delaware 

Valley consider the $100,000 recommended by the Bureau of the Budget for the 
Corps of Army Engineers comprehensive survey to be completely inadequate. 
Regardless of the phasing of future appropriations for this survey by your 
committee, the work will require in the neighborhood of $1 million before it 
can be completed; there is no way to dodge this fact. The question, therefore, 
is a matter of time rather than dollars, and I submit that we do not have 
time to spare. 

We are advised that the corps survey can be completed in 3 years if appropria- 
tions are made to total $1 million in that period. Expanding the time required 
to anything much beyond 3 years will pose serious problems of both an economic 
and political nature. On the economic side, a delay of 4, 5, or 6 years will 
necessitate further work simply to keep cost and benefit estimates in line with 
changing price levels. There is the strong likelihood that the first parts of the 
survey would be obsolete by the time the last parts were done. On the political— 
or maybe I should say governmental—side we must face the compelling require- 
ments for water in the expanding urban-metropolitan areas of the valley. In 
northern New Jersey, in particular, but in many other areas as well, responsible 
government officials cannot afford to delay much longer the initiation of meas- 
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ures to alleviate crucial water shortages. At the other extreme, public leaders 
in the many smaller communities up and down river are greatly worried over 
what isn’t being done to prevent a repeat of last year’s flood that took nearly 
100 lives and damaged property to an extent of $100 million. I emphasize these 
pressures that are building up on governmental leaders for this reason—if the 
comprehensive survey of the Corps of Army Engineers is denied the financial 
means of moving ahead on a rapid 3-year schedule, then the States and local 
jurisdictions will be forced to go ahead unilaterally on nointegrated, limited- 
purpose projects designed to meet flood control needs only. If this happens, 
then the opportunities for a comprehensive, multiple-purpose program including 
flood control in the Delaware Basin will be substantially lessened, if not per- 
manently lost. All river projects must be planned together, not piecemeal. 

I urge you to increase the $100,000 that has been recommended by the Bureau 
of the Budget for this comprehensive survey. The most effective schedule of 
appropriations, we are told, is $500,000 for this coming fiscal year, $400,000 for 
fiscal 1958, and $100,000 for completion of the survey in fiscal 1959. 

Let’s complete the survey in the shortest possible order. To shortchange the 
survey would be to “fiddle while Rome burns,” to be callous to the threat of 


another disaster in our now hurricane harassed east coast section of the United 
States. 


SUPPORT FOR SURVEY FUNDS 


Mr. Pumuirs. There is only one point, I think, he might make 
which hasn’t already been made, and that is this: The Army engineers 
will be pressed a little bit to spend as much as $500,000 in the first 
year. They might settle for something less, but we think that they 
should be given the full $500,000 and pressed to use it all, because the 
job needs to be finished just as soon as possible. 


WATER SUPPLY DAM 


There is a group both in New Jersey and in Pennsylvania anxious 
to go ahead with the large water supply dam, which certainly should 
not be built until the Army engineers’ survey is completed. 

The schedule of $500,000 the first year, $400,000 the second year, 
and $100,000 the third year it will require 3 years to complete the 
study. If they get anything less than $500,000 the first year, we are 
afraid that they will go beyond the 3-year period. 

Senator Magnuson. Is that a private dam? 

Mr. Puiiures. The water supply dam would be a public dam. It 
would be a large dam built by the States. 

Senator Magnuson. For water supply? 

Mr. Putiurps. Yes. The Army engineers will study whether there 
should be a dam built a little farther down the river, at a place called 
Tocks Island, or at Wallpack Bend. The dam down the river could 
have as much water again and be used for flood control as well as 
water supply. The dam upriver at Wallpack Bend would preclude, 
or make uneconomic, the building of the dam farther down. 

Those kinds of problems are involved and I understand from the 
Army engineers that they will be reviewing as many as 12 or 15, pos- 
sibly 20, dam sites. They have a great deal of work to do and every 
pressure possible and all persuasions have to be put on them to do as 
much as they can and get right off to a big start with the full $500,000 
the first year. 

Senator Maanuson. So that they might give you the benefit of their 
advice on the integration of this development. As one witness said 
here in one statement, once you build a structure across the river, it 
changes the whole concept and contour of that river. 
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Mr. Putiuies. Exactly. 

Senator Magnuson. And it should fit into a plan. 

Mr. Puiuirs. Yes. 

Mr. Clark is now a candidate for the United States Senate and would 
like to have been here, by the way, but he had appointments way up in 
the west part of the State and couldn't come down. This committee 
that he serves on will advise the Chief Executive. There are 6 mem- 
bers of the committee appointed, 1 by each of the 4 Governors, and 1 
each by the mayors of New York and Philadelphia. They cannot 
advise their Chief Executive until the findings of the Army engineers 
are completed because they will depend upon the engineers for engi- 
neering and certain other work that goes into the study. 

Senator Magnuson. Thank you. 

Mr. Scuap. Mr. Chairman, we have one witness remaining, Mr. 
W. C. Henwood, of the Meenan Oil Co., who is interested in the navi- 
gation project of the upper Delaware River from Philadelphia to 
Trenton. 

MEENAN OIL Co. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM C. HENWOOD, VICE PRESIDENT 
SUPPORT OF DELAWARE BASIN PROJECTS 


Mr. Henwoov. My name is William C. Henwood, vice president of 
the Meenan Oil Co., a New York corporation engaged in the fuel 
oil distribution business in and about Levittown, Bucks County, Pa. 
I urgently request congressional Appropriation Committee approval 
of the $6 million appropriation recommended by the Bureau of the 


Budget for commencing the congressionally authorized improvements 
to navigation in the Delaware River between the United States Naval 
Base, Philadelphia, Pa., and Trenton, N. J. 


EFFECT OF DEEPENING OF CHANNEL 


If the Delaware River Channel is deepened as authorized by Con- 
gress there would be the possibility within the next 5 years of bringing 
T-2 tankers directly to our existing dockage at Tullytow n, Pa. This 
would eliminate the Ee necessity of taking such tankers to a ter- 
minal in Pennsauken, N..J., placing the oil in storage tanks at Pennsau- 
ken, and subsequently barging the same oil from Pennsauken to Tully- 
town. 

We would average 4 to 5 T-2 tankers a year, each carrying approxi- 
mately 115,000 barrels of No. 2 fuel oil: The saving, according to 
published rates, would approximate 8 cents per barrel for barging 
and 6 cents to 8 cents per barrel throughput charge. 

Only 5 tankers at 115,000 barrels each, multiplied by unit saving of 
15 cents per barrel, w ould represent a total annual s saving of $86,250 
to our comparatively small company. 

Of course, with the proper industrial, commercial, and residential 
dev elopment of the lower Bucks County area, these figures may be con- 
siderably increased. We regard the deeper channel as being a potent 
factor in such development and, therefore, I request approval of the $6 
million appropriation in order that an early start may be made. 
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Senator Magnuson. Would you say that this situation applies to 
many other smaller businesses up and down the river? 

Mr. Henwoop. I think, sir, that the value of my testimony here is 
just that. I represent small business. 

Senator Magnuson. And that there would be benefits to them, not 
only the two large companies that have been talked about so much 
inthis particular case ¢ 

Mr. Henwoop. I am sure that a case could be drawn for that. I 
know of a number of small businesses right now that could use this, 
including ours. 

Senator Macnuson. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Henwoop. Thank you. 

Senator Magnuson. The mayor of Philadelphia was listed as a 
witness, Mayor Dilworth, but I understand he cant’ appear due to other 
official business. 

Senator Martin. I wonder if you could leave the record open so he 
could file a statement. 

Senator Macnuson. We will leave the record open so he can file a 
statement. 

STATEMENT OF MAYOR DILWORTH OF PHILADELPHIA 


His statement will appear in the record at this point. 
Senator Martin. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
(The statement referred to follows :) 


PHILADELPHIA, Pa., May 2, 1956. 
Senator ALLEN J. ELLENDER, Sr., 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Works, Committtee on Appropriations, 
Capitol Building, Washington, D. C.: 


I would like to go on record, on behalf of Philadelphia’s 2 million citizens, 
urging your committee approve budget appropriaions which vitally effect the 
entire Delaware Valley area. These are: (1) $6 million to initiate promptly the 
construction oof a deeper Delaware River channel. While we feel that this is 
an insufficient amount to initiate so important a national-defense project, we are 
urging continued interest so that this needed improvement may be completed 
in the immediate future; (2) $1,060,000 to complete the authorized construction 
of the Mantua Creek anchorage in the Delaware River. Increased traffic in the 
Delaware has made the need for additional parking spots imperative both from 
a safety and a requirement standpoint; (3) Delaware River water resources 
review by the Corps of Army Engineers. This important, comprehensive study 
of flood conditions and water resources requires at least $500,000. 

As you 'indoubtedly know, the Delaware River serves four States: New York, 
New Jerwvy, Pennsylvania, and Delaware. 

The Delaware River is one of the Nation’s vital major navigable waterways. 
The three projects for which we seek appropriations are imporatnt to the port of 
Philadelphia, but even more so, to the economy of the Delaware Valley and the 
entire eastern seaboard. 

RICHARDSON DILworTH, 
Mayor of Philadelphia. 


STATEMENTS OF HON. H. ALEXANDER SMITH AND HON. CLIFFORD P. CASE 


Senator MAGNUSON. I understand that Senators Smith and Case 
desire to submit a statement on these matters. Their statement will be 
placed in the record at this point. 
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(The statement referred to follows :) 


UNITED States SENATE, 
Washington, D. C., May 9, 1956. 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Works, 
Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Deak Mr. CHAIRMAN: We are writing to you with regard to two appropria 
tions matters involving the Delaware River, both of which are presently being 
considered by your Subcommittee on Public Ww orks. They are: 

1. The deepening of the Delaware River Channel. 
2. A comprehensive restudy of flood and allied water resource problems 
of the Delaware. 

We request that our views contained herein be made a part of the record 
of the hearings on the appropriations for these projects. 

For some years now many of us in New Jersey and neighboring Pennsylvania 
have been urging approval for the expenditure of certain funds for the deep- 
ening of the Delaware River Channel up to Trenton N. J. 

This year, the President recommended in his budget message the appropriation 
of $6 million to initiate deepening of the river from Philadelphia to Trenton 
to a depth of 35 feet. 

The rapid increase in population and industrialization of this entire area 
makes this project of great importance. The deepening of the river to Trenton 
will make it possible for greater expansion of industry and will result in in 
creased prosperity for our people. Responsible testimony before your subcom- 
mittee has estimated that some 50,000 employment opportunities would be 
created within a 20-year period as a direct result of this project. 

The appropriation of this money will make it possible for this long-delayed 
project to be initiated. Inasmuch as the authorization included a new 40-foot 
depth for one segment of the channel, it is obvious that the budget request 
has already been compromised to a considerable degree. As reasonable people, 
the project’s proponents are prepared to accept this position as a start and we 
join with them in urging your committee’s approval of the President’s request 
for Federal aid for this needed project. 

We feel that this project is in the best interests of our national security and 
of our national prosperity, and that Federal assistance is entirely justified. 

We would also intrude on your time to make an additional point. A compre- 
hensive resurvey of flood conditions and water resources of the Delaware River 
has been authorized since 1950 by resolution of the Senate Committee on Public 
Works. As a result of last year’s disastrous flooding of the Delaware, the 
Public Works Committee included the valley’s water problems in a similar 
resolution. In view of the 1950 authorization, we believe the Army Corps of 
Engineers should be entitled to accelerate its proposed investigation so that 
the important restudy can be concluded within a relatively short period of time. 
Therefore, we respectfully request an appropriation of $500,000 for this com- 
prehensive study. 

We very much appreciate the attention you and your subcommittee colleagues 
are affording our requests. 

Sincerely, 
CLIFFORD P. CASE. 
H. ALEXANDER SMITH. 


STATEMENT OF HERBERT R. 0’CONOR, WASHINGTON COUNSEL FOR AMERICAN 
MERCHANT MARINE INSTITUTE 


Senator Magnuson. Former Senator O’Conor has requested per- 
mission to file a statement on behalf of the American Merchant Marine 
Institute. His statement will be placed in the record at this point. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN MERCHANT MARINE INSTITUTE, INC., ON NAVIGATION 
IMPROVEMENTS IN THE DELAWARE RIVER, PHILADELPHIA TO THE SEA, AND DEI- 
AWARE RIveR, PHILADELPHIA TO TRENTON, FOR THE FiscaAL YEAR 1957 


My name is Herbert R. O’Conor. I am Washington counsel for the American 
Merchant Marine Institute, Inc. The American Merchant Marine Institute, Inc., 
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which represents the majority of American-flag ocean shipping of all categories, 
fully appreciates this opportunity of submitting to the Subcommittee on Public 
Works of the Senate Committee on Appropriations this statement indicating its 
continuing concern over the delays due to lack of funds with respect to construc- 
tion of vitally needed improvements in the Delaware River, Philadelphia to 
Trenton and Philadelphia to the sea, to provide adequate depths, widths, and 
alinements for deep-draft vessels operated by the institute’s member companies 
in these waterways through which essential materials are being transported. 

The American Merchant Marine Institute, Inc., is a trade association com- 
posed of 53 United States steamship companies, operating approximately 6,200,- 
000 gross tons of American-flag tank, dry cargo, and collier vessels in the domestic 
and foreign trades of the United States. 

Since many of our member companies operate in these waterways they are 
naturally very much interested in the improvement to insure efficient navigation 
of their vessels. We very much appreciate this opportunity to present our views 
on the urgency of providing the funds recommended in the Presidential budget 
for both of these waterways. 

The continued appropriation for completion of the deepening and enlarging 
of the Mantua Creek and Marcus Hook anchorage areas in the Delaware River 
project from Philadelphia to the sea is necessary, since the existing anchorage 
areas are insufficient to handle the commerce in the new large vessel length and 
draft utilizing the 40-foot section of the Delaware River. These large ships are 
suffering expensive delays in waiting for high water, while others have to be 
lightened before they can proceed in the channel. 

The Delaware River from Philadelphia to Trenton requires a superchannel 
for the supertype ships which will use the waterway after improvement. The 
area along the banks of the Delaware River is available for vast expansion, and 
it is in the public interest that the deeper channel should be provided. The Dela- 
ware River port area reached an alltime high in foreign waterborne commerce 
in the first half of 1954, with an increase of 13 percent over the same period in 
1953. Private enterprise has and will invest its resources in an unprecedented 
industrial expansion in the region to the benefit of the defense program and the 
future normal peacetime economy. It is in the hands of the Congress to appro- 
priate funds to continue this expansion, by providing in the interim sufficient 
funds for the initiation of the 35-foot project channel. 

Commerce in petroleum and ores comprise about 75 percent of the waterborne 
commerce in this area. The largest oil refining center along the eastern seaboard 
is concentrated in the Delaware area, as well as numerous steelmaking plants, 
supplemented by the United States Steel Co. plant at Morrisville, Pa., which is 
presently doubling its plant capacity to 4 million tons per year. Additional steel 
plants are developing in this area to take advantage of the most economical means 
of transportation, i. e. waterway transportation. 

Navigation of the Delaware River and bay from the sea to Trenton and the 
lack of adequate anchorage tends to make this waterway extremely hazardous. 
It is important to note that there have been numerous accidents causing loss of 
many lives and many millions of dollars in property as a direct result of the in- 
adequate channels and anchorage areas. With the additional ore traffic expected 
and the lightering operations required because of the shallow upstream channel, 
there will be considerably more congestion in the Delaware River and greater 
space required for anchorages. 

In view of the urgency of this matter, the American Merchant Marine Institute, 
Ine. urgently recommends that the sum of $1,060,000 be appropriated to com- 
plete the Delaware River, Philadelphia to the sea, and $6 million to initiate the 
35-foot project in the Delaware River, Philadelphia to Trenton. 


OpposITION TO CHANNEL TO TRENTON 


Senator Martin. There are three opponents, and they are fine citi- 
zens of Pennsylvania and New Jersey. I would like to stay here and 
hear them testify. While I am not in agreement with their side of 
this, I would like to leave this: That we are so anxious to go ahead 
with the deepening of the Delaware, even if it is only a 35-foot chan- 
nel—it is authorized to 40—and we will then in the future get the work 
completed down to the 40, but we want to get it started. 
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It is so important not only from the standpoint of the economy of 
that area of the United States, but also national defense. I would 
like now to be excused. It isn’t that these men shouldn’t have a fine 
hearing. 

I would like to hear their testimony, but I have another committee 
meeting that is going on, as you understand, Mr. Chairman, and for 
that reason I would like to be excused. 

Senator Macnuson. All right. We appreciate your coming, 
Senator. 

Senator Martin. Thank you very much. 

Senator Magnuson. I understand these other witnesses are testify- 
ing only to the channel project; is that correct ? 

Mr. Brecron. Yes, sir; channel from Philadelphia to Trenton. 

Senator Magnuson. Howev er, you have no objection to this survey 
item or these other items? 

Mr. Becron. We would like to make a few remarks about them, Mr. 
Chairman, if we can. 

Senator Macnuson. All right. Who wants to testify first? Mr. 
Becton ? 

Mr. Becton. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Scuap. May I have your permission to keep the record open 
for the Mayor of Camden, Mr. Brunner? 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


Senator Magnuson. We will keep the record open all next week and 
you can put in any statement you wish. 

Mr. Scuap. Thank you very much. 

(The statement referred to was not received at time of printing:) 


DELAWARE RIVER VALLEY ASSOCIATION, RIVERTON, N. J. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE T. BECTON, PRESIDENT 
GENERAL STATEMENT 


Mr. Becron. Thank you very much for letting us appear before you 
today 

I thought it was very grand of Senator Martin to speak as well as 
he did of our point of view. That is American democracy at work 
and we are very grateful for it. 

I would like to say that, first of all, the Delaware River Valley As- 
sociation is made up of industries and industrial officials, municipal of- 
ficials, municipalities, private citizens, professional and businessmen 
from Bucks County, Pa., and Burlington County, N.J., and a complete 
list of our industry members is found in last year’s record; pages 1283 
and 1284, of last year’s record. 


LIST OF INDUSTRY MEMBERS 
Senator Maenuson. We will incorporate that list in this year’s 
record. 
Mr. Becton. That is fine. 
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(The information referred to follows :) 
DELAWARE RIVER VALLEY ASSOCIATION MEMBERSHIP Rout, May 1, 1955 


INDUSTRIAL AND ORGANIZATION MEMBERSHIPS 


Bonded Oil Co., Eddington, Pa. 

Delaware River Yacht Club, Philadelphia, Pa. 

Delaware River Yachtsmen’s League, Philadelphia, Pa. 

Echo Beach Improvement Association, Cornwell Heights, Pa. 

First National Bank & Trust Co., Beverly, N. J. 

Florence Pipe Foundry & Machine Co., Philadelphia, Pa.-Florence, N. J. 
Millside Farms (S. R. Laslocky), Riverside, N. J. 

Manhattan Soap Co., Bristol, Pa. 

Paterson Parchment Paper Co., Bristol, Pa. 

Red Dragon Canoe Club, Edgewater Park, N. J. 

Riverton, Borough of, Riverton, N. J. 

Riverton Yacht Club, Riverton, N. J. 

United States Pipe & Foundry Co., Burlington, N. J.-Birmingham, Ala. 
Washburn & Anderson, Port Norris, N. J. 


INDIVIDUAL MEMBERSHIPS 


Frank B. Absalom, Florence, N. J. 
Charles E. Adams, Florence, N. J. 

G. Harry Aumock, Edgewater Park, N. J. 
George T. Becton, Riverton, N. J. 

John H. Beyer, Beverly, N. J. 

Charles J. Biddle, Esq., Philadelphia, Pa. 
Mrs. Harry Bresciani, Florence, N. J. 
Derek G. R. Brigg, Riverton, N. J. 

Mrs. D. G. R. Brigg, Riverton, N. J. 
George E. Brown, Florence, N. J. 

Claude N. Campbell, Edgewater Park, N. J. 
Joseph Carnevale, Florence, N. J. 

A. E. Carr, Delanco, N. J. 

Michael Chanti, Roebling, N. J. 

Charles Closs, Edgewater Park, N. J. 
Charles N. Codding, Beverly, N. J. 
Theodore B. Codding, Beverly, N. J. 

G. Lloyd Cowan, Edgewater Park, 
Mary S. Cowan, Edgewater Park, 
Charles A. Coward, Riverton, N. J. 

Harold W. Crooker, Bristol, Pa. 

Lioyd Cross, Delanco, N. J. 

J. Gardner Crowell, Riverton, N. J. 

Mrs. J. Gardner Crowell, Riverton, N. J. 
Thomas L. Dickinson, Roebling, N. J. 
Francis A. Duffy, Florence, N. J. 

John Durham, Florence, N. J. 

Franklin R. Ehmann, Delanco, N. J. 

W. Thomas Emlen, Beverly, N. J. 

Mrs. Alex C. Fersusson, Edgewater Park, N. J. 
John R. Fuller, Beverly, N. J. 

Jennie M. Galzerano, Bristol, Pa. 

A. B. Garwood, Riverton, N. J. 

Martin E. Goldman, Philadelphia 31, Pa. 
Charles B. Green, Florence, N. J. 

Donald Green, Florence, N. J. 

A. Pierce Gregg, Riverton, N. J. 

Otto Grupp, Jr., Eddington, Pa. 

Pressley Hale, Burlington, N. J. 

Kk. F. Halstead, Edgewater Park, N. J. 
Norman FE. Hardy, Delanco, N. J. 

W. Lynn Hendrickson, Riverton, N. J 

John Hodson, Jr., Roebling, N. J. 

Charles C. Hoelz, Riverside, N. J. 


Nid. 
N. J. 
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Mrs. D. P. Hopkins, Beverly, N. J. 
Franklin P. Jones, Jr., Beverly, N. J. 

E. T. Kibblehouse, Delanco, N. J. 

G. Elliott Krusen, Delanco, N. J. 

George C. Krusen, II, Riviera Beach, Mu. 
Leslie C. Krusen, Delanco, N. J. 

William T. Krusen, Bordentown, N. J. 
Symington P. Landreth, Esq., Philadelphia 2, Pa. 
George M. Leedom, Philadelphia 5, Pa. 
Arthur Lewis, Esq., Medford Lakes, N. J. 
Richard A. Lewis, Beverly, N. J. 

G. E. Mackert, Delanco, N. J. 

Carl P. Mann, Riverton, N. J. 

Atto P. Mann, Beverly, N. J. 

D. B. Marwick, Jr., Moorestown, N. J. 
Charles H. McCray, Burlington, N. J. 
Joseph J. McHugh, Florence, N. J. 

David McIntire, Delanco, N. J. 

Edwin S. McVaugh, Riverton, N. J. 

Geza Meszaros, Roebling, N. J. 

Edward Monaghan, Roebling, N. J. 
Amerigo Napoli, Florence, N. J. 

Richard E. B. Parker, Huntingdon Valley, Pa. 
Bernard J. Plone, M. D., Delanco, N. J. 
George W. Rhawn, Jr., Edgewater Park, N. J. 
Richard M. Rhawn, Edgewater Park, N. J. 
Charles Richman, Bristol, Pa. 

Victor Ritschard, Riverton, N. J. 

L. H. Rittenhouse, Haverford, Pa. 
Frederick Rudman, Riverton, N. J. 

Paul Schoch, Delanco, N. J. 

Arthur E. Schuh, Delanco, N. J. 

Ralph M. Shaw, Jr., Beverly, N. J. 

Harry A. Shields, M. D., Bristol, Pa. 
Frank Shippen, Beverly, N. J. 

William Shoemaker III, Riverton, N. J. 
Alden W. Shultz, Delanco, N. J. 

George W. Smith, Croydon, Pa. 

Mrs. C. 8. Somervell, Riverton, N. J. 
Philip A. Somervell, Riverton, N. J. 

I. L. Stephan, Edgewater Park, N. J. 

Mrs. D. Birney Stokes, Edgewater Park, N. J. 
Herbert W. Stuart, Mount Holly, N. J. 
Raymond N. Sutphin, Florence, N. J. 
Laura B. Thayer, Beverly, N. J. 

H. A. Thomson, Beverly, N. J. 

Edward Trainer, Roebling, N. J. 

Agnes Tucker, Beverly, N. J. 

Ralph L. Tyler, Palmyra, N. J. 

Arthur W. von Deilen, M. D., Edgewater Park, N. J. 
Daniel T. Walden, New York 11, N. Y. 
Edward R. Washburn, Bivalve, N. J. 
Herbert B. Watrous, Philadelphia 44, Pa. 
H. J. Winkelspecht, D. D. S., Delanco, N. J. 
William Allen Wood, Delanco, N. J. 

Mrs. Russell Woolston, Florence, N. J. 


COMPREHENSIVE SURVEY 


Mr. Becron. The Delaware River Valley Association is not opposed 
at all—we endorse the 40-foot channel below Philadelphia. We are 
in hearty accord with the fund appropriated for anchorages. 

We certainly believe that the Delair Railroad bridge at Delair, N. 
J., should be repaired. 
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Senator ELLENpDER (presiding). I think I had the pleasure of hear- 
ing the opponents last year. I hope you have something new for us. 

Mr. Becton. Yes, we do. 

Senator Ettenper. Good. Proceed. 

Mr. Becron. We are beginning to make a point of not going over 
the same ground again. We realize your time is so limited. 

You have heard a lot about the comprehensive survey for the Dela- 
ware Basin this year and our entire membership is in accord. We 
think it is a wonderful thing and should be done. 

We only qualify to this extent, that we would like to see the deepen- 
ing of the channel held up until we see the results of the survey. We 
think that would be only good business judgment and common sense. 

The flood-control items that are also in the budget for reservoirs and 
dams to control floods and damages from floods in i the upper Delaware, 
we are particularly eager to see those enacted and allotted funds for. 

There again we think it is only wisdom to have that taken care of 
before the deeper channel is started because there is a lot to be said 
about the problems of flood control and the two are so interrelated that 

I deal with that in my testimony as one of the new points. 

We did not have that problem last year at all. 

You will recall last year, Senator Ellender, we submitted testimony 
to both the House and the Senate Public Works Committees. The 
Members of the House used a great deal of the information that our 
association submitted to their committee to defeat the measure on the 
floor of the House last year, not only our testimony but others that 
testified in opposition to this project. 


IMPROVEMENT UNNECESSARY 


We showed in last year’s testimony and claimed and felt that we 
presented evidence that proved that this deepening of the channel 
from Allegheny to Fairless Works, to 40 feet and from Fairless 
Works to Trenton, N. J., 35 feet, to be unnecessary and unjustified. 

This year’s program that we are working on is ‘additional informa- 
tion that falls into three categories that we are trying to testify on. 

One is the matter of flood control, and the other is the land use 
adjacent to the channel and the other is the cost to benefit ratio that we 
spoke about somewhat last year. 


FLOOD CONTROL 


I will present with your permission the flood material that we have 
gathered together as a result of work of our committee in the associ- 
ation. 

Mr. Charles Biddle, of Philadelphia, our vice president, will sub- 
mit evidence and talk on land use and Dr. Winkelspecht, our chairman 
of the board of directors, will talk on the cost benefit-ratio evaluation. 

The flood hazards from the deeper channel are one thing that we 
think is a very important thing and should receive very earnest con- 
sideration now and in particular with the contemplated appropri- 
ations of funds to provide dams and reservoirs in the upper Delaware. 

The disastrous floods in the Delaware River that occurred in August 
1955, have served to focus attention on the vital need for a compre- 
hensive program of protective flood control measures for the Delaware 

Valley. 

75008—56—pt. 2——40 
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Any deeper channel in the tidal portion of the river is so closely 
interrelated with a flood-control program, for the portion of the river 
above the head of navigation, that the two cannot soundly be con- 
sidered separately, but must be viewed as component parts of the 
overall picture. 

HURRICANE DIANE 


The height of floodwater in the Delaware River as a result of Hur- 
ricane Diane’s torrential rainfall was greatest above Trenton, reaching 
a crest of over 40 feet above normal at some points. 

This condition was brought about by too much water running off 
lands drained by the river’s tributaries, many miles above the area 
receiving the greatest flood damage. 

The damage occurred well after the severe rainfall had ceased 
because there was too much water to be carried off by the Delaware, 
where it becomes narrow and constricted by hillsides and steep banks. 

The only thing that could have prevented or minimized the flood 
would have been a number of dams and artificial reservoirs in the 
tributaries and upper reaches of the river itself. 

After passing through the bottleneck at Delaware Water Gap and 
similar narrow points, the crest of the flood became progressively lower 
as the river broadened until there was a crest of only about 6 feet 
above normal below Trenton, where the river enters broad, flat terrain 
and its flood waters are allowed to spread over the marshes and 
lowlands. 

Above Trenton heavy loss of life occurred, while below Trenton 
there were no fatalities and property damage was relatively small. 

We do not, however, wish to minimize the flood damage below 
Trenton, which has been estimated at over $1 million in Burlington 
County, with the city of Burlington as the principal sufferer. 

The flooding of the area above, as well as below Trenton, can partly 
be prevented by adequate check dams in the upper river and tributaries. 


EFFECT OF DEPTH OF CHANNEL ON FLOODS 


At this point another factor enters into the picture with regard 
to the river below Trenton, where the Delaware becomes a tidal 
estuary. This is the depth of the channel and the amount of water 
which flows out and in of the river with the flow and ebb of the tides. 
Perhaps some of you remembered that below Trenton flooding oc- 
curred only at the upper stages of the tide, in spite of the fact that 
the current flowed in one direction only—down for two or more con- 
secutive days. 

The tide did not even affect it. So much water was going down 
it just kept on going for two consecutive days. The water was coming 
down from above Trenton. Tt was so much that even the tide did not 
affect it. It kept right on rolling down. 


FLOOD DAMAGE 


As is well known, the existing 25-foot channel above Philadelphia 
suffered severe damage from the 1955 floods. Sand, silt, and other 
materials washed into the channel by the swift flowing floodwaters, 
caused such shoaling that it was necessary to redredge large sections of 
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the river, at heavy expense, recently estimately at $650,000. Needless 
to say, had the channel been 35 or more feet deep, the flood dam: ige 
would have been more costly to repair. 

It is clear, therefore, that the expenditure of huge sums to create a 
deeper water yay in the upper Delaware would be nothing short of 
folly, until effec tive measures have been taken to eliminate the menace 
of an upriver freshet which could, in a few hours, wipe out a multi- 
million dollar investment in channel deepening. 

It is certainly more desirable to spend the taxpayers’ money to pre- 
vent a repetition of the loss of over 60 lives and millions of dollars in 
property damage by another flood, than to spend 91 million to swell 
the profits of United States Steel ‘and at the same time incre: ise the 
flood menace by filling in vast flood plain areas with spoil. Filling 
in of the flood plain areas with spoil from the dredging of the deeper 
channel is bound to raise the height of the river whenever flood con- 
ditions occur. 

This condition has been experienced in other rivers where the 
channels were constricted and narrowed with spoil deposits, the Mis- 
sourl River is a typical example. 

I would like to say, Senator Ellender, if I may, that the members 
of our association are men who have lived all their lives along the 
river. This testimony we have prepared is not based on hearsay ; : 
these are men who have watched storms over a period of as many 
as 40 or 50 years. 

We know that the engineers disagree in some measure with the 
findings that we have. In fact, Colonel Clark was kind enough to 
come up and take a tour of the devastated areas with us. He was 
really very wonderful to us. 

Of course, he does not agree, as I say, with some of the findings 
that we have. 


YARDVILLE FLOOD 


On the other hand, we feel that some of the things that the Army 
engineers have had difficulty with, and I partic ularly ‘all attention to 
the Yardville episode where 2 weeks before Hurricane Diane occurred 
they predicted there would be no flood and I think the water rose 
24 feet. 

[ do not cite that in any condemnation of the engineers. 

Senator ELLenper. That was very unusual, was it not? 

Mr. Becton. Yes, but the point is that Mother Nature is a little 
bit hard to rule with a slide stick. 

You may have every test in the world and everything else, but you 
can’t tell what she is going to do about the thing. That is one of the 
points that we make. 

Senator Extenper. I was just trying to locate Trenton with re- 
spect to the Fairless Steel Co. 

Mr. Becron. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLenper. It is below Trenton? 

Mr. Becton. Yes, sir; above five and a half miles on the river. 


DISPOSITION OF SPOILS 


Senator ELLenper. Now, as that channel is deepened to 35 feet, 
where do they expect to put the spoils? 
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Mr. Brcron. We have complete maps of that from the Army engi- 
neers. 

Senator Etnenper. They will not fill the river up with that? 

Mr. Brcron. No; this is all broad, flat marshland through here. 
They are going to fill this in. 

At some location the Army engineers plans show that this will 
be built up to dikes 14 feet high, ranging from 5 feet high to 14 fee: 
high. 

Senator Extenper. It will not restrict the river current? 

Mr. Becron. It will the overflow. You have this broad overfloy 
of marshland along the river there. It goes for miles. 

Their plan calls for filling in practically all of that. 

Senator Extenper. Do you think the deepening of the river will 
take much water ? 

Mr. Brcron. That is the hydraulics that they use, but it has not 
been our experience that way. 

Our experience has been where these lowlands have been covered 
in we have had more flooding all along. That was the case of the 
Missouri River as well. That was not supposed to have happened, 
either, and they had floods there 9 years out of 10 from 1941 to 1951. 

So I say it is a matter of Mother Nature, not always being able to 
be guided by a slide stick. 

The reason I preface my remark is when we get to the cause of 
floods it may help a little bit in following our reasoning on it. 


HIGH DELAWARE BAY TIDES 


Heavy southeasterly gales on the seacoast drive water up Delaware 
Bay and River causing abnormally high tides as far upriver as Bur- 
lington and even beyond. 

A deeper channel would allow even more of this wind driven flood 
water to pass up the river and also for a greater distance. This 
higher level of water, plus a sudden downpour of rain, has frequently 
caused flooding of riverfront communities. 

I have here something which I would like to submit to you as part 
of the evidence, which is a newspaper showing flood scenes and tell- 
ing of all of this flood that we att from Hurricane Diane. There 
are two pages of pictures of riverfront floods. We want to submit 
that. 

Filling the natural overflow areas with spoil, plus the higher tides 
aggravated even more by a southeast gale, plus the sudden runoff 
of heavy rains as provided by elaborate surface drainage systems 
of our modern highways and building projects, is sure to bring disaster 
to many of the riverfront communities if the channel is deepened. 
We need measures to hold the water back—not to bring in an added 
burden from the ocean. 

Senator Errenpver. How far south of Trenton is Burlington? 

Mr. Becton. I would say about 10 to 12 miles. 

Senator Extenper. How far is Burlington from the sea? 

Mr. Becton. It is over a hundred miles from the sea. 

Senator Extenver. Delaware Bay is just an arm of the ocean? 

Mr. Becton. That is right. 
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I just want to say at Burlington where most of this trouble hap- 
pened, Levitt has now moved in : and take over quite a tract of ground 
and he is going to erect somewhere between 15,000 and 20,000 homes 
in those norma] farmlands. 

You know what that is going to do to surface drainage. It is going 
to cover roofs, streets, playgrounds, parking lots. 


FLOOD AT BURLINGTON 


Senator Extenper. Did any other city suffer as Burlington did? 

Mr. Becton. No. 

Senator ELLenper. That was peculiar to Burlington. Is that be- 
cause of the low terrain ? 

Mr. Becron. Yes; they have some dike system and even have elab- 
orate pumping system to empty out the water and they could not 
begin to cope with it. 

Senator Exztenper. I guess the flow of water there was unprece- 
dented. 

Mr. Becton. Yes; it was really quite disastrous. 

An upriver dam, to control the flow of the Delaware River, should 
come before any move to deepen the channel above Philadelphia. In 
very fact, the deeper channel project should be deferred until proper 
flood-control measures have been installed and are effectively 
operating. 

That is one of the important parts of our testimony. We feel that 
is very urgent. 

Hurricane Diane, with its disastrous results, occurred in the very 
upper reaches of the Delaware River. Had the rush of floodw ater 
from Diane, as it reached the area below Trenton been accompanied 
by an abnormally high tide, the city of Burlington, which was half 
underwater—see the news pictures—could have virtually been wiped 
out. The big question that arises: Is it worth all of this risk of life 
and property to make profit for United States Steel Co.? 


MENACE TO UNDERGROUND WATER SUPPLY 


There is also danger that underground water supplies fed by the 
river might be contaminated by salt water advancing farther 
upstream. 

In spite of predictions to the contrary by proponents of the channel, 
past experience of the New Jersey Water Policy Commission has shown 
that salt water advanced upstream and became more concentrated in 
lower areas with every previous deepening of the channel in the 
Delaware River. 

The sulfate concentration of deep wells adjacent to and fed by the 
river also showed a marked increase with every previous deepening 
of the channel This is a matter of record by the New Jersey Water 
Policy Commission. 

South Jersey enjoys a bountiful suply of exceptionally good and 
palatable water—better than anywhere else in the country—that could 
very well be rendered useless by salt-water intrusion. 

You have heard a lot about lowering of the water table and we are 
still apprehensive about it. 
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In conclusion, the Delaware River Valley Association respectfully 
petitions this committee to—at the very least—defer any action on the 
proposed deeper channel project until the pressing problems of flood 
control have been successfully solved. 

In this way, the life and property of American citizens will be as- 
sured safety and protection against future floods, with the retention of 
spoil free river plain areas acting as additional safety valves, and the 
wonderful underground water supply of southern New Jersey guarded 
from the possibility of contamination. 

That is as much as I covered in my testimony and I left a copy with 
the Secretary. 

If it please you, Senator Ellender, I would like to call on our next 
witness, Mr. Charles Biddle, of Philadelphia. 

Senator Ettenper. Allright, Mr. Biddle, come over. 

Mr. Becron. Before I leave, if I may interrupt, Senator Ellender, I 
also have a brief which the Paterson Parchment Paper Co., of Bristol, 
Pa., has asked me to submit to you for the record. 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


Senator ExLenper. It will be filed following your testimony. 
Mr. Becron. Thank you. 


(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


PATERSON PARCHMENT PAPER Co., 
Bristol, Pa., April 26, 1956. 
COMMITTEE FOR DEEPENING OF DELAWARE RIVER CHANNEL, 
Capitol Building, Washington, D. C. 


GENTLEMEN: The Paterson Parchment Paper Co. wants to go on record again 
in protesting the deepening of the Delaware River Channel without funds being 
provided for possible damages to our present properties along the river, in the 
process of construction or as a result of the endeavor. 

We again list, in brief, the principal items of our complaint: 

Item 1: Possibility of salinity intrusion: Any salt content in the water 
would be sufficient to make the manufacture of parchment paper out of the 
question. We quote from the April 1955 volume 24, No. 4 publication of 
The Betz Indicator, ““Water used in making high quality paper must not have 
salts present in such quantity that any appreciable amount will deposit in 
the drying paper.” 


Item 2: Possibility of introducing underground springs or streams to the 
Delaware. 

Item 3: Change in river water level: A drop of 0.6 feet would put our 
company to an extensive reconstruction of intake crib and relocation of 
intake lines. 

Item 4: The Paterson Parchment Paper Cc. is located on the bend of the 
river. Deepening of the channel will naturally be on the westerly side, 
causing erosion to our 1,800-foot shoreline. 

Item 5: Damage to our precision machinery by blasting during con- 
struction. 

Item 6: Additional contamination of river water by oceangoing vessels. 

We further claim that our company is a typical industry along the upper Dela- 
ware which would not profit from the availability of oceangoing shipping. 

In conclusion, we do not oppose the deepening of the channel as such, provided 
funds are available to pay for damage to properties of others. 

Very truly yours, 

PATERSON PARCHMENT PAPER Co., 
H. J. KENDALL, 
Secretary and Assistant Treasurer. 
GRanT D. MoscHLITZz, 
Plant Engineer. 
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Mr. Becron. They have a very difficult problem and they are appre- 
hensive about it and they asked me to turn it in to you. 
Senator ELLENDER. You may proceed, Mr. Biddle. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES J. BIDDLE, VICE PRESIDENT, DELAWARE 
RIVER VALLEY ASSOCIATION, ANDALUSIA, PA. 


UPPER DELAWARE RIVER CHANNEL 


Mr. Bippte. I have here, Senator, a pamphlet which has just been 
brought out by the Delaware River Valley Association, which sum- 
marizes a good deal of what we have to say. 

Senator Extenper. Mr. Biddle, this pamphlet can be filed for the 
record, if you desire, sir. You may highlight it. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


THE TRUTH ABOUT THE PROPOSED DEEPER CHANNEL IN THE UPPER DELAWARE RIVER 


(Second edition) 


During 1955 pressure groups in Philadelphia and vicinity made desperate 
efforts to obtain from the 1st session of the 84th Congress the first of a series of 
huge Federal appropriations for dredging a 40-foot channel in the upper Delaware 
River. 

The proposed project called for a channel 40 feet deep with a minimum width 
of 400 feet from Philadelphia to the Fairless Works of the United States Steel 
Corporation at Morrisville, Pa., a distance of 22 miles, and a 35-foot channel 
with a minimum width of 300 feet from the steel plant to Trenton, N. J., the 
head of navigation, 5144 miles farther upstream. The total cost of the project 
was estimated by the United States Army engineers at $91,738,000. In addition 
to this, the annual maintenance cost was estimated to be $938,600 over and 
above the present cost of maintaining the existing 25-foot channel. 

As a result of evidence presented at congressional hearings by the Delaware 
River Valley Association and others, showing the proposed 40-foot channel above 
Philadelphia to be unnecessary and an unjustified use of public funds for the 
benefit of a special private interest, the House of Representatives, through the 
courageous stand of economy-minded Congressmen, decisively defeated the 
bill to appropriate funds for the project. 

Having suffered defeat in 1955 in their demands for funds for a 40-foot chan- 
nel in the upper Delaware, the same pressure groups are now renewing their 
demands, but sometimes on a modified scale, seeking a 35- or 40-foot channel 
in a last effort to sell this “special interest’ project to the present session of 
Congress. The modified demands are being made, however, in the face of admis- 
sion that a 40-foot chanel is the ultimate goal. 

The groups that are promoting this grandiose plan have been carrying on an 
intensive propaganda campaign, seeking to make it appear that a river channel 
of increased depth is badly needed for the general economic welfare of the 
Delaware Valley area and that the opening of such a deep waterway would 
bring great industrial expansion with consequent abounding prosperity to resi- 
dents of this region. 

Arguments set forth by the channel proponents have consisted largely of 
vague generalities, exaggerated claims and visionary predictions, of a highly 
speculative nature, which are unsupportable by existing facts. 

One of the facts that the channel enthusiasts completely overlook, in pic- 
turing the “vast industrial expansion” for the upper Delaware River area to be 
achieved through a deeper waterway, is that there are practically no great 
expanses of land remaining available for large industrial plants on the river 
between Philadelphia and Trenton. During recent years this entire region has 
been rapidly developed as a suburban residential area. 

While some potential sites for small and moderate sized industries are still 
available along the river above Philadelphia, there is no space suitable for large 
and heavy industry such as might furnish sufficient traffic to make a deep 
channel economically justifiable. 
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As an example, the Fairless plant of United States Steel occupies a site of 
approximately 3,900 acres—6 square miles. No suitable tract even remotely 
approaching this size now remains along the upper river. 

There are, however, many miles of shoreline available for large scale indus. 
trial development on the portion of the river below Philadelphia, where a deep 
channel, accommodating the super ore carrier class of vessels, is already “4 
existence. 

WHICH CHANNEL IS JUSTIFIED? 


Proponents of the deeper channel have constantly attempted to portray the 
defeat of the proposed 40-foot channel in the Delaware River above Philadelp hia 
as jeopardizing the shipping activities of the port of Philadelphia. It is important 
to understand that the channel in the Delaware River is divided into two sep 
arate projects, with Federal funds appropriated separately and the two projects 
are judged on their individual merits of benefits against costs. One of these 
projects is the maintenance of an existing 40-foot channel from the sea to the 
Philadelphia Navy Yard and an existing 37-foot channel from the Navy Yard to 
Allegheny Avenue, Philadelphia. This project is entirely proper, necessary and 
fully justified. The other project is the proposed deepening of the existing 25- 
foot channel to a depth of 35 to 40 feet, starting at Allegheny Avenue and pro- 
ceeding upstream to Newbold Island and thence to Trenton, N. J. This proposed 
deepening project is unnecessary and unjustified. 

It is only a concentration of the largest and heaviest industries, eonsuming 
bulk raw materials in enormous quantities, that can support the use of such 
supersized carriers as require a 35-foot channel for their passage. Sites for 
the location of such large-scale industries no longer exist along the portion of 
the river above Philadelphia. 

It is clearly evident that the proposed channel is practically for the sole use of 
the United States Steel Fairless Works at Morrisville, 

If low cost operation is dependent on bulk shipments of raw material by water, 
then it was very poor planning on the part of the United States Steel Co. to 
locate a plant at Morrisville, 22 miles above the deep channel which is available 
for a distance of 48 miles up the river to Philadelphia. The Fairless Works 
could have been located on the Delaware River below Philadelphia, where a 
40-foot channel already exists, thus obtaining this advantage without delay and 
without additional cost to the taxpayer. Why should the American taxpayer pay 
for this mistake in judgment by the Steel Co.? 

As far as the United States Steel Corp. is concerned, the Fairless plant is 
receiving foreign iron ore regularly and in vast quantities by means of ships 
using the existing 25-foot channel, which because of the 6-foot normal tidal 
rise in the upper Delaware, becomes a 31-foot channel at high water. This 
channel is readily navigable by large ocean-going freighters of the class whicn 
carry the bulk of the world’s commerce. These vessels, flying the flags of many 
nations, are navigating the river almost daily, bringing millions of tons of ore 
a year to the Fairless plant. (See pictures pp. 7 and 8—note how size of vessels 
in 1956 has increased over 1955.) (Not printed.) 


BENEFIT-TO-COST RATIO FOR CHANNEL GROSSLY EXAGGERATED 


It is important to note at this point that the favorable cost-benefit ratio of the 
deeper channel, presented by the United States Army, Corps of Engineers, to 
justify the project, is based on the costs of transshipping ore on the present 25- 
foot channel from Philadelphia to Morrisville by barge. The cost of shipping 
by barge is then compared with the cost of shipping by super ore carrier vessels 
using the deeper channel. The truth is that the present 25-foot channel, with its 
6-foot rise of tide is being used daily by ocean-going vessels to deliver foreign ore 
to the Fairless Works. It was on the basis of these barge costs that the original 
authorization was pushed through the 83d Congress as an amendment to the 
omnibus appropriations bill by the Senate. Hearings were never held by any com- 
mittee of the House of Representatives when the original authorization was rail- 
roaded through in the closing days with other “must” legislation. Let the 
Corps of Engineers refigure the costs of this “special interests” project on the 
basis of the costs of shipment by ocean-going vessels, as now used on the present 
25-foot channel, instead of the falacious basis of shipment by barge, which has 
never been used, and the cost-benefit ratio will be decidedly unfavorable and the 
project unjustified. 
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ABUNDANCE OF ORE SHIPPED ON 25-FOOT CHANNEL 


Not only are the needs of the Fairless plant for ore being abundantly supplied 
by ships traversing the existing channel, but vast quantities of ore over and 
above that consumed at Fairless are being brought up the river, unloaded at 
this plant and reshipped by rail to other steel mills, located at various inland 
points. The benefit-to-cost ratio is now based on the projected shipment of 
10,400,000 tons of ore annually by 1960, only 4,000,000 tons of which is to be used 
at Fairless, when it reaches maximum capacity and the balance of the ore is to 
be reshipped to other inland points. 

The present method of calculating the benefit-to-cost ratio should be recalcu- 
lated on the basis of the present method of operation, in which part of the cargo 
is removed below Philadelphia and shipped by rail to the inland points. Over 
this shorter route it is surely less costly than rail shipment from Morrisville. 
It is evident that the United States Army engineers either made a gross error or 
were misled in this original cost calculation, based on barge transfer and towing, 
which was so unrealistic that it was never put into practice. 

Virtually all water transportation on the river above Philadelphia, with the 
exception of that to United States Steel’s Fairless Works, is carried on by 
means of tugs, lighters, barges, and small vessels which do not require even the 
25-foot depth afforded by the present channel. 

While United States Steel is the only industrial concern now making any ex- 
tensive use of sea-going vessels on the Upper Delaware, there is under con- 
struction near Florence, N. J., a plant of the National Gypsum Co., which is 
planning to bring gypsum rock by ship up the Delaware to the plant. An officer 
of the Gypsum Co. has publicly stated that the plant’s annual requirements when 
in full operation will be 350,000 tons of raw material. This is but an insignifi- 
cant fraction of the tonnage of ore annually planned to be transported up the 
river to the Fairless Works. The same general type of vessels that are suc- 
cessfully meeting the requirements of the Fairless Works should certainly 
suffice to meet the much smaller needs of the new gypsum plant, therefore the 
opening of this plant can hardly furnish a logical argument for a deeper channel. 


CHANNEL TO TRENTON A MYTH 


So far as extending the channel above the Fairless Works to Trenton is con- 
cerned, there is even less need. The United States Army engineers have already 
stated that traffic to Trenton was not sufficiently assured to warrant maintenance 
of the presently authorized 25-foot channel, so accordingly they have allowed this 
portion above the steel plant to shoal to a depth of 18 feet or less. Not one 
person, industry, the Governor or any legislator up to this time has asked the 
United States Army engineers to restore the authorized 25-foot channel to 
Trenton. The channel to Morrisville (22 miles) was restored by the United 
States Army engineers at the request of United States Steel from ordinary funds 
and could easily be continued to Trenton (5% miles) if any industry in that 
area was in need of it. In the face of this the United States Army engineers 
have recommended a 35-foot channel to Trenton. Could it be that someone 
is seeking the support of New Jersey legislators for this project? 

Where, then, is the justification for the expenditure of many millions of dollars 
of public funds on this project? We believe that a project such as is being 
sought for the upper Delaware River is without precedent. It is noteworthy 
that the St. Lawrence seaway, the most important waterway project ever under- 
taken in this country, designed to open up to world commerce the entire Great 
Lakes region, with its many giant industrial centers and vast agricultural areas, 
is to have a controlling depth of 27 feet. We already have in the upper Delaware, 
at the higher stages of the tide, a considerably greater depth of water than the 
St. Lawrence seaway is to provide. 

If a depth of 27 feet is sufficient for the great commercial centers of Buffalo, 
Cleveland, Toledo, Detroit, and Chicago, why shouldn’t it fulfill the needs of 
such a relatively insignificant and, at present, nonoperating port as Trenton 
on the Delaware? 

Moreover, the St. Lawrence seaway is to be a toll waterway open at both 
ends, supported by tolls collected from those who actually use and directly 
benefit from it. Proponents of the dead-end upper Delaware River project are 
demanding it as a free gift from the Federal Government, without local contri- 
bution of any kind. 
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A justifiable public works project, for which the taxpayers of the entire 
Nation are forced to pay, should be one that would bring benefits over a wide 
territory and to a large segment of our populace. This requirement is certainly 
not fulfilled by the upper Delaware River channel which could benefit only q 
relative few, localized in one small area. 

The proposed channel is not a connecting link, for example, such as the St. 
Lawrence seaway or the Calumet-Sag Channel, opening up vast areas of the 
country to commerce. It is simply a dead-end passage leading into one small 
locality for the special benefit of purely local interests. We believe that the 
use of public funds for such a purpose would be highly improper. 


FLOOD DISASTER IMMINENT WITH DEEPER CHANNEL 


Grave fears are entertained that the deeper channel project, if carried out in 
the manner proposed, would substantially increase the flood danger to many 
communities situated on the river between Philadelphia and Trenton. 

The disastrous floods in the Delaware River that occurred in August 1955, 
have Served to focus attention on the vital need for a comprehensive program 
of protective flood control measures for the Delaware Valley. Any deeper chan- 
nel in the tidal portion of the river is so closely interrelated with a flood control 
program, for the portion of the river above the head of navigation, that the 
two cannot soundly be considered separately but must be viewed as component 
parts of the overall picture. 

As is well known, the existing 25-foot channel above Philadelphia suffered 
severe damage from the 1955 floods. Sand, silt and other materials, washed 
into the channel by the swift-flowing floodwaters, caused such shoaling that it 
was necessary to redredge large portions of the river, at heavy expense ($650.- 
000). Needless to say, had the channel been 35 or more feet deep, the flood 
damage would have been more costly to repair. 

It is clear, therefore, that the expenditure of vast sums to create a deeper 
waterway in the upper Delaware would be nothing short of folly until effective 
measures have heen taken to eliminate the menace of an up-river freshet which 
could, in a few hours, wipe out a multimillion dollar investment in channel 
deepening. 

It is certainly more desirable to spend the taxpayers’ money to prevent a 
repetition of the loss of over 60 lives and millions of dollars in property damage 
by another flood, such as Hurricane Diane, than to spend $91 million to swell 
the profits of United States Steel and at the same time increase the flood menace 
by filling vast flood plain areas with spoil. 


CAUSE OF FLOops 


Heavy southeasterly gales on the seacoast drive the water up Delaware Bay 
and River causing abnormally high tides as far up as Burlington and even 
beyond. A deeper channel would allow even more of this wind driven flood- 
water to pass up the river and also for a greater distance. This higher level of 
water plus a sudden downpour of rain has frequently caused flooding of river- 
front communities. 

Filling the natural overflow areas with spoil, plug the higher tides aggravated 
even more by a southeast gale, plus the sudden runoff of heavy rains as provided 
by elaborate surface drainage systems from our modern highways and building 
projects is sure to bring disaster to many of the riverfront communities if the 
channel is deepened. We need measures to hold the water back not to concen- 
trate it all in one area. An up-river dam to control the flow of the Delaware 
River should come before any move to deepen the channel above Philadelphia. 

Hurricane Diane, with its disastrous results, occurred in the very upper 
reaches of the Delaware River. Had the rush of floodwater from Diane, as it 
reached the area below Trenton, been accompanied by an abnormally high tide, 
which occurs with a deeper channel and a southeast wind, the city of Burlington, 
which was half under water (see news pictures), could have virtually been 
wiped out. The big question that arises—-is it worth all this risk of life and 
property to make profit for United States Steel? 


MENACE TO UNDERGROUND WATER SUPPLY 


There is also danger that underground water supplies fed by the river might 
be contaminated by salt water advancing farther upstream. In spite of pre- 
diction to the contrary by proponents of the channel, past experience (of the 
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New Jersey Water Policy Commission) has shown that salt water advanced 
upstream and became more concentrated in lower areas with every previous 
deepening of the channel in the Delaware River. ‘The sulphate concentration 
of deep wells adjacent to and fed by the river also showed a marked increase 
with every previous deepening of the channel. This is a matter of record by the 
New Jersey Water Policy Commission. 

Greater industrial and residential demands have already taxed the under- 
ground water supply in South Jersey and salt intrusion might even render this 
valuable supply of water useless. 

South Jersey enjoys a bountiful supply of exceptionally good and palatable 
water, better than anywhere else in the country, that could very well be rendered 
useless by Salt water intrusion. 


DEEP CHANNEL MUST BE STOPPED 


In conclusion, it is evident the American taxpayer is being asked to bear a 
heavy tax burden for a small benetit to the United States Steel Corp. and that 
this request is unnecessary, unjustified, yes, even dangerous, and should not be 
permitted. 

This project must be stopped. In fairness to the American taxpayer we urge 
the Members of the House of Representatives and the Senate to defeat this 
unnecessary and unjustified project. 

The proposed deeper Channel in upper Delaware River is unjustified and needs 
to be reevaluated by United States Army, Corps of Engineers.—The Delaware 
River Valley Association. 

Mr. Biwpie. That is what I thought I would do, quite briefly. 

I have not made a statement before the Senate committee before. I 
did make a statement before the House committee this year and also 
lats year. 

I would say first that I will confine myself entirely to the question 
of the advisability of the proposed deeper channel in the Upper Dela- 
ware River. 

There has been a great deal of confusion in this case, a good deal of 
it, I think, in public press, purposeful confusion, between the upper 
river and the lower river. They are quite distinct. The port of 
Philadelphia is a great port and they want a 40-foot channel down 
there. They have 37 feet and they want certain improvements in the 
channel which they are entitled to have. 


UPPER DELAWARE RIVER 


The upper river is an entirely different proposition. Now, first, a 
sofar as who I am and what my experience with the river is, I W 
born on the Delaware River at Andalusia, Bucks C ounty, which is on 
the Pennsylvania side, about a mile and a ‘half above the limits of the 
city of Philadelphia. I have lived there all my life, which is getting 
to be now quite a long time, which is 66 years. 

[ own the property there and my house is on the bank of the river 
and I lived there all my life and I have seen the Delaware River go 
by every day and I have spent a great deal of time on the river. 

Senator ExLenpver. What is your profession? 

Mr. Bippir. I am an attorney from Philadelphia. I think I know 
the river intimately from Philadelphia up to Trenton from having 
fished on it and having been up and down it constantly. 

Now, the proponents of this scheme, whenever I have anything to 

say about it, alw: ays discount it by saying, “Oh, well, he has a nice old 
plac e and he likes it and he is afraid that this channel is going to muss 
it up and, therefore, don’t pay any attention to what he says. 
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As a matter of fact, I do happen to own a property which is close 
to the channel, close in shore between Philadelphia and Trenton in a 
single ownership. I have three-quarters of a mile of riverfront as it 
goes back to the Pennsylvania Railroad. 

If this deeper channel would do what they say it would do, it would 
be greatly to my financial advantage because I can sell that property, 
which I own outright, with no strings on it, and retire. 


HISTORY OF PROPOSED CHANNEL 


I think this proposed deeper channel, however, is a delusion and [ 
appear here because I think it is an outrageous, unjustified squander- 
ing of the taxpayers’ money. 

Now, the history of the channel in which you may be interested is 
that the old channel was 12 feet at low tide. 

Then in 1920 it was deepened to 20 feet. 

Senator ELLenper. Do you know whether any objections were raised 
then to the deepening of it? 

Mr. Bropte. I don’t recall objections at that time when it was put 
down to 20 feet. 

Then in the thirties, about 1933 or 1934, there was a proposition to 
deepen it to 25 feet. The local Army engineers recommended against 
that because they said nobody had made use of the 20-foot channel. 
They had not put in docks to take ships of that depth and they saw 
no purpose in putting docks for a 25-foot channel. 

That was overruled and during the make-work projects during the 
depression that was made 25 feet. There has not been any increase 
on the river in all these years over what the traffic used to be when the 
channel was 12 feet with the exception of since the advent of the 
United States Steel Co. at Morrisville and they have a couple of boats 
that go up and down, I would say 2 a day go by. 

The other traffic is much less than it used to be. There used to be 
freight boats and passenger boats. There is very little of that. 

With the exception of the United States Steel Co. there has not 
been as much use as there was before because the trucks and the rail- 
roads have supplanted that. 

At the time the steel company put the plant at Morrisville, and I 
am fairly familiar with that because I happened to represent the 
farmers that had the major part of that land and I sold for him, 
I sold to the steel company 2,500 acres of the 5,900 acres of land they 
have. 

Until that happened there being no need for the deeper channel, the 
river was allowed to silt in until it got down to a depth of approxi- 
mately 17 feet. 

It was cleaned out by the Army engineers to 25 feet again when the 
steel company came along. 

Within a couple of months at a meeting of the Delaware River 
Valley Association, with Colonel Clark, the head of the United States 
Army Engineers, we asked him this simple question about the channel 
from Morrisville, the steel plant 5 miles up to Trenton it is proposed 
under this proposal to make a 35 feet deep, we asked him how deep 
that was. 
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He said that is now about 17 feet, either 16 or 17 feet. 

[I said why. 

“Oh,” he said, “because there has been no demand for it. Nobody 
has asked us to make it any deeper.” 

That is the situation between the steel mill and Trenton, just as a 
sidelight on this great hullaballoo that has been made about the great 
demand for the deeper channel up to Trenton. 

The answer that the proponents seek to make to objections to the 
deepening of the channel and to statements that it will benefit pri- 
marily the steel company is all “Well, of course, if you deepen the 
channel it will attract other industry and it will help the valley.” 

Senator ELLENDER. That is what I was going to suggest to you. 
Maybe you folks do not want any more business, you have too much 
now. Is that it? 

Mr. Bropte. Who has too much now? 

Senator ELLeNnpeR. Too much business in that area. Is that the 
reason why there is opposition now. Do you not think that deepening 
of the channel to Trenton is going to afford much more readily accessi- 
ble river frontage thus attracting new industries along the river? 


NEED FOR DEEPER CHANNEL 


Mr. Bippte. Not the deepening of the channel. That is the point 
that I was just coming to. 

It is heavy industry that needs that, like the steel company. The 
ordinary manufacturing industry does not require that. 

You realize, of course, that at low tide the channel is now 25 feet 
deep. You have a 6-foot tide, your average depth in the Delaware 
River at present in the Upper Delaware River is 27 feet except above 
Morrisville where they have let it silt in. 

It averages out 28 feet at high tide, a minimum depth at low water of 
25 feet. That will take any normal oceangoing vessel. 

The pamphlet which I handed you has a picture of oceangoing 
freighters in it going up and down, which go up and down every day. 

You realize that that is deeper than the proposed St. Lawrence 
seaway which is going to make a port. The depth there, which is a 
constant depth, is sion question of tide, 27 feet. That is proposed 
in order to make ocean ports of points on the Great Lakes. There is 
absolutely no need for anything more than this depth except for the 
benefit of the steel company to enable it to bring these superfreighters 
in. 

Senator Etienper. As I understand it, the reason why the St. 
Lawrence has been limited to 27 feet is because that is the depth of 
many of the canals or connecting routes on the Canadian side. In my 
humble judgment it will not be long before the St. Lawrence Sea- 
way is dredged to 40 feet. 

Mr. Bippie. It may be. 

Senator ELLenpzr. That is what is going to happen. 

Mr. Bippie. Perhaps they will, but do you realize that the steel com- 
pany at the present time is taking to Morrisville, to their plant, about 
four times the amount of ore that the mill can use? The rest of it is 
being shipped to the west, Pittsburgh, and so forth, by rail from 
Morrisville. 
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In other words, that mill at full capacity will handle about 2 million 
tons of ore a year. If they double the size of it, it will be 4 million, 
which they have some plans to do right now. 

At the present time they are t taking fi ar in excess of 4 million, it is 6 or 
8, way in excess of their needs there, and shipping the rest of it out 
west by rail. 

Now, I heard a man here when I was sitting in the back of the room, 
from the Gypsum Co. He said they were putting up some 350,000 tons 
of gypsum rock. He didn’t say how long. 

That can be perfectly well supplied in the present vessels, as they 
know, otherwise they would not locate there. 

We can see no excuse whatsoever for this huge expenditure just 
for the benefit of primarily the steel company. 

I know every foot of the river up and down. The answer to the 
proposition th at it will develop additional business and attract heavy 
industry, if you put in the deeper channel, is that there is no place to 
put it on the river. 

There are some places for small industry, but none of the kind of 
places you need for heavy industry and the ordinary industries are 
amply served by the present channel. 

I am sorry that Senator Martin did not stay. I have known him 
for years and also Senator Duff, and I have written him in connection 
with this. I told him these facts and asked him if he would put out to 
me where it was proposed that they would put this heavy industry. 
Neither one of them was able to do it. 

The same thing for the Congressman, Mr. Car] King, from that area. 


COST OF 40-FOOT CHANNEL 


Now, as to the disadvantage, the cost estimated by the Army engi- 
neers back at 1952 figure, at 90 some million dollars. That is for the 
40-foot channel. Do not be deceived by the suggestion that you are 
only asked now for $6 million or that it is going to be a 30-foot chan- 
nel, or 35-foot channel. That is merely an obvious effort to get the 
40-foot channel in the 2 smaller size bites instead of 1 big bite w ith the 
hope that it will be easier to get that way. 

Senator Ertenper. I understand it is the intention of the engineers 
to complete the 35-foot channel past the steel mill. Am I right in that? 

Mr. Brpptx. That is the present program. 

Senator ELLENpeER. That is the present proposal ? 

Mr. Bippie. That is the present proposal. 

Senator Eiienper. In the event they do want 40, they will have to 
come back and replan, I presume. 

Mr. Bropre. But I prophesy that just as soon as you appropriate 
anything toward this deeper channel they will be back to say, “Well, 
now, vou don’t want to waste that money you have already appro- 
priated. This channel is not sufficient.” 

Now, if you add the cost of changing all your lights and buoys 
and so forth, their figures go to $100 million. There is no appropri- 
ation whatever in the air except one place in Florence and one place 
in Bristol for the protection of the shoreline. 
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The engineers will tell you it won't affect the shoreline when you 
put this deep ditch in. I tell you from personal observation that the 
shoreline has sunk since the channel was put down to 25 feet, hus 
sunk an average of about a foot to 18 inches. 

Senator ELLeNprEr. Is it solid ground, or marsh / 

Mr. Bippte. No, gravel, stone, and it slides. It is not great big 
rocks. It is pebbles and gravel. 

Senator ExLenver. How far will the shoreline be from the main 
channel ¢ 

Mr. Bippie. It varies. On my place the shoreline is 150 feet from 
the edge of the channel, in other places it is a thousand feet because the 
shore is not entirely regular. 

The result of that is that when your shoreline sinks all your sea- 
walls, the foundations of your seawalls are exposed and washed out and 
when the storm comes the water washes under there and your seawalls 
collapse. 

I have had that happen 7 times and I have personally been re- 
quired to underpin at my place out of my own pocket for that purpose, 
$10,000 in the last 2 years. 

Now, that is a hardship on people along the river. They don’t take 
that into account at all. 

They may deny it. All I can say is that I can take them there and 
show it to them. 

Senator ELLENpER. Was that not done to protect your property / 
You did it to protect your property ¢ 

Mr. Bropte. | did it to protect my property. 

Senator Extenper. You would not object to this widening the river 
there, would you? If you had not built the wall that you mentioned, 
would not more of your land have gone into the river / 

Mr. Broptr. But the wall has been there. 

Senator ELtenper. I undertsand that, but I say it was put there to 
prevent further encroachment by the river on your property. 

Mr. Bippie. Put there over a hundred years ago and stood there 
perfectly until they came along and deepened the channel. Then the 
shore sinks and you have to rebuild your wall. 

Senator ELLenper. Did they force you to build the wall, or did you 
do it of your own volition to protect the property ? 

Mr. Bure. I did it to protect the property, but the deepening of 
the channel is what caused it. And if you cut this channel down to 
40 feet, you will have that trouble all up and down the river which 
it seems to me is a great hardship to the people along the river. 


INCREASED FLOODING 


Now, this flooding that Mr. Becton spoke about, that is not con- 
jecture; it isa fact. That has been happening. 

Since the channel has been deepened to its present depth your water 
is up over the seawalls 15 to 20 times a year when it used to be a rare 
thing when that happened. 

So that is a very real danger. Burlington was the one that was 
most affected last year, but there were lots of other properties that 
were damaged and the more you deepen the channel the more you 
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accentuate that and those residences along the river are built on the 
experience of many years and they are not way above the river. 

All you need is another foot or two of water to have very serious 
trouble there. 

Now, I point these things out, recognizing perfectly that if this 
deeper channel is real progress—we all realize in this day and age 
whether we like it or we don’t, that we have to put up with it—but | 
think it gives one pause for thought before embarking on a tremendous 
expenditure of the taxpayers’ money, which has all the dangers in it 
that this has, which in the proof furnished by experience will not at- 
tract any more heavy industry or prosperity to the area for the simple 
reason that there is no place to put it there. 

In any event, the present oceangoing vessels which the channel is 
sufficient for, are ample to take care of the needs and it does seem 
that if some industry would like to save a little amount per ton as 
they no doubt can by having these supertankers and super ore car- 
riers, that they can hardly expect the taxpayers to pay for it. 

It is comparable to the situation if the trucking industry, instead 
of having the present limit of 60,000 pounds to the truck would want 
to raise that to 100,000 pounds and the fact was that the road was 
not strong enough to carry those and they expect the taxpayers to 
strengthen the roads for them. It seems to be out of all reason. 

Finally, I think the little people on the river should be considered 
to a certain extent. The upper Delaware is the one great water area 
which is left anywhere in Philadelphia, where thousands of the citi- 
zens go with boats, sailboats, canoes, motorboats—on Saturdays and 
Sundays in the summertime the place is just covered with them. 
There is no other place short of the seashore which is 60 to 70 miles 
away. 

7 i figure this spoil over 40 million cubic yards of rock and 
muck, out of the bottom of the river and pile it along the edge, you 
are just going to make a super, oversize canal] out of the Delaware 
River. 

If it will bring the shipping that the proponents suggest for it, 
you are going to greatly increase the pollution and you are going to 
destroy the great benefits that that great water area now provides 
for the public. 

If progress demands it, we can’t help it, but I think before we do 
it we ought to be awfully sure that it is real progress and not simply 
a subsidy to the stockholders of the United States Steel Co. 

Senator ELtitenper. Thank you, Mr. Biddle. 

Mr. Becron. Senator Ellender, Dr. Winkelspecht will conclude out 
testimony. 


STATEMENT OF HAROLD J. WINKELSPECHT, CHAIRMAN, BOARD 
OF DIRECTORS, DELAWARE RIVER VALLEY ASSOCIATION, 
DELANCO, N. J. 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Dr. WrinKeExsPecHt. I am Dr. Winkelspecht and I am chairman of 
the board of directors of the Delaware River Valley Association. 

I have prepared a statement here and I will just highlight a few of 
the points. 
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Senator ELLENDER. What is your profession, Doctor ? 

Dr. WinKe.srecut. I am a dentist. 

Senator ExLLenper. I thought maybe you were an engineer so I 
could ask you some questions and get some expert answers. 

Dr. Winketsrecut. As you remember, last year I attacked the en- 
oineers and I am getting to study their reports. 

Senator Exnenper. But with not too much success / 

Dr. Winketspecut. Yes, | think very successfully. 

The testimony given by the Delaware River V alley Association this 
year is In addition to that presented before your committee last year 
us printed in the record, pages 1282 to 18 316, on H. R. 6766, part 2, 
sith Congress, Ist session. In that testimony, we showed how the 
proponents had tried to confuse this channel with the channel below 
p hiladelphia. I want to enlarge on that. 


EXTENT OF PORT OF PHILADELPHIA 


Whenever they talk about this new channel, Allegheny Avenue in 
Philadelphia to Trenton, they say it is part of the port of Philadel- 
phia. The real practical port of Philadelphia stops at Allegheny 
Avenue. This part is a smaller portion of the river and has very little 
traflic. 

When they mention so many tons of freight and all that come into 
the port of Philadelphia, that is true in the portion below Allegheny 
Avenue and where they at present have a 40-foot channel and a “3T14- 
foot channel. We are all in accord with keeping that channel at 40 
feet and enlarging the 3714-foot channel to 40 feet. Let us not con- 
fuse that with the issue you have in the upper portion of the river. 


CONSTRUCTION OF NEW AIRCRAFT CARRIER 


Just today I heard testimony by Mr. Schad stating that on the 
Delaware River an aircraft carrier was being built of the Forrestal 
class. That leads you to boliew e that this channel might be necessary 
for that aircraft carrier. They are now building the drydock for 
that aircraft carrier at the New York Shipbuilding Corp. directly 
across from the Philadelphia Navy Yard, and it is located on the 40- 
foot channel. 

In other words, they do not need the upper channel to build this 
new aircraft. The channel is adequate for that. So that should 
not be mentioned in connection with the channel in the upper Dela- 
ware River. 

Outside of the United States Steel, the only use made by this channel 
is by a few barges. Most of these barges carry sand and gravel down 
the river. There are a few oil tankers. But the chief traffic on the 
river today is the United States Steel Co. or boats going up the river. 


STEEL COMPANY PRIMARY BENEFICIARY 


Senator E:tenper. Is it your contention that this ert is 
being made primarily for the benefit of the Fairless Co. 

Dr. Wixxetspecut. That is right. 

Senator Extxenper. Where do these oil tankers take the oil, to 
Trenton ? 


75008—56—pt. 2——41 
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Dr. Winketspecut. There are a few little oil barges that go to the 
public service plant in Burlington. 

Senator ELienper. Any big tankers ? 

Dr. Wrxxespecut. They are not big tankers. 

Senator Ertenper. Are there any big tankers that go up to Tren- 
ton ? 

Dr. Winke.srecut. No; there are no tankers that even require the 
25-foot channel that they have. The tankers that went up to Trenton 
were perfectly happy when they had the channel to 25 feet. 

Of course, they can go in the 25-foot channel, too. We proved, 
and so did the testimony even of the United States Army engineers, 
that the United States Steel Co. would be practically the sole bene- 
ficiary of the project. 

They showed where, on a 35-foot channel, the United States Stee] 
would use 90 percent of the traffic and that all over 35 feet, from 
35 to 40 feet, would be 100 percent for the use of the United States 
Steel Co. alone. 

Now, last year they told that, and that is why I would like to have 
answered your question last year when you asked why was United 
States Steel asked to contribute $18 million. 

The proponents sat here and said they do not know. The difference 
between the cost of the 35-foot and 40-foot channel is $36 million. 

Since the United States Steel was the sole user of that difference 
of 5 feet, the Army engineers thought they should contribute at least 
half toward that project. 

I think that is a fair assumption on their part. As anxious as they 
are to build channels, even then they said that United States Steel 
should pay for half of it. Of course, they asked United States Stee! 
to pay for it and they would not pay for half of it. 

Even the testimony you heard today of the National Gypsum Co., 
they are going to ship 350,000 tons of ore. As I understand it from 
very good authority, the 35-foot channel is all that they need and that 
the channel into their dock which they have presently built is a 35- 
foot channel. 

So a 40-foot channel would be no benefit to them over a 35-foot 
channel. The amount of traffic that they are going to carry, 350, 
000 tons a year, if you figure it up, amounts to one thirty-fourth of the 
traffic that goes to U nited States Steel, the tonnage. 

So for all practical purposes, it is an infinitesimal amount. It 
hardly has any bearing on the project at all. 

I particularly want “to call your attention to the fact that last year 
the proponents labeled our testimony, and mine in particular, as 
being inaccurate. And you remember you said you would confront 
the engineers with my testimony. 

The answers that they gave are on page 1,775 and show our testi- 
mony, as they stated in answering the very first question I put to 
them, to be substantially correct. 

Then they also explained for the first time that T ever heard it how 
the ratio was raised up to 1.98 to 1, benefit-cost ratio. 

Then the engineer went on to explain the part where T challenged 
the transportation of 12 million tons, that is, ore and coal, to the 
United States Steel plant at Morrisville, when the plant would only 
consume, when it reaches maximum capacity in 1960, 4 million tons 
of ore. 
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Of course, they will consume the same amount of coal. But of 
the 10,400,000 tons of ore that is to be taken to the plant annually, 
presumably in 1960, when it reaches its full capacity, only 4 million 
is going to be used at the plant. ‘There is going to be a difference of 
6,400,000 tons that will be carried to Pittsburgh by rail. 


ORE BLENDING OPERATION 


Now, the reason that they gave at that time was that this ore— 
in fact, I can even read it from the book if you want, it is very inter- 
esting and I will quote : 

The blending operation, 
which is the reason they have to take it to Fairless, 
consists of horizontal deposit of ore resets in stockpiles and then vertical 
withdrawals for transshipment. 

You and I know what that means. It means horizontally spreading 
the ores out, different grades of ore. When you remove it, you 
remove it vertically, like cutting a layer and you get a mixture. 

Information provided during the investigation by United States Steel was to 
the effect that the corporation does not have available or could not obtain 
sufficient area at any ports other than Morrisville or at inland mills for economi- 
cal blending operations. 

Now, I ask you if there is no other place around Philadelphia or 
around Pittsburgh where a stockpile of ore can be deposited hori- 
zontally and removed vertically. 

Now, this is a pretty big country and there is plenty of room avail- 
able at any steel plant. This is not the first time that ore has been 
blended and there is plenty of room available. 


RAIL TRANSPORTATION OF ORE TO PITTSBURGH 


Last year we recommended that these boats be partially underloaded 

Philadelphia, at the new Pennsylvania Railroad docks, and that 
part of the ore be removed there and taken to the Pittsburgh area 

Since that time, that has taken place and they are now removing 
this ore at the Pennsylvania Railroad docks, transporting it to Pitts- 
burgh by rail. The distance, straight-line distance, from Philadelphia 
to Pittsburgh is about 8 percent shorter than from Morrisville to 
P ittsburgh. So it is a logical thing to do. 

I have also felt personally that this large tonnage of ore was 
being diverted through Morrisville in order to make a favorable 
benefit-to-cost ratio. 

Senator Eitenper. You say they are doing that now? 

Dr. WrnkELsPecut. Now they are doing it. 

Senator ELLeNpEeR. How did that figure in your cost-benefit ratio? 

Dr, WINKLEsPEcHT. That is it. As I go on with my testimony, you 
will see. 

Senator ELLENvER. We will check on that. 

Dr. WINKELSPECHT. Our testimony will touch further on this. 

Foreign ore is now being brought to this country and up to the 
Fairless works of the United States Steel at Morrisville, Pa., in 
vessels having a carrying capacity of twice as much as those used 
last year. 
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Now I want to show you some pictures. Those two are the vessels 
that were used in 1955. Here are two of the vessels used in 1956. 

As you will see, the Ore Convey, flying the Liberian flag, and this 
picture was taken on February 26, 1956, has a length of 625 feet, 
beam of 90 feet, depth of hold 46 feet 3 inches, approximate draft : 
feet. The gross tonnage is 15,953, and it has a carrying capac ity of 
20,500 tons. That is just about—in fact I think a little better i! 
double one of those boats that you see was used in 1955. 

Senator ELLeNper. Could that ore carrier be loaded to capacity 
and navigated in a 25-foot channel ? 

Dr. WinKELsPecHT. No, not at full capacity. 

Senator ELLenper. They may be bigger boats but they are not 
loaded to full capacity. 

a Winketspecut. Not full capacity. 

Understand, — thirds of this ore has to go to Pittsburgh anyway. 
Our contention is, Why does that have to be taken all the way to 
Morrisville and then to Pittsburgh ? 

The engineer said it had to be blended there, that is why it had to 
be taken to Morrisville. We maintain this blending can be done any- 
where. 

It is just a case of storing it in a horizontal pile. I don’t think 
this is the first time that iron ore has ever been blended. TI think it 
has been done before. 

Mr. Becron. May I make a comment there, or am I out of order? 

Senator ELienper. Certainly. 

Mr. Becron. The reason we want to submit the pictures of these 
huge boats that have the carrying capacity of 20,000 tons is to point 
up our argument that the long haul could be made from foreign shores 
with this foreign ore at full capacity, then unloaded at Philadelphia 
and shipped by rail to Pittsburgh as it must be shipped and the 
lightened boat go on up to Morrisville and therefore they are not 
being penalized any for long distance, which is one of the arguments. 

It is very important that the people understand that the saving for 
the long haul can be made and then the lightened load can go up the 
present channel. 

BENEFIT-COST RATIO 


Dr. Wryxetspecut. As you know, the original benefit-to-cost ratio 
is figured on two bases. One on bringing the ore up to Philadelphia 
and then shipping it entirely by rail to Morrisville. 

After all, that was not even considered and should never have been 
figured. We all know from past experience you can ship a lot 
cheaper by boat regardless of the kind of boat, than you can by rail. 
And the other was based on shipping by small barges and tugs from 
Philadelphia to Morrisville, all of it, not just a portion of it, but 
all of it. 

Now. the engineers either made a gross error or they were misle« 
on these previous calculations when the authorization was passed. 

That was a couple years ago. That was for a 40-foot channel and, 
of course, was passed by an amendment to the other must legislation 
in the final session of the House and Congress. 


Senator Eiuenper. The House bill was amended in the Senate, as 
T reeall. 
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Mr. WINKELspPEcHT. Yes, so we feel that the engineers should go 
back and recalculate the benefit-to-cost ratio on the present method 
of transportation of the ore and also only that which is to be actually 
used at the Fairless works be considered in their calculations. 

Senator ELuenper. I understand that on virtually all of these proj- 
ects they make a review each year. Am I right, Mr. Tofani? 

Mr. Torani. That is right. 

Senator ELLENpDER. I wish you would look into this matter in line 
with the witness’ testimony, and tell us the extent to which your 
ratio would be reduced by unloading ore at Philadelphia and sending 
it by rail to Pittsburgh. And find out whether or not that is being 
done. 

(The information requested follows :) 


DELAWARE RIVER 35-Foor CHANNEL PROJECT STATEMENT ON BENEFITS AND COSTS 


The analysis of the economic feasibility of the Delaware River 35-foot channel 
» Trenton, N. J., as presented to the committee in justification of the Presi- 
dent’s budget request for $6 million is considered to be a valid one. The benefit 
analysis represents the most conservative evaluation of the transportation sav- 
ings accruing to the project over its full economie life. The analysis compares 
the cheapest permanent alternative means of transport up the Delaware River 
from foreign shores over the 50-year project life with and without the improve- 
ment. Furthermore, the 35-foot proposal is also justified on the basis of the 
capacity use of the Morrisville steel plant of 4 million tons without consideration 
of the savings in the transportation of ore which must be blended. Information 
on the project economics on this basis is presented in the following: 


Transportation annual benefits 


Commodity Tons Savings 


4, 000, 000 $2, 570, 000 
2, 600, 000 


Petroleum 330, 000 


Other 443, 000 


Total benefits “4. 342, 000 


Annual charges 35-foot channel 


*hiladelphia to Trenton ~~ 
Benefit-cost ratio ; 37 

It should be noted, however, that, in calendar year 1955, about one-half the ore 
was shipped to the Morrisville plant of the United States Steel Co. for blending 
und transshipping to inland mills. This indicates that the report premise con- 
cerning the need for blending ores at Morrisville will enhance and further 
justify the improved navigation facilities. 

Dr. Winxexsrecut. As Mayor Becton told you, we had Colonel 
Clark up to a meeting of the Delaware River Association and we had 
a series of questions that we asked him. One of them was why they 
did not refigure on this basis. Here was his answer to us. I will give 
you substantially what he said. 

He said that now that the authorization for the channel had been 
passed on the basis of those calculations, that is a closed subject and 
that he cannot refigure 

Senator ELLENDER. He is wrong about that because they must re- 
view these works every year or, at Teast, they should. 

Dr. Winxexsrecut. That is what we think. He told us that he 
could not reevaluate it unless he was ordered to do so by Congress. 
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Whether he meant that your committee could order him to do it, 
I don’t know, or whether it takes an act of Congress to do it. 

But all these men heard that statement and will tell you the same 
thing. 

Senator ELtenper. Of course, it is possible, Doctor, for the ratio to 
be reduced from 1.9to 1. It might be 1.6 to 1, and still be within the 
requirements. 

Dr. WinKELsrrcHut. You see what I mean? If they are going to 
save all this money, that it is worth $1.93 to 1 on the basis of $91 
million. If you get it down on the basis of $18 million, that is what 
they were asked to contribute and they were not asked to pay more if 
it should cost more, that was one figure and that was it—it may cost 
you more than $100 million—then it F becomes a benefit-to-cost ratio of 
10 to 1 for the steel company and it certainly would be profitable. 

In fact, I don’t know of any business that would have a benefit-to- 
cost ratio of 10 to 1 that would not put it in operation. 


POLICY TOWARD REQUIRED CONTRIBUTION 


Senator ELitenper. Of course, the main reason why the committee 
would not argue to require any contribution from the steel company 
even though they might desire it—is that to do so would establis ha 
new policy. It would not be fair to levy that requirement in one part 
of the country and not another, and if that policy were made universal 
it would result in hardship. 

As long as I have been here it has been the policy of the Congress 
with respect to both navigation and flood control, that all of the basic 
construction costs should be borne by the Federal Government. 

Dr. Winxetspecut. That is a certain viewpoint. 

Senator ELLenpER. That is the policy that we have been following. 

Dr. Winxexspecnt. Yet last year when the Army engineers, when 
the bill was up the Bureau of the Budget recommended that contribu- 
tion and they could have made the contribution and offered to make 
it if they wanted to. 

Senator Etitenper. That was a new administration. They prob 
ably did not know of the policy. 

Dr. Winxetsrecut. But you did not stop them from making the 
contribution. 

Senator ELtenper. No; because we have a lot of navigation projects 
all over the country. I am familiar with most of them. I do not 
know of any during my tenure as a Senator in the past 20 years where 
any local contributions were made, particularly where navigation is 
concerned. 

When it comes to common use—use by the people as a whole—of 
flood control and navigation work it has been our policy that the 
Federal Government bears the whole cost. 

Dr. Winxetsrecnt. That is true for common use, but the Army 
engineers felt that above 35 feet it was not common use. There are 
several cases on record of contributions. 

Senator E:itenper. I think there is a lot in what you say. For 
quite some time it is entirely possible that the chief beneficiary of 
this development might be the steel company, but I can envision 
eventually the establishment of many other industries on the Dela- 
ware River, should the new channel be dredged. 
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Dr. WiNkKeLsprecut. There is only one possibility, as Mr. Biddle 
pointed out to you: There is not enough room available—there is only 
one possibility. 

Senator ELLENDER. You mean all the land is occupied. 

Dr. WiNKELsprEcH’. ‘There are small pieces, 200 acres or something 
like that. 

Senator ELLENDER. You can build quite an industry on 200 acres. 

Dr. WINKELSPECHT. Not like United States Steel. 

Senator ELLeNDER. You may not get many United States Steels 
there. 

Dr. WinkeELspecutr. You can build something like the gypsum 
plant on 200 acres. 

Senator ELLENDER. You might have a new oil refinery sometime. 

Dr. WinkKeELsrecHt. An oil refinery would only need the 35-foot 
channel because you could take these same supercarriers and put oil 
in them that draw enough to use the 35-foot channel. 


INLAND WATERWAY TO NEW YORK HARBOR 


There is only one time that the channel would ever use more than 
3) feet and that is the thing that may eventually be done, if you have 
an Inland waterway connecting Bordentown with New York Harbor. 

That is way off in the future, asa possibility. I don’t know as it is. 
In the two wars we have had the coast of New Jersey was a graveyard 
for ships being sunk by submarines but that type of warfare is over 
now and whether they will ever have a demand for an ink and water- 
way or not—but if they did it would be useful. But that is a very 
re mote possibility. 

This is a Very important point. In addition the contribution would 
be deductible as an expense before income tax, and would probably 
be amortized over a 4-year period the same as the Fairless plant itself, 
leaving the actual cost to them about $9 million. 

It is also significant that last year the United States Steel Co. did 
not send one representative to the Appropriation Committee hearings 
of the House of Representatives or the Senate to ask that the appro- 
priation be approved. 

Was this because they do not need the channel, or because they 
might be asked some embarrassing questions which they could not 
answer ? 

One wonders if industry really needs this channel, or if it isn’t 
being pushed by shipping and real-estate interests. 

I believe that is the crux of the whole situation. And that United 
States Steel is being made the example. 

If I wanted something I would come down here and ask for it as 
1 am down here now. I would not ask someone else to come down 
and present my case. 

If United States a really needs it, I think they would send a man 
down here and ask for i 

If you will look up oe ‘ecord—now, I don’t know about this yea 
but today I heard no one from United States Steel testifying for it 
I think that is very pertinent to this whole thing. 

Senator ELLENDER. The people of that area have their elected repre- 
sentative to ask for it. 
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Dr. WrnKeELsPEcHT. Wouldn’t you think they would send a repre- 
sentative down here on a thing that is supposed to be so important to 
United States Steel? 


SUCCESSFUL OPERATION OF STEEL PLANT 


We also offer as evidence an article appearing in the New York 
Times, on March 4, 1956, which tells how successfully the plant is 
operating, and this, as you know, is all being done with ore obtained 
over the present 25-foot channel. 

Before the taxpayers’ money is spent just for a slight cut in the 
freight rate of the steel company, they should not only be asked why 
they need a larger channel, but to prove the need and to explain why 
they allow others to present vague and question: ible testimony. 

You are now being asked to approve a 35-foot channel, which as the 
Army engineers point out on page 46, House Document No. 358, is not 
adequate for the super ore carriers which the United States Steel plans 
to build and the benefit-to-cost ratio would only be 1.28 to 1—page 43. 

So you see that this project is only an unjustified step toward the 
eventual 40-foot channel you will be asked to build and which will 
cost considerably more if built in two stages. If you build a 35-foot 
and then build a 40-foot, it is going to cost more to build it. 


REEVALUATION OF COST RATIO URGED 


We urge you to get a reevaluation from the Army engineers of the 
benefit-to-cost ratio, based on the present method of transportation 


and that you restudy the project in the light of these facts. 

We also ask you to carefully weigh the slight saving in money to 
practically one company against the high cost to the taxpayer, possible 
loss of life through floods, loss of underground water supply and 
damages to people of this area, which cannot be proved until it is too 
late, and the project is completed. 

Because it is a big gamble, a gamble with this priceless underground 
water that we each enjoy in south Jersey. 


EFFECT ON UNDERGROUND WATER SUPPLY 


If we get salinity in our water, contamination, the cost of this 
project in filtering plants and the increased cost in our water systems 
would run the cost up twice as much as the original cost of the channel 
itself and then besides that we would be deprived of our good water. 

We thank you for the opportunity of presenting the true facts from 
the viewpoint of the American people as a whole, whom you represent. 
We believe we are all trying to stop wasting money on useless projects 
and hope now to balance the budget. A balanced budget by the United 
States would be the best worldwide publicity to prove our democracy 
is the most efficient form of government. 

We are trying to prove to the world that we have the best form of 
government and with the whole world going in debt, if we could 
balance our budget and they could come out and say the United States 
balanced their budget, the other powers who are opposing us in the 
world would open their eyes and say “Their form of government 
must be the best one.” 
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Senator ELLENpER. Those who criticize us are most often the bene- 
iciaries of our assistance, and that assistance has contributed mate- 
rially to our unbalanced budget. We could probably balance our 
budget if we were not so liberal in giving money to countries abroad. 

Dr. WINKELSPECHT. Yes. 

Senator EiLtenper. I want to assure you gentlemen that we will 
have this project restudied to see the extent to which this benefit-cost 
ratio has increased or decreased in the last year, in particular with 
respect to the weight being given to shipping of this ore from Phila- 
delphia, as the Doctor states, instead of Morrisville. 

Dr. Winxexsrecut. When it is figured it is based on hauling ore 
in barges towed by tugs, the most expensive form of barging. 

On the Great Lakes you have Great Lakes ore carriers. 

Senator E.ienper. This is a different situation. If you were to 
vet this inland your argument would have weight. But it was my 
privilege to visit South REI ah I was on the Orinoco River where 
they load these large boats. I do know there will be a great saving 
in fre ight if a can load huge boats in the Orinoco River, cross part 


of the gulf « r the sea and come directly from the sea to the plant. 
There w vill et a saving. 


Dr. Winkuesrecnt. We don’t question that. Now, we question 


just bringing the ore from Philadelphia up to Morrisville. That is 
ir point. 
Senator ELLeNnper. You see, in order to do that they would have to 
inload at Philadelphia. 
Dr. WinketspecutT. That is right. 
Senator ELLenper. Are you through, Doctor. 
Dr. WiNKELSPECHT. Yes, unless you have further questions. 


DANGER OF BRINGING SALT UPSTREAM 


Senator ELLenper. The only thing I would like to get more infor- 
mation on, if I could, is on what effect this might have in bri inging salt 
water up the stream, and also increasing damage that may be caused 
from floods. 

Dr. Winkesrecut. I don’t think you quite understood. 

Senator Exienper. Yes; I do. My own area has had a serious salt 
water intrusion problem brought about by straightening and deepen- 

ing channels. Ilowever, the drainage has been improved in time of 
heavy rains, generally speaking. 

Dr. WinkeExtsrecut. Let me explain one thing: The thing that oc- 
curs right now, Admiral Wilson proved in C amden, the C ooper River 
drains into the Delaware? This is collaborated by the county en- 
vineer. He testified at an Army hearing that the reason the Cooper 
River floods is that the marshland has been filled in from the Cooper 
River and as the water flows down the Cooper River and meets this 
head of water coming up the Delaware River that is blown up by the 
southeast gale and every time the channel is deepened it allows a bigger 
flow of water to come up the river. 

Senator ExLenper. How far up the mouth of the river does the 
water get salty. 


Dr. Winxetsrecut. I would say about 100 miles from the ocean 
it is brackish. 
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Senator ELLenper. How far is that from what we may term the 
Delaware River? Forget about the Delaware Bay. 

Dr. Winxetsrecnt. The bay stops about 40 miles from the ocean 
and the river continues about another 40 or 42 to Philadelphia. 

Senator ELtenpER. Now, does salt water come to Philadelphia / 

Dr. WINKELSPECHT. Salt water comes half way up that portion of 
the river. 

Senator ELtenper. We have the same thing in New Orleans. | 
have had them tell me that water becomes a little salty up to the city 
of New Orleans. What we will save in the future by the building of 
these dams. 

Dr. Winxextspecut. That is correct. 

Senator Exienper. That I believe will come in time. 


BUILDING OF DAMS 


Dr. Wryxetsrecur. If you are going to consider a channel it defi- 
nitely should not be done until after the protection is put in. Don’t 
build the channel first and then get the damage. 

Of course, it may be a way of forcing the building of the dams after 
you get the channel in. We have damage, then you have to have the 
dams. 

INCREASED FLOOD HAZARD 


Right now we have flooding in Camden due to the southeast gale. 
They had the same thing in Norfolk about 3 weeks ago. That was 
without any rain. It was just the wind blowing. 

Senator Ertenper. But is that not unusual / 

Dr. WinkKeEtspecut. No, this occurs regularly in Camden. It will 
occur three times in the summer. The water comes up this big A 
channel. It allows it to flow faster, that is true, it flows up faster, 
the big channel allows this water flowing down to flow down faster. 

What happens when the two hit; it swells up and your overflow 
areas that were meadows are filled in. 

There is no safety valve, no place for the water to go and it has to 
overflow places like Burlington. 

Now, 7 Burlington we are going to have additional drainage from 
another 15,000 to 18,000 homes by the Levitt Co. in 10 years. They 
are going to build their first houses at the end of next vear. 

Sen: itor ELLenper. You mean near the town ? 

Dr. Winketsrecut. Right in back. 

Senator ELLenper. It strikes me they ought to profit by example. 

Dr. Wixxetsrecnt. I understand Levitttown will not flood. That 
is on high ground, but the drainage from Levittown drains right 
in and back of Burlington. Right in the very area that has flooded. 

Senator ELLEnper. Before we conclude the testimony, in addition 


to reappraisal of the ratio of benefits to cost, I would Tike to go into 
this salinity business. 


To what extent would it affect the salinity of the Delaware River 
compared to what it has been in the past ? 

Dr. Winkexsrecnt. I think maybe you misunderstand us on that. 
Weare not worried on the salinity so much on the river 


Senator ELtenpER. You have been talking about it. 
Dr. Winxetspecut. No. 
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Senator ELLenper. Yes, you have. Somebody has. You did, Mr. 
Becton. 
Mr. Brecron. Yes. 


SALINITY OF UNDERGROUND WATER 


vr. Wrnxexspecut. Not the salinity of the river, but the salinity 
of our underground water. By deepening the channel, by removing 
come of the filter beds. 

Senator ExLenper. Well, forget about that, Mr. Engineer. 

Dr. WrnxetsrecutT. Don’t worry about the salinity part in the 
river. There will be such a slight difference. 

Understand, our man on the water policy commission in the State 
of New Jersey, two of our men feel we will have ; salinity in the river. 

Senator ELLeNpER. You say you will not be affected much. You 
are willing to discard that ‘argument unless another Diane visits 
you every year, which, of course, that will be troublesome. 

’ Dr. Winxketsrecut. Understand, Burlington has floods on the 
average of one a year. 

Senator Exienper. The trouble is Burlington I presume is some- 
what like some of our Louisiana towns; it is built in a low spot. 

Mr. Bippte. There never used to be floods. 

Senator ELLENDER. You mean before Diane ? 

Mr. Bropir. No, they never used to be flooded. They are flooded 
every year now. 

Senator ELLeENpER. They never had any trouble over here with the 
Anacostia River; they never had any trouble with Peace Cross, until 
the land was cleared. 

When I first came to Washington one never saw water until they 


began to clear out the trees, just as you have done. You do not want 
to stop that, do you ¢ 


Mr. Binnie. No. 
Senator ELLeNpeErR. That is what has caused all this. 


EFFECT OF ELABORATE DRAINAGE SYSTEMS 


Mr. Brppie. The river deepening, if we get a southeast wind con- 
tributes toward that by filling in the overflow. We have some loss 
of the overflow area, but the thing i is if man is going to put in these 
elaborate drainage systems he also has to put in the reservoirs to take 
up that sudden release of the water. 

If I may say one word to you on the comment about the ability to 
put industry on small places, the river is lined all up and down with 
smaller industries already which don’t use, which don’t need any 
deeper channel and many of which don’t use the channel at all and 
many more which have docks that won’t take a 25-foot boat because 
they don’t need it. 

Senator Exttenper. We have developed testimony this year, last 
year, and the year before, that the fact that we are ike us say 
on the great Ohio River—to hold back the fresh water, has a tendency 
to bring in new industries, by affording better transportation of bulk 
mi iterial, such as oil and iron ore and coal and things like that. 

Years ago the railroads used to be against all this work. They 


used to raise all kinds of arguments against it. But they are now 
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finding out that it is not as bad as was anticipated. They have found 
that river traffic carries the bulk materials. Large factories establish 
themselves along the rivers and the finished product is transported 
by rail. 

The railroads have benefited. By the same token, you might be 
surprised, Mr. Biddle, to see how the small factories will develop j 
your area as a result of this work. 

I know in my own area that has been the case. 

We havealuminum. Take Kaiser, for instance. They bring baux- 
ite in abundance from the gulf, on to New Orleans, and Baton Rouge. 
There they take the bauxite and reduce it to aluminum. 

You would be surprised at the industry growing there. If I were 
a selfish Senator, I would say cut this project out and force more in- 
dustry to move down South. I think the mistake that the United 
States Steel has made is to use the Atlantic Ocean to bring that ore 
up to Philadelphia when they could have used the Gulf of Mexico and 
brought it to New Orleans and on up the river to Pittsburgh. That 
might have been a better way to do it. 

Mr. Bropte. But we have the water already. It is already there. 
How much water do you have in New Orleans? 

Senator E.renper. It was all right in the horse and buggy days, 
but we are now increasing the tonnage of the ships to the point where 
it is uneconomical to use these 25-foot drafts. 


NEW ORLEANS CHANNEL DEPTH 


Mr. Becron. What is the depth of your channel in New Orleans? 
Senator ExLienper. Ninety feet, natural. Then the Intercoastal 
Canal which started off at 9 feet is now 12 feet. The traffic there 
demands it and we are glad to deepen it to bring all the business we 
can. 
CHANNEL TO TRENTON 


Dr. Wryxetsrecut. Colonel Clark said that he would restore the 
channel to 25 feet to the city of Trenton if he was asked to. Ii 
would be possible for your committee to urge that channel be restored 
and let Trenton see if they could become a seaport. 

Senator Ex.enver. I understand there is no opposition from the 
people of Trenton to making it a seaport; is there ? 

Dr. WinKELsrecut. No, but no one has asked that it be restored to 
25 feet. It is authorized to 25 feet. It was at one time 25 feet. 

Now, at least 75 percent of the docks in the Philadelphia area alone 
which handle shipping other than oil will not accommodate a boat of 
over 25-foot draft. Most of them will not accommodate even a 25-foot 
boat. 

If Trenton had a 25-foot channel they could bring in a lot of tonnage 
on that 25-foot channel. 

I think that they should have that. 

Let us see whether Trenton becomes a seaport. Give them a chance. 
Tam willing to O. K. this thing if it is justified. I am not just opposed 
to the channel. 

Senator ELLenper. You may rest assured that this committee will 
not O. K. it unless it is justified. Let us understand each other. 

Dr. Wrinxetspecnut. If 35 feet be justified, why would not 25 feet 
be justified? It would not cost as much to put it 25. 
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Senator ELLenprr. We have an obligation to all the people of the 
country. Although I am Senator from ‘Louisi: ana, I owe an obligation 
to all the people, including the people of New Jersey and Pennsy]l- 
vania. I want to give you assurance that unless it is justified it will 
not go out of this commitee. 

Dr. WinKELsPECHT. How can we justify 35 feet when we can’t even 
justify 25% 
~ Mr. Bropie. I think it is a very interesting commentary. It is per- 
fectly true what the Doctor says, despite the fact. Phil: adelphia has 
had 3714-foot and 40-foot channel for years and years, there are very 
few docks in Philadelphia that will take a ship with more than 25 
feet. Why? 

They don’t need it. 

Mr. Becton. Thank you very much, Senator Ellender. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN H. REINERS, JR., CHAIRMAN, CAMDEN 
COUNTY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, DEEPER CHANNEL COMMITTEE 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Mr. Retners. I am John H. Reiners, Jr., the immediate past presi- 
lent of the Camden County Chamber of Commerce, now chairman 
of its deeper channel committee. 

I am vice chairman of the Delaware Valley Council and attorney 
hy profession, practicing in Camden, N. J. 

The Camden County Chamber of Commerce, the Delaware Valley 
Council, and the Deeper Delaware Committee have subscribed to 


\tr, Schad’s statement and the statement presented to the committee 
before you came. 

We have not testified specifically as proponents in the interest of 
time, rather selected Mr. Schad as our spokesman. 

Dr. Winkelspecht has made some statements that I would like to 
omment upon. Dr. Winkelspecht criticized Mr. Schad for referring 
to the fact that the Forrestal carrier was being constructed at the 
New York Shipbuilding Co. which was where the river was 40 feet. 

Either through error or through inadvertence that is not the case. 

The 40-foot channel stops at the Philadelphia Navy Yard and it is a 
31-foot channel from the Navy Yard up to Allegheny Avenue. Where 
he carrier is being constructed is where the New York Shipbuilding 
Co. is located in Camden, N. J. 

Actually off the plant of the company there is a 40-foot depth be- 


ause it was dredged by the company, but the channel at that point 
s approximately 37 feet. 


AVAILABILITY OF LAND FOR INDUSTRY 


Mr. Biddle stated that there was no available land for industry 
development. I happen to represent an owner of a tract of land 
i00 acres approximately, located on the New Jersey side of the river 
directly below the Burlington-Bristol Bridge, which is being held 
available for industrial purposes. The owner of the land happens 
to be an attorney in Philadelphia. 
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The inquiries that we have received for the development of that 
property are all being checked and held in abeyance until we see 
what the development is as far as this committee is concerned. 

There has been some suggestion of salinity into the underground 
and subsurface water at the area. It was my privilege to represent 
the New York Shipbuilding Corp. as an attorney in my private prac- 
tice in connection with an application that they rec ently made to the 
State of New Jersey for permission to construct 26 wells to pump 
water out of the subsurface strata of the upper Raritan strata into the 
river in order to construct the dock where the carrier is to be built. 


STUDY OF UNDERGROUND WATER 


In the construction of that it became necessary in the prosecution 
of those permits to make a complete study of subsurface and under- 
ground water in the area both of the upper and lower Raritan strata. 

The firm of Parsons, Brinkerhof, Hall & McDonald, consulting engi- 
neers recommended by the Department of Defense, were retained as 
special consultants. Mr. Kauffman of that organization went into a 
study and came up with the conclusions as a competent hydrologist 
that there would be no intrusion in the subsurface water of any salt or 
salinity. 

There has always been an engineering study made when this project 
~ first presented which was spearheaded by the Campbell Soup Co. 
in Camden, that was vitally interested in the quality of the subsurface 
water in the manufacture of soup. 

That was participated in my many of the municipalities that abut 
the river in the upper river. 

Mr. Becton, then the mayor of Riverton, I think, was a member of 
the committee. 

After that study was completed it was determined by that engineer 
ing firm that there would be no salt intrusion by a 40-foot channel. 
That record is available to your committee, Senator Ellender, if you 
would like to have it, I think I can obtain a copy of it. 

Senator ELLENDER. In that connection, what has been the experience 
of Philadelphia as to salinity where you have deepened it to 40 feet / 
Mr. Rerners. We don’t even have brackish water at that point. 

Senator Evienper. Certainly if it comes 50 miles from Phila- 
delphia— 

Mr. Rerners. To pinpoint, I understand there is brackish water at 
Salem, N..J., which would be opposite Wilmington, Del. Even at that 
point it is not to any marked degree. 

Mr. Brppte. The salinity is not opposite Wilmington. It is sub- 
stantially below Wilmington. In dry seasons the salt water gets up 
to below Chester, in very dry weather. 

Senator ELLeNpER. How close does salt water come to Philadelphia! 

Mr. Bropte. It gets slightly brackish in very dry weather at the 
lower end of Philadelphia, at Chester. 

Senator ELtenper. That is very low water? 

Mr. Bippte. In seasons of low water, when there is not much fresh 
water coming down the river. 

Mr. Rerners. Senator, would your committee care to have the benefit 
of that engineering study? I don’t have it available; but I can attempt 
to procure it for you. 
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Senator ELLENbER. If it becomes an issue, but I do not think it has 
advanced far enough to become an issue. 

Mr. Reivers. Thank you very much, 

Senator ELLENpDER. I wish to thank you gentlemen. The committee 
will stand in recess until tomorrow, May 8, at 10 o’clock in this same 


root. 
(Thereupon, at 4:45 p. m., Wednesday, May 2, 1956, the subcom- 
mittee was recessed to reconvene at 10 a. m., Thursday, May 3, 1956.) 
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THURSDAY, MAY 3, 1956 


Unrrep States SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, D. C. 
The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to recess, in room F-39, 
ihe Capitol, Hon. Allen J. Ellender (chairman of the subcommittee) 
presiding. 
~ Present: Senators Ellender and Robertson. 


CIVIL FUNCTIONS—DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
ARKANSAS PROJECTS 


STATEMENT OF H. K. THATCHER, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, 
OUACHITA RIVER VALLEY ASSOCIATION, CAMDEN, ARK. 


OUACHITA RIVER, CALION, ARK., AND DE GRAY DAM 


Senator ELLeNper. The committee will come to order. 

The first project for consideration is the Ouachita River, Calion, 
Ark., and DeGray Dam. Mr. Thatcher, will you step forward, 
please, sir? 

Mr. TuHatcuer. Thank you. 

Senator ELLenper. I notice you have a prepared statement. 

Mr. Tuarcurr. Yes, sir; I have two prepared statements. 

Senator ELienper. All right. 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


Mr. Thatcher, you may proceed in your own way. If you desire 
to highlight your prepared statement, both statements will be placed 


in the record at this point. 
(The statements referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF OUACHITA RIVER VALLEY ASSOCIATION BY H. K. THATCHER, 
EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, CAMDEN, ARK. 


My name is H. K. Thatcher. I am executive vice president of the Ouachita 
River Valley Association with headquarters in Camden, Ark. 

This association speaks for about 1 million people who live in the Ouachita 
iver Basin. This drainage area covers approximately 25,000 square miles 
of fast-growing pine-hardwood forests and rich delta farmlands. 

The area boasts of an impressive list of commercially produced minerals 
which include: barite, bauxite, chalk, clays, cinnabar, iron ore, lignite, gypsum, 
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marl, novaculite, natural gas, petroleum, salt, sulfur, slate, tale, tripoli, and 
titanium. There is an abundance of building stone and high grade sand and 
gravel for all purposes. Also, there are many lesser minerals such as agate 
materials, manganese, columbium, and traces of uranium. 

The Ouachita River is 610 miles long and bisects the watershed running gen 
erally in a southeasterly directiou. 

The Ouachita River is presently navigable by a 614-foot channel for 350 miles 
with a foreseeable navigation channel for an additional 100 miles. There are 
three classes of terrain in the basin: (1) Mountainous area in the northern 
part of the watershed, (2) coastal plain formations in the central part, and (3) 
delta area in the eastern and southern part of the basin. 

The basin is being improved under a comprehensive plan of development au 
thorized by the Congress in 1950. Approximately 63 percent of the authorized 
projects will be completed by June 30 of this year. 


CURRENT BUDGET SUPPORTED 


The association is here to support the current budget as recommended by the 
President and to request two additional small items. The 1956-57 budget calls 
for the following appropriations: $450,000 for maintenance of the present navi- 
gation channel with its 6 manually operated locks and dams in the Ouachita 
River ; $200,000 for maintenance of the Blakely Mountain Dam and Reservoir ; 
$165,000 for maintenance of the Narrows Dam and Reservoir; $130,000 to com- 
plete the planning for a modern 9-foot channel; $30,000 to begin the planning 
for the authorized Muddy Fork flood-control dam on the Little Missouri River, 
a right bank tributary of the Ouachita River; $2,000 to make a special study on 
the Saline River, a left bank tributary of the Ouachita River. 


9-FOOT CHANNEL FOR THE OUACHITA RIVER 


We are advised that the $130,000 proposed in the President’s budget is ample 
and adequate to complete the final planning for the modern 9-foot channel with 
mechanized locks 525 feet long. We urge the Congress to provide this sum of 
money in order that all planning may be done, and thus prepare the project to 
receive construction funds in 1957-58 budget. 

This association believes that the construction of the authorized modern, 
year-round, slack-water, 9-foot channel in the Ouachita River is the most im- 
portant single project which can be constructed for the economic benefit of the 
entire basin. The present authorization is for a 9-foot channel to extend from 
the mouth of the Ouachita-Black River to Camden, Ark., a distance of 350 miles. 
It is hoped that in the future economic conditions will be such that this channel 
can be extended for another 100 miles north up to Malvern, Ark. 

A barge traffic survey recently completed by this association shows that there 
is a potential of 1,500,000 tons of commerce annually available at the present 
time for the Ouachita River, if and when a 9-foot channel can be provided. The 
present 614-foot channel with its 6 short locks, which are only 268 feet long, are 
inadequate for the handling of more than 200,000 to 250,000 tons annually of 
through traffic. 

It is understood, of course, that not all of the 1,500,000 tons available annually 
for the Ouachita River will begin to move by barge at once, but this association 
believes that within a 5-year period after the 9-foot channel is provided and 
when barges and towboats can be freely interchanged between the Ouachita 
River and the Mississippi River system, there will be in excess of 1 million tons 
of barge shipping annually on the Ouachita River. 


CALION LEVEE NEEDED 


In addition to the present budget, the association strongly urges the Congress 
to provide in this year’s appropriations for civil functions approximately $600,- 
000, or sufficient funds, to construct the authorized and planned Calion, Ark., 
levee and pumping project. This project was originally designed to protect the 
Calion Lumber Co. and the greater part of the town of Calion which has a 
population of approximately 600 people from the reoccurring damages caused 
by the frequent overflowing of the Ouachita River. The project received a 
$40,000 appropriation in the 1955-56 budget for planning purposes, and the 
planning is now virtually completed. 





PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 2009 


Since the time the project was authorized by the Congress, the Lion Oil Co. 
of El Dorado has constructed a new dock and storage facilities immediately 
downriver from Calion and will ship 36,000 tons of liquid sulfur into this port 
annually. Plans are also in the making for a commercial river shipping ware- 
house to be constructed adjacent to the Lion Oil Co.’s dock. All of the shipping 
from this point will pass through the town of Calion and will be interrupted by 
high waters from the river unless the Calion levee is constructed. The associ- 
ation urges the completion of the project at once as an economic necessity and 
as an incentive for the development of additional barge shipping on the Ouachita 
River. 

DE GRAY DAM 


The DeGray Dam is a proposed multiple-purpose project on the Caddo River, 
a right bank tributary of the Ouachita River. This project was authorized by 
the Congress in the Flood Control Act of 1950 and was given an appropriation of 
$70,000 in the 1955-56 budget for planning purposes. As a followup in the spend- 
ing of this fund, a new justification hearing for the project was held in Arkadel- 
phia on November 1, 1955. 

At this hearing it was proposed that water storage space in the proposed 
reservoir be set aside for municipal and industrial purposes. Subsequent to the 
time of the hearing the idea of providing a large storage space for municipal 
and industrial water has been gaining momentum with at least six Arkansas 
counties and their principal towns and industrial centers wanting consideration 
in this respect. Sufficient storage to provide a minimum of 250 million gallons 
daily will be needed in the DeGray Dam. 

It now appears that certain changes in designs of the proposed DeGray Dam 
and Reservoir may be needed to provide the new water-use demand. If this 
proves to be the case and if the Corps of Engineers may need additional planning 
funds, we urge the Congress to provide these funds in the current 1956-57 budget. 


DRAINAGE FOR THE DELTA AREA 


This association supports the budget request for funds to continue the con- 
struction of the master drainage canals so essential to the development of the 
rich agricultural regions of the delta portion of the Ouachita River Basin. 


FLOOD CONTROL STUDIES 


The authorized flood-control dam on the upper Little Missouri River, known 
aus the Muddy Fork Dam, has been under consideration since it was authorized 
in 1950. It is recognized this year by the budget in a request for $30,000 to 
further study and plan the project. We urge that this appropriation be made 
in this session of the Congress. 

We also urge the passage of the small item of $2,000 request for a special study 
on the Saline River. The industrial development up along the headwaters of 
this tributary of the Saline River are now so extensive that this river has become 
a problem from the standpoint of flood control, water supply, and pollution 
abatement. 

I wish to thank this committee and all of its members for the courteous treat- 
ment the association has received and for the time allotted in which to present 
our case, 


ARGUMENT FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE AUTHORIZED MODERN 9-Foor CHANNEL 
IN THE QUACHITA RIVER IN ARKANSAS AND LOUISIANA 


By the Ouachita River Valley Association, H. K. Thatcher, Executive Vice 
President, Camden, Ark., May 3, 1956 


A modern year-round, slack-water, 9-foot channel in the Ouachita River is 
absolutely essential for the continued economic growth of the Ouachita River 
Basin in Arkansas and Louisiana. Present-day industrial expansion universally 
seeks locations where adequate water transportation is available. 

The present 6%-foot channel with its manually operated locks which are 
only 268 feet in length are antiquated and inadequate for present-day river 
transportation. What is needed for the Ouachita River is a channel of sufficient 
depth with mechanically operated locks long enough to allow the free inter- 
change of towboats and loaded barges with the Mississippi River system and the 
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intracoastal canals. Nothing jess will be adequate to serve this well-balanced 
agricultural and industrial section of the States of Arkansas and Louisiana. 

The present 614-foot channel was placed in operation in 1925 and has served 
the territory well in the past; but present-day trends are toward towboats with 
deeper drafts and increased engine power for speed and endurance, and large; 
and heavier barges. The 61%-foot channel is no longer competitive. Thy 
Ouachita River, with its present industrial and agricultural development and 
its potential future possibilities, deserves modern river shipping facilities. The 
Quachita River trading area is capable of paying for modern navigation facilities 
in Savings made from waterborne commerce. 


INDUSTRIAL POTENTIALS 


The Ouachita River Basin in Arkansas and Louisiana is potentially one 
the greatest industrial areas of the southwestern part of the Nation. 1 
basin contains approximately 16 million acres. About 3 million of these acres 
are in the rich, delta, farmland section of southeastern Arkansas and nort] 
eastern Louisiana; another 3 million acres in the central part of the basin are 
in upland farms and wood lots; about 9,500,000 acres are in commercial 4 


pine 


and hardwood forests; the remaining 500,000 acres are accounted for in rivers, 
bayous, lakes and reservoirs. 

Besides the wealth of raw materials from farms and timebered lands, f] 
basin has an impressive list of commercially produced minerals. These include 
Barite, bauxite, chalk (calcium), clay, cinnabar (mercury), iron ore, lignit: 
gypsum, marl, novaculite, natural gas (and gas derivatives), petroleum (and 
petroleum products), salt, sulfur, slate (in several natural colors), tripoli, and 
titanium. There is also an abundance of stone for building and riprapping, 
and great qualities of high quality sand and gravel useful for all purposes, 
Besides these commercially produced minerals, there are any number of less¢ 
minerals including agate materials, manganese, columbium, traces of uraniun 
diamonds, quartz crystals, soap stone, antimony, asphalt, bentonite, and shales 

Besides this impressive list of minerals, perhaps the greatest natural resourc 
of the Ouachita River Basin is the average annual rainfall of 51 inches. Ther 
are unlimited possibilities for storing excess surface water and using this 
water for navigation, municipal and industrial purposes, hydroelectric powe) 
production, irrigation, stream pollution abatement, recreation, and fish and wild: 
life propagation. 

Two large Government-built dams, the Narrows Dam on the Little Missouri 
River near Murfreesboro, Ark., and the Blakely Mount Dam on the main sté 
of the upper Ouachita River above Hot Springs, Ark., are presently in operation 
Two more dams, the DeGray Dam on the Caddo River above Arkadelphia, Ark., 
and the Muddy Fork Dam on a tributary to the Little Missouri River nea 
Murfreesboro, Ark., are authorized but not vet built. At least one other dam 
site is being considered on the upper Saline River near Benton, Ark. This 
project has not yet been authorized. There are numerous privately built 
lakes and reservoirs and many natural lakes all up and down the length of 
the Ouachita River Basin. 

The Ouachita River Valley is indebted to nature for the wealth of good 
agricultural soils, minerals, and abundant rainfall. The ingenuity of mai 
has been responsible for the development and utilization of these natura 
resources: but in all of the progress made, the Ouachita River has plaved an 
important role. Small, paddle keel-boats brought the first settlers to the area 
The flat-bottom side-wheeler and stern-wheeler packet boats developed the 
agriculture of the valley, and the screw-propeller towboats and barges began 
the development of the industrial era of the valley. Because modern industry 
universally seeks a location where it can have access to water transportation 
the usefulness of the Ouachita River for navigation purposes will largely deter 
mine the future growth and prosperity of the valley. It is impossible to over 
state the economic value of a modern 9-foot channel on the Ouachita River 
which cuts through the heart of the best developed and greatest 
industrial area of the States of Arkansas and Louisiana. 


potential 


BARGE SHIPPING SINCE 1950 


At the beginning of the Second World War a national-defense emergency mad: 
it necessary to commandeer all barges and towboats then in use on the Ouachita 
River for service in the Intracoastal Canals. For a period of 10 years the 
Ouachita River Channel was little used, but the locks, dams, and navigation 
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pools were kept in place by the Corps of Engineers. During this period of 
forced inactivity practically all docks along the river deteriorated to a point 
beyond repair and warehouses disappeared, or were taken over for other uses. 
(omman carriers got their ICC permits modified to allow inactivity except at 
(heir own will and pleasure. This state of affairs still exists. 

In 1950 the Corps of Engineers redredged the channel of the Ouachita River 
from its mouth to Camden, Ark., thus making it possible for barge shipping to 
start again. The biggest setback to this final phase of barge shipping was the 

l-advised threat issued through the Corps of Engineers early in July 1951 to 

ose immediately and seal locks Nos. 5, 6, and 8 (No. 7 was never built), and 
o remove the wicket dams. This threat was probably made thinking it would 
stimulate shipping, but it had the opposite effect. Shippers were having to 
-pend money for new docks and warehouses before they could put tonnage 
on the river. In the face of this threat such preparations were halted. The 
effect of this threat is shown by the 62 percent drop in tonnage shipped in 1952 
wider that which was shipped in 1951. The calendar year of 1956 should see 
the effect of this threat completely wiped out. 


OUACHITA TONNAGE IN 1955-56 


According to the preliminary shipping figures available in the office of the 
Corps of Engineers at Vicksburg, the Ouachita River carried a total of 149,177 
tons of barge commerce in 1955. These figures are only slightly higher than 
he total tonnage carried for 1955 over 1954, but the 1955 figures show approxi- 
mately a 20 percent gain in ton-miles. 

The following waterborne types of commerce were accredited to the Ouachita 
River in 1955: methanol, glycol, aqua ammonia, salt cake, logs, sand and gravel, 
lish, machinery, fuel oil, and steel pipe. These same commodities will continue 
to move on the river in 1956, plus the addition of liquid sulfur and anhydrous 
aummonia. These latter two items will account for more than 50,000 tons 
innually. 

The principal shippers in 1956 will be Commercial Solvents, Calion Lumber 
(o., Lion Oil Co. (now a division of the Monsanto Chemical Co.), International 
aper Co., B & R Dredging & Towing Co., Boswell Oil Co., United Pipe Line 
(o,, and probably the Pan-Am Southern Corp., Michigan Chemical Co., Barrett 
division of the Allied Chemical & Dye Co., and others. 


SURVEY SHOWS GOOD TONNAGE AVAILABLE 


The Ouachita River Valley Association whose duty and obligation it is to 
encourage all possible shipping on the Ouachita River believes the maximum 
tonnage that can be developed on the present inadequate 614-foot channel will 
he between 200,000 and 250,000 tons per year of through inbound and outbound 
shipping. On the other hand, the association’s current river shipping survey 
shows that in excess of 1,500,000 tons annually is available for the Ouachita 
River Basin for a modern 9-foot channel in the Ouachita River. 


FUTURE GROWTH WILL PROVIDE MORE TONNAGE 


Assuming that a modern 9-foot channel will be made available to the shippers 
the Ouachita River Valley and thus allow the expected normal economic 
growth and industrial expansion to take place, the available river tonnage will 


be doubled or even trebled over the current survey figures in the course of 15 
or 20 years. 

According to a report made by the University of Arkansas, College of Busi- 

‘ss Administration Industrial Research Center, the indicated growth for the 
Ouachita River Valley is exceedingly bright. The research center’s report says 
in part: 

“It is expected that the industrial output of the Ouachita River Basin will 
incrase 60 percent within the next 15 years. This estimate is made on the as- 
sumption that high levels of national prosperity will continue; that major expan- 
sions will occur in paper, chemical, aluminum, and petroleum industries; and 
that present economic trends will continue upward. With improved navigation 
on the Ouachita River, the rate of growth could be even greater.” 

Since the above was written, an announcement was made on April 10 by the 
International Paper Co. that it would build a new $57 million paper mill at Pine 
Bluff, Ark. The Murphy Corp. of El Dorado is currently making a survey to 
locate a large pulp or plastic plant somewhere along the Ouochita River. The 
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University of Arkansas Research Center points out that industrial expansion in 
the Quachita Valley depends upon raw materials, labor, and markets. The labor 
is in the valley and, likewise, most of the raw materials. Markets are of the 
greatest importance and that is where water transportation on the Ouachita 
River is all-important to the economic growth of the Ouachita River Basin. 


PREDICTED GROWTH WELL FOUNDED 


The predicted economic growth of that portion of the Ouachita River Basin 
which lies in Arkansas made by the University of Arkansas Research Center is 
well founded and based upon good background performances. The research 
center has narrowed its study of the Ouachita River Basin to 16 counties in 
southeastern Arkansas; whereas the watershed of the river actually covers 22 
full counties and parts of 2 others. The research Center points out that within 
this smal larea, which is approximately 21 percent of the State of Arkansas, there 
is a well-balanced economy between agriculture, industry, mining, and forestry. 
Within this area is found 31 percent of the State’s industries with 34 percent of 
the State’s industrial employment. The research center continues to point out 
that in 1955 about 838 percent of the total industrial developments made in 
Arkansas were made in the Ouachita River Basin. The research center says: 

“The percentage distribution of the State’s industries by major type located in 
the basin: Paper and allied products, 82; petroleum and coal products, 79; electric 
machinery, equipment, and supplies, 80: primary materials industry, 68: paper, 
material products, 58; mining, quarrying, and fuel production, 64; lumber and 
wood products (except furniture), 50; furniture and fixtures, 55.” 


PROJECTED GROWTH OOF OUACHITA RIVER BASIN IN ARKANSAS 


The Arkansas Economic Council-State Chamber of Commerce has made a study 
of the economic conditions and growth in Arkansas making comparisons between 
1945 and 1955, and projecting the survey to cover possible conditions in 1965. 
For the Ouachita River Basin, the following 9 counties in Arkansas were used: 
Ashley, Bradley, Calhoun, Clark, Garland, Union, Hot Spring, Ouachita, and 
Saline. 


| 
1945 1955 1965 


Population 235, 100 260, 900 277, 900 


Per capita income $711 | $1, 132 $1, 996 
Retail sales $80, 421,000 | $218, 089, 000 $419, 385, 000 
Cash from income $12, 800, 871 22, 846, 000 $33, 096, 000 
Manufacturing jobs 17, 191 25, 095 32, 022 
Value of manufacturing plants $206, 270,000 | $442, 456,000 | $523, 672, 000 
Bank resources $101, 408,000 | $166, 908, 000 $250, 900, 000 
Tourist income- ---- $18, 500, 000 $49, 700, 000 $73, 200, 000 
Educational eee 8 per pupil. ‘ a $62.17 $135. 04 $261. 97 
Construction. ; $9, 783, 000 $41, 965, 000 $89, 802, 000 


LOUISIANA GROWTH COMPARABLE TO ARKANSAS 


What is true of the Arkansas portion of the Ouachita River Basin is equally 
true of the Louisiana portion of the basin which covers 17 parishes and parts of 
2 others. The Louisiana situation is clearly set out in the following letter pre- 
pared for the Corps of Engineers by Walter Koch, executive vice president, Mon- 
roe Area Industrial Development Corp., and James S. Williams, executive secre- 
tary, Monroe-West Monroe Chamber of Commerce. 

“In connection with the estimate of perspective tonnage expected to develop 
on the Ouachita River system in Louisiana over the next 25 years, the following 
remi irks are herewith submitted : 

“Industrial expansion in northeast Louisiana has experienced a dynamic 
vrowth in recent years and, from all indications, this growth can be expected 
to be accelerated in the future. 

“The principal industries within this region are the bag and container plants 
of Olin-Mathieson Chemical Corp. at West Monroe, the chemical facilities of 
Commercial Solvents Corp. at Sterlington, and the paper mills of International 
Paper Co. at Bastrop and Springhill. 

“Several significant industrial activities have taken place in northeast Loui- 
siana which should have a tremendous impact upon its overall economy. The 
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holdings of the Brown Paper Mill, and its subsidiaries at West Monroe, were 
acquired by the Olin-Mathieson Chemical Corp. in 1955. While definite plans 
have not been officially announced, there is little doubt that Olin will expand its 
facilities considerably within the near future. (This announcement was made 
on April 9 to spend $40 million in expanding this plant.) 

“Commercial Solvents Corp. has had a steady expansion program. Last year 
it placed in operation a $5 million expansion at Sterlington. This new plant 
will produce the world’s first full-scale nitroparaffin production. Commercial 
Solvents has just announced a $10 million expansion of its plant facilities. <A 
major portion of this sum will be devoted to the expansion of the methanol 
plant at Sterlington. 

“Louisiana Power & Light Co. will construct a $20 million steam electric 
generating unit at Sterlington. When completed, this 200,000-kilowatt plant 
will be the largest in the Middle South utilities system. 

“Another event having an important effect on the economy of northeast Loui- 
siana was the recent completion of Ouachita Parish’s first commercial oil pro- 
ducer. This is the first instance of commercially recoverable crude petroleum 
in this area, and is expected to have a direct bearing on future growth. 

“Several plants are being constructed, or have recently been constructed, in 
small communities throughout northeast Louisiana. These plants are located 
at Ruston, Rayville, Winnfield, and Winnsboro, all contributing to the purchas- 
ing power of the area. 

“In February of 1955 the Monroe Area Industrial Development Corp. was 
organized, with headquarters at Monroe. Its principal objectives are to attract 
new industry and to encourage existing industries to expand. This develop- 
ment group is operating on a regional basis, being principally interested in in- 
dustrial growth in northeast Louisiana. It is particularly striving to attract 
chemical and rubber plants into this region. 

“With efforts being concentrated on attracting new industry, it is anticipated 
that the economy of northeast Louisiana will continue to expand, resulting in in- 
creased business and a resultant increase in the use of transportation services. 

“In retrospect in appraising the steady growth of one of our type industries, 
the Commercial Solvents Corp., regarding its use of the river over the past 
> years—-we have seen the tonnage transmitted via barge on the Ouachita River 
increase from 3,180 short tons in 1949 to over 80,000 short tons in 1955. 


“Certainly with the general benchmark established by this type industry and 
With the industrial future of northeast Louisiana expected to literally bloom 
during the 2% decades under consideration we wish to offer the following con- 
servative estimates as the residue of our appraisals for river traffic tonnage that 
might be expected in our general area. 


Tons 
.._. 223, 500 

50, 0OO 
te nd os eee 20, OOO 
siderwedaeas ; i _ Re P ae 20, 000 


Chemicals_______ 
Petroleum 

Wood products____-__- 
Heavy steel 


Peerage VOOrms (Ot. 6 ones ceo cnet . _ _ 313, 500 


“We feel that the above estimated figures are ‘conservative’ in nature based 
upon the conjecture that initially the rapidly expanding chemical industry (par 
ticularly in the agricultural chemicals) will find new spot locatious on the reaches 
of the Ouachita River. Secondly, that the petroleum industry will be forced to 
ship vast quantities of gasoline along the Ouachita River system in order to 
combat the rising cost manifested through the trucking and rail industries for 
their services in transporting bulk lots. Finally, pipelines are expanding south- 
west to northeast in increasing numbers, and it is felt that this general locale 
Will see Federal authority granted for the plurality of new pipelines through 
the area.” 

NORTHEAST LOUISIANA PETRO-CHEMICAL AREA 


That portion of the Ouachita River Basin which lies in northeast Louisiana 
is particularly rich in natural gas, pine and bardwood timber, and agricultural 
products, including livestock. The present natural gas fields extend from the 
vicinity of Monroe to the Arkansas State line. Gas pipelines crisscross the area 
in astonishing numbers and because of the presence of natural gas in such great 
abundance, this area is destined to be one of the great plastic and petrochemical 
sections in the Nation. 
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Judging from the present use the Commercial Solvents Corp. is making 
of the inadequate 614-foot channel in the Ouachita River, it is easy to visualiz 
a modern 9-foot channel] reaching the annual tonnages suggested by the Monro 
Area Industrial Development Corp. and the Monroe-West Monroe Chamber 
Commerce. 

OUACHITA RIVER POTENTIAL SHIPPERS 


The Ouachita River Valley Association maintains a current survey of potenti; 
barge shippers on the Ouachita River. Looking forward to a modern 9-f 
channel that will allow barges and towboats to be interchanged with the Missis 
sippi River navigation system, the association officials have made direct conta 
with many responsible executives of business concerns and manufacturers do 
business in the Ouachita River Valley to ascertain the inbound and outbound 
tonnage of commodities likely to be shipped on the river. The only commodities 
listed are ones suitable for barge commerce and which are caleulated to m 
on the river with less overall handling costs than by using other types 
transportation. The current list is as follows: 


Current list of potential shippers 


Commodities to be shipped annually 
Name of shipper and location 


Outbound Inbound 


Tons 
Commercial Solvents Corp., Sterling- | Methanol. ---- .-.-| 75,000 | Glycol 
ton. Anhydrous ammonia 25, 000 
Aqua ammonia 20, 000 
Consolidated Chemical Co., Bastrop__.| Aluminum sulfate 10, 000 
Thurmatomic Carbon Co., Sterlington_| Carbon black 5, 000 
Brown Paper Co., West Monroe é Paper products 5, 000 
United Gas Pipe Line Co., Monroe___-|-- PESTS: Steel pipe 
International Paper Co., Camden____.-| Paper_......-..-..-- 4,000 | Salt cake___- 
Miscellaneous 
Bagpak Corp., Camden 4 Paper begs... .. ua. , 800 
MeMillan Petroleum Co., El Dorado Packaged oils and , 000 
greases, | 
Lion Oil Co., El Dorado_-__-_-_--- __._.| Fuel oil _| 24,000 | Liquid sulfur 
| Asphalt__ 3,000 | Steel pipe 
Other petroleum prod- 000 | Steel drums_- 
ucts. 
Curtis Kinnard Oil Co., El] Dorado 
Calion Lumber Co., Calion___.._-- | 
Berry Asphalt Co., Magnolia ...---| Asphalt 
Henry H. Cross Oil Co., Smackover | Crude oil 
B. & R. Dredging & Towing, Inc., | 
Camden. | | 
Ritchie Grocer Co., El Dorado - Canned goods .- 
Hardware 
Sugar 


| Steel pipe 


Logs 


Sand and gravel 


Hunter Iron Works, Camden Scrap iron 
Camden Wholesale Co., Camden ss _.| Beer 
1. D. Braswell Co., Camden do 
Barrett Division Allied Chemical & | Roofing. - a Pitch 
Dye Corp., Camden | 
Arch Haltom Co., Little Rock via | ‘ Sugar 
Camden. 
Anderson-Clayton Co., Camden ad Cotton . ‘ , BOO 
Carter Oil Co., Magnolia 
Olin Mathieson Chemical Co., Little |. 
Rock via Camden. | | 
Magnet Cove Barium Corp., Malvern | Barite.__- be 2, 000 
via Camden. | 
Baroid division, National Lead Co., ..-do . 2, 000 
Malvern via Camden. | 
Earl Daniels Co., Malvern via Camden_} Silica ; ein 000 
Pennington Winters Co., Oklahoma | Riprap 000 
City-Antoine. 
Jefferson Island Salt Co., Pine Bluff via nee Cs Industrial salt 
Camden. 
Reynolds Metals Co., Hurricane Creek bees asmenicees ; Bauxite 
via Camden. } 
Pan Am Southern Corp., El Dorado--- : 20, Steel pipe 
Coca-Cola Bottling Co., Camden ad i : salting Sirup--.-- 
South Arkansas Grocer Co., Camden : oak ae - Sugar 
Ouachita Grocer Co., Camden... .....-/.....-.-.....-.- dees nda i .--do 
The Grapette Co., Camden_-- 
Urania Lumber Co., Urania, La 


Steel pipe 
Soda ash 
Fertilizer materials 


sna 
Creosote. 
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OTHER INTERESTED POTENTIAL SHIPPERS 


In addition to the list of shippers who have already declared their intentions 
of shipping by barge on the Ouachita River as soon as an adequate channel is 
available, there are many others who have indicated the commodities they have 
for shipment; however, they are not ready at this time to suggest a probable 
tonnage. The list follows: 


M. Kaplan & Son, Monroe, La.: Drilling supplies, steel. 

Southwest Gas Production Co., Monroe, La.: Steel pipe. 

Camden Furniture Co., Camden, Ark.: Furniture. 

Lethlehem Steel Corp., Beaumont, Tex.: Steel shapes and plates. 

J. A. Wilder & Co., Homer, La.: Lignite, iron ore. 

The Crossett Co., Crossett, Ark.: Methanol, paper. 

J. O. Willett Co., Monroe, La.: Steel pipe, gravel. 

\. L. Smith, Sterlington, La.: Building materials, steel. 

McAlester Fuel Oil Co., Magnolia, Ark.: Steel pipe. 

\icKinney Lumber Co., Gurdon, Ark.: Hardwood flooring. 

Garcia Lines Agency, Lake Charles, La.: Rice, soybeans. 

Big Rock Stone & Material Co., Little Rock, Ark.: Riprap. 
Aron & Co., New Orleans, La.: Sugar. 

Godchaux Sugar Co., New Orleans, La.: Sugar. 

\rkansas-Louisiana Gas Co., Shreveport, La.: Steel pipe. 

Michigan Chemical Co., El Dorado, Ark.: Petroleum products. 

\luminum Company of America, Bauxite, Ark.: Bauxite ore. 

(Gilliam Bros., El Dorado, Ark.: Cement and gravel. 

Murphy Corp., El Dorado, Ark.: Petroleum products, logs. 

Southern Wood Treating Co., El Dorado, Ark.: Creosote, piling. 

El Dorado Foundry, El Dorado, Ark.: Mill supplies, steel. 

J. P. Garner & Co., El Dorado, Ark.: Sugar, canned goods. 

Carnes Sales Co., El Dorado, Ark.: Beer. 


In talking with the executives of the above prospective barge shippers, the 
Ouachita River Valley officials came to the conclusion that 500,000 tons annually 
would not be unreasonable from this group. 

When the Ouachita River became inactive in 1940 because of the war emer- 
vency, the common carriers with ICC permits to operate on the Ouachita River 
succeeded in getting their permits amended so as to allow them to suspend 
operations without losing their permits. This condition prevails today, but there 
is every indication that at least one of the common carriers will resume the 
operation of a shuttle barge service between New Orleans and Camden with 
stops at Monroe and Calion. 

When this shuttle service is resumed on a monthly or bimonthly basis, river 
traffic in miscellaneous tonnages will pick up quite rapidly. Such barge services 
cannot begin until some additional warehouses and docks ean be completed. 
Plans are presently underway to provide adequate dock facilities at Monroe- 
West Monroe, Sterlington, Calion, and Camden. 

It is estimated by businessmen, economists, and chambers of commerce who live 
along the Ouachita River that 1,500,000 tons annually will develop in a few years 
after the 9-foot channel is available. 


LOW RAIL RATES TOUGILT BARGE COMPETITION 


The Nation should have water transportation developed whenever possible as 
a security measure because navigable rivers are not easily destroyed. 

The people want water transportation because it is a means of leveling trans- 
portation costs and increasing their chance to compete in the markets of the 
world. Even with the inadequate 614-foot channel in the Ouachita River, the 
cities and towns along the river and adjacent to the river have profited from 
the limited barge competition. Rail and truck rates on many commodities mov- 
ing into and out of the Ouachita River Basin are favorable to the point that 
many approach and some are even lower than the cheapest barge rate. A ease 
of a rail rate on ground barites will illustrate the point. In 1950 there was a 
rail rate of $7.84 per ton on ground barites between Malvern, Ark., and New 
Orleans, La. One of the operating companies started to build a dock at Camden. 
Ark., and ship by water. When this occurred, the rail rate was lowered to 
$3.10 per ton. After about 14 months the ICC decided the low rail rate was 
confiseatory and ordered it raised $1.20 per ton. The rail rate between the 
above-mentioned points is still below any possible truck-barge rate. 
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Because of the favorable freight rate structures on many commodities sus 
ceptible to barge movement, it is hard to pledge tonnage on the Ouachita River: 
but by and large shippers in the valley recognize the necessity for developing 
a deeper water navigation on the Ouachita River. It is well understood tha, 
when barges can be interchanged with the Mississippi River system that barge 
rates will be measurably cheapened and will be extensively used. 


1 MILLION TONS ANNUALLY FOR THE OUACHITA RIVER 


The Ouachita River Valley Association, from its contacts with present and 
prospective shippers, has every reason to believe that within a few years after 
a modern 9-foot channel becomes available there will be a minimum of 1 mil- 
lion tons of Commerce annually transported on the Ouachita River. In the 
course of 10 and 20 years this tonnage will be doubled and trebled depending 
upon the physical ability of the river to carry the traffic. 

When the Ouachita River in Arkansas and Louisiana can have a deepened 
channel that will permit the free interchange of heavily loaded barges with 
the Mississippi River and intracoastal canal systems, barge traffic will increase 
very rapidly. This will be so because of the satisfactory transportation say 
ings now possible with the in: idequi ite 64%,-foot channel. 

During the calendar year of 1955 approximately 120,000 tons of chemicals were 
transported on the Ouachita River with a net average savings of $3.30 per 
ton. Industrial salt and salt cake have a low average of only 60 cents per 
ton savings. 

From pages 9 and 10 of this report the 25 commodities which will furnish 
the largest volume of tonnage for the Ouachita River have been selected for 
u comparison between the present rail rates and the present barge rates from 
the same origins and destinations. This comparison indicates an average sav- 
ing to be accredited to the Ouachita River navigation system of approximately 
$3.19 per ton on the 25 selected commodities. 

The economic justification of this project is thoroughly established. The bene 
fit-cost ratio will be pleasingly high with only one-half of the tonnage which 
this association claims for a modern 9-foot channel in the Ouachita River. 


SUPPORT FOR 9-FOOT CHANNEL 


Mr. THarcurr. Senator Ellender, my name is H. K. Thatcher and 
| am executive vice president of the Ouachita River Valley Association, 
with headquarters in Camden, Ark. 

I am representing the association today, and have with me two 
other witnesses that would like to be heard more specifically on parts 
of the project, but I want to cover all of it just briefly. 

We, of course, are interested in the development of the entire valley, 
and particularly do we have in mind the 9-foot channel which we are 
striving for which now is so important to us, and I will spend more 
time talking about that than anything else. 


BUDGET ESTIMATE 


Senator ELLenper. As you are aware, the budget estimate calls for 
$130,000 for planning a 9-foot channel. 

Mr. Tuarcuer. This is correct, sir; and we understood that that 
$130,000 will complete all of the necessary blueprints and we are filing 
with you today an argument which we think justifies the economics 
of the 9-foot channel. 

We are suporting, of course, the President’s budget, which includes 
the $130,000 and the $30,000 for the Muddy Fork Dam. We also 
support the $450,000 maintenance for the present channel and the 
$200,000 for Blakely Mountain Dam, and the $165,000 for the Nar- 
rows, which is maintenance. We also support the $2,000 for the 
special study on the Saline River. 





PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 2017 


Senator Eiitenper. I wish the record to show that Congressman 
Oren Harris from Arkansas is present. 

Proceed, Mr. Thatcher. 

Mr. Tuatcuer. Thank you. 

As I said, we are particularly concerned overall that we point our 
project to the 9-foot channel and a few of the other smaller projects 
along the river. Colonel Haswell later will talk about the Calion 
levee project at Calion, Ark. 


REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL FUNDS 


Senator ExLenver. Mr. Thatcher, are you asking for any more than 
is being provided by the budget estimate / 


CALION, ARK. 


Mr. THarcuer. We are asking for $600,000 in addition to what 
the budget calls for the Calion levee project. 

Senator ELLenpeR. That is for construction, is it not 

Mr. Tuatcuer. That is construction. We understand it is ready 
for construction and the people there now feel the need of that more 
sO a in the past, and we ask that that be done. 

We are also asking that if there are any funds required to complete 
the sis unning of the Det tray Dam, that also be provided. The reason 
we are § asking that that be provided is that we have entered into some 
discussions about using the DeGray Dam as a source of industrial and 
municipal water supply for 6 or 8 south Arkansas countries, and 
maybe some in Louisiana, but I doubt if it would get that far down. 

Senator ELLenver. Mr. Thatcher, I notice last year on this Calion 
project we provided $40,000 for study and the estimated cost of that 
project is $537,000. Your idea is if the planning has advanced far 
enough, you want money to start construction ¢ 

Mr. Tuatrcuer. That is right. 

Senator ELLenper. Mr. Tofani, how far have the engineers pro- 
gressed with the planning of this project, do you know 4 

Mr. Torant. I think we are progressing on it. I don’t believe it is 
yet completed. 

Mr. THatcuer. Colonel Simpson told me that by the end of the 
tiseal year they would be completed. 

Senator ELLENpER. What we propose to do, and in fact the subcom- 
mittee proposes to do, is, as soon as we complete the hearings of 
requests from people all over the country, to call in the engineers 
to find out whether or not they can proceed on construction of a project 
of this character, and we would be guided by whatever they propose 
to us. 

Repr esentative Harris. Senator, I apologize for interrupting here. 

Senator Eitenper. That is all right. 

Representative Harris. I will have a statement to make on this 
point, when I am given an opportunity, from the engineers as of the 
date of April 26. 

Senator ELLENDER. Fine. 

Mr. Tuarcner. My request here, Senator, is for approximately 
$600,000 because the Vicksburg office suggested to me unoffici: ally at 
least that maybe it would take about that much to ¢ omplete it. 
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Senator ELLENpER. The estimate is $537,000. 
Mr. Tuarcuer. That is correct. The estimate was made quite some 
years ago. 


OUACHITA RIVER NAVIGATION 


I would like to say in connection with our 9-foot channel project o1 
the Ouachita River that I have just completed a 2-day tour up through 
the New York area, going to Wilmington and talking to the Du Pont 
interests, and I talked to the Kaiser Aluminum interests, and several 
others in that area, and in each instance they have told us in no w 
certain terms that they were not interested, except from some extenuat 
ing circumstances, to locate a plant that was not on at least a 9-fooi 
channel, so it becomes so all important economically to us that we are 
pointing every effort in that direction. 

I think my statement covers it pretty well. The two statements 
that I have filed cover it completely. 

Senator ELLteENperR. Your complete statements will be put in the 
record. 

Mr. Tuarcuer. Thank you very much. I don’t believe I will take 
up any more of your time and I certainly thank you for the oppor 
tunity of being here this morning. We appreciate it very much. 


COMMUNICATIONS 


Senator ELLENDER. We are always glad to have you, sir. 

At this point in the record, I wish to incorporate a telegram from 
Tom D. Potter of Commercial Solvents Corp., who is snowbound and 
can’t get here to testify, and another telegram addressed to me fron 
Shelby Hill, president of the Monroe Area Industrials Developmen 
Corp. at Monroe, La., and also one from Grayson Guthrie, president of 
the Chamber of Commerce, Monroe, La., all addressed to me and con 
cerning the 9-foot channel for the Ouachita to which Mr. Thatcher has 
just referred. 

(The telegrams referred to follow :) 

DENVER, CoLo., May 3, 1956. 
FRANK WURzLOW, 
Administrative Assistant to Senator Allen J. Ellender, 
Senate Office Building: 


Delayed on arrival to Denver by snowstorm and therefore missed flight an 
Will not be able to appear before committee. Will you please inform Capt. T. ¢ 
Preston and assist him in every way in appearance before your pamubittee. 
Thanking you sincerely. 

Tom D. Porrer. 


MoNnrRoE, LA., May 2, 1956. 


~s 


Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
We urge your favorable support of the improvement of Ouachita River. A 9 
foot channel is essential to the continued industrial development of northeast 
Louisiana. 


SHELBY HILL, 
President, Monroe Area Industrials Development Corp. 
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MONROE, LA., May 2, 1956. 
Ion. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 


Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Interest in north Louisiana at new high on development of Ouachita River 
channel to a 9-foot depth. It is urgent that we obtain this channel to retain our 
position as a prime distribution center. 

Please press for a favorable hearing on this project. 


GRAYSON GUTHRIE, 
President, Chamber of Commerce. 
Senator ELLENpER. The next witness would have been Mr. Potter, 
But he was detained by the weather. Capt. T. G. Preston, won’t you 
step forward, please, sir? 


COMMERCIAL SOLVENTS Corp., NEW YorkK, N. Y. 
STATEMENT OF THEODORE G. PRESTON, MARINE MANAGER 
PREPARED STATEMENT 


Mr. Preston. Senator, I would like to thank the committee for this 
opportunity of again giving my testimony on behalf of the 9-foot 
channel. I would like to tender Mr. Tom Potter’s regrets at not being 
liere, but you have the telegram. 

Senator ELLenpber. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Preston. I have a prepared statement here which I will either 
read or file at the chairman’s request. 

Senator ELLenper. If you desire, you may file it and it will be 
printed, and you may highlight it. 

Mr. Presron. I will. I will file it. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT BY THEODORE G. PRESTON, MARINE MANAGER, COMMERCIAL SOLVENTS 
Corp. 


I was granted the privilege of appearing before this same committee in May 
1955 to offer our statement for the record, supporting the need for a 9-foot 
navigable channel in the Ouachita. 

On my last appearance, I filed a statement outlining in detail Commercial 
Solvents Corp.’s activities on the river since our first barge shipment which 
occurred in November 1949. 

We think it might be helpful to the committee to review the facts contained 
in that statement because they are even more pertinent today. 

In November 1949 we started moving methanol with a single tug and one 
(.000-barrel barge. Our total movement for the last 2 months of that year was 
slightly in excess of 3,000 tons. 

In 1950 we shipped in excess of 24,000 tons of methanol. We continued to 
nerease our shipment of methanol, necessitating the use of additional barges 
and tugs through 1951 and 1952. Our annual tonnage had increased at this 
point to 32,000 tons of methanol. In 1953 our $20 million building program be- 
ame a reality. Shipments continued to increase and during 1953 reached a 
total of 49,000 tons. Continued increase in 1954 brought the total to 74,500 
tons of all commodities. 

During 1955 we added aqua ammonia shipments to our movements of methanol 
ind glyeol. Because of this additional commodity, our total tonnage moved 
by barge over the Ouachita was in excess of 83,000 tons. 

In March of 1956, we made the first barge shipment of anhydrous ammonia 
which raised to four the number of commodities now being moved by water in 
and out of our Sterlington facilities. 

During the first quarter of 1956, we have shipped in excess of 20,000 tons of 
all commodities by barge on the Ouachita River. 

Last year Commercial Solvents Corp. reported to this committee that it was 
rlanning construction of additional facilities for the production of still another 
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chemical, the water shipments of which were estimated at 10,000 tons. This 
project has now been completed. We are currently engaged in working out the 
shipment of this quantity of the new material. Our total shipments on the 
Ouachita in and out of Sterlington for 1956 is now estimated to be in excess 
of 90,000 tons. 

The development of the Ouachita into a 9-foot stream, integrated with the 
Mississippi River stream, has been a major factor in Commercial Solvents Corp's 
decision to invest the $25 million at Sterlington to date, with an additional $8 
million expansion now underway. This new construction will raise our water 
tonnage to an amount estimated to be in excess of 100,000 tons in 1957. 

A study is now underway to ascertain the best position to locate warehouse 
space for the storage of some of our dry commodities manufactured at Ster- 
lington. Efforts are being made to locate these warehouses so that outbound 
tonnage will move over the Ouachita. This is further proof of our faith in the 
eventual 9-foot channel as this movement would not be feasible under the 
present 6-foot limitation. 

Recent shipments by others of commodities such as liquid sulfur indicate the 
reliance of industry and communities on the Ouachita River as a vital lifeline 
for the valley. 

Commercial Solvents Corp. sincerely believes that the best interests of all 
industry and the communities served by the Ouachita will be improved by your 
committee’s allocation of additional funds to be used by the Corps of Engineers 
for studies leading to the 9-foot channel project. 


NEED FOR 9-FOOT CHANNEL 


Mr. Preston. I would like to mention at this time that the falling 
of the water in the Ouachita, which has happened right now in the 
last 2 weeks, is rather coincidental. The water has fallen 10 feet and 
we are practically at pool stage right now. 

We are shipping anhydrous ammonia by barge for the first time this 
year out of our Sterlington plant, and it just points up how badly we 
need the 9-foot channel. We have shipped about 3,500 tons and it has 
gone out on full barge loads. 

We are now going to be faced with a barge which is loading today at 
Sterlington with about 250 tons less in this barge because we are 
going to be down to our 61% 6-foot project depth. If we had the 9-foot 
channel, that barge would go out today with its full 850 tons in it. 

We have had instances in the past where we have lost traffic to the 
railroad because the material had to get to New Orleans in time to meet 
a ship and we couldn’t get enough down on the shallow draft. T just 
thought I would mention that particular feature because it happens to 
hi “pean today when the hearing is on. 

I don’t think there is anything more that I can add, because the 
statement is prepared, so I won’t take up any more time. I will just 
file the statement. 

Senator ELienper. All right. We are glad to have-had you again, 
sir. 

Mr. Preston. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Evtenver. Is Col. C. E. Haswell here? Will you step 
forward, please ? 
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EL. DorApo CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, EL Dorapo, KANs. 


STATEMENT OF CLAUDE E. HASWELL, PRESIDENT 
GENERAL STATEMENT 


Mr Haswewi. I am Col. Claude E. Haswell, president of the El 
Dorado, Ark., Chamber of Commerce. I appreciate the opportunity 
of being here to say a few words concerning the Calion levee project. 

During the past generation, 5 or 6 damaging floods have occurred 
in that area causing r jeopardy to the health of the people through the 
overflowing of their water wells. It has caused a loweri ing of prop- 
erty vi alues. It has caused dam: ize to the Calion Lumber Co. each 
time the overflow occurred of approximately $50,000 in lumber. 

In addition, some 200 employees have lost an estimated $40,000 in 
earnings each time those overflows occurred. 

As you can understand, when these overflows do occur, business 
comes to a complete standstill. Recently the Lion Oil Co. constructed 
a $800,000 dock, and they are shipping annually some 36,000 tons of 
liquid sulfur into the port of Calion. They are trucking this sulfur 
from the port to their plant near El Dorado. 

In the event of a flood, they will not be able to get to the dock. In 
addition, there is a warehouse projected which is very much needed 
and which will give much more tonnage to the Ouachita River navi- 
gation. ‘This warehouse cannot be started until there is some assur- 
ance that it will be protected by a proper levee. 

The Greater El Dorado Committee also has blueprinted some indus- 
trial sites which up to now have been rejected because of the absence 
of flood control. We believe that this levee project will do a great deal 
to build up the business and the industry of that area and will easily 
justify the sum $600,000 appropri: ition which we are asking to be 
placed back in the President’s budget for the fiscal year 1957. 

| appreciate very much, sir, the opportunity to bring this matter 
before the committee. 

Senator ELLenper. We are glad to have had you, sir. How often 
do these floods occur ? 

Mr. Hasweii. They occur about every 3 or 4 years, on the average. 

Senator Evtenper. All right. Thank you. 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


Mr. Hasweutu. Thank you. I would like to file the statement. 
Senator ELLENpER. Yes, it will be filed in the record. 
(The statement referred to follows:) 


APPEAL FOR CALION, ARK., LEVEE AND PUMPING STATION 


On Monday, April the 9th, at 7:30 p. m. in the Methodist Church, Calion, Ark., 
a general meeting was called of all local citizens and interested parties in the 
Calion and surrounding areas for the purpose of discussing and explaining the 
proposed Calion levee and pumping station project. 

This meeting was enthusiastically received and well attended by 175 persons 
interested in the project. In addition to this large group of citizens there was 
also a representative of the Arkansas Game and Fish Commission, and Mr. H. K. 
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Thatcher, executive vice president of the Ouachita River Valley Association, as 
well as other local dignitaries and officials. 

Toward the close of this general meeting there was a resolution presented from 
the floor outlining the position taken by those present at this meeting. This 
resolution was unanimously adopted by those present and a committee was nomi 
nated for the purpose of drafting this letter to the Senate subcommittee as a 
method of explaining and outlining the resolution passed by the citizens. Those 
appointed to this committee are as follows: 

Charles E. Thomas, chairman, Calion Lumber Co., vice president. 

John Russell, mayor, city of Calion. 

Henry F. Epps, justice of peace, Franklin Parish, Calion. 

Mrs. Alva Murphy, postmaster, city of Calion. 

Dan Hollaway, merchant, city of Calion. 

Lee Zackery, executive vice president of Greater El Dorado Development 
Committee. 

Harold Wood, chairman, finance committee of Ouachita River Valley As- 
sociation, city of El Dorado. 

Marshall Shockleford, State senator from Union County. 

The following needs for this levee project were brought forth clearly at this 
meeting : 

The Calion Lumber Co. estimated that damage from overflow had averaged in 
excess of $50,000 for each of many overflows sustained when its present inade 
quate levee has broken. A total payroll of approximately 200 men was affected 
seriously by such a shutdown. The past floods have caused the loss in payroll 
to all or part of these workers or from $40,000 to $50,000 a year depending upon 
the extent and the intensity of the flood. The company’s total commercial activ- 
ity is reduced furthermore, and hampered by loss of markets caused by overflow 
shutdown many months after the floodwaters have subsided. 

The second point brought up at this meeting was the protection to residents in 
the town of Calion where over 600 persons now reside without any kind of pro- 
tection from floods of the Ouachita River. Testimony at this public meeting 
showed that a number of Calion inhabitants had sustained heavy damage with 
5 or 6 floods that drove them from their homes in a single generation as well as 
a number of smaller floods that caused them damage but did not drive them from 
their dwellings. 

Furthermore, these floods have jeopardized the health and welfare of the in- 
habitants of the town. Water wells were polluted by these floods, and in addi 
tion to property damage the value of the homes and the land ownership in the 
area has been severely suppressed because of frequent overflow. 

Finally, all business activity in the town is forced to a complete standstill 
during the flood periods with subsequent loss of revenue. 

The third item of testimony brought forth at this meeting was that the leve: 
and pumping station will stabilize the level of Calion Lake thus considerably 
enhancing its value for recreation purposes and also as a future needed source 
for municipal water. 

The fourth point that came before this meeting is that the $300,000 Lion Oi! 
Co. dock installed on the Ouachita River adjoining the city of Calion and which 
currently transports 36,000 tons per year of liquid sulfur on the Ouachita River 
to Calion and then is retransported by truck to its point of use in El Dorado, 
Ark., depends absolutely for its continued operation upon roads that currently 
would be inundated by floods from the Ouachita. The proposed levee project 
would eliminate and assure year-round operation of this vital artery from the 
port of Calion to El Dorado and other points. It should further be recognized 
that this levee project will maintain all-purpose State and county roads that 
currently pass through Calion and are not now protected from inundation. 

The fifth point to be brought before this meeting is that a commercial shipping 
warehouse is assured and blueprinted in conjunction with the port of Calion 
but cannot be started until assurance for the protection of the merchandise 
that it will store can be given solely by this levee project. An increase of river 
tonnage will result when such warehouse facilities are available, but the ware- 
house facilities cannot be started until protection is available. 

The Lion Oil Co. in conjunction with the Greater El Dorado Development 
Committee conducted a survey that proved that considerable additional tonnage 
is assured if this warehouse is provided for the city of Calion. 

The sixth point discussed at this meeting was that the proposed levee will 
offer a considerable acreage that would be safe and desirable for new industrial 
sites along the Ouachita River as well as adjacent to the city of Calion. These 
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sites have thus far been turned down by several companies desiring operations 
on the river solely because of the flood threat. The proposed Calion levee project 
would remedy this situation and open a completely new field for industrial 
development. 

Mr. Henry Epps testified at this meeting that most of the money had already 
been collected and that additional pledges already made are ample to cover 
the purchase of all of the land for this project. Mr. Epps further testified that 
from a survey and work already accomplished by the local ctiizens that all land- 
owners involved in the right-of-way area had been contacted and agreed to 
sell their property for this right-of-way. Further testimony was received that 
Union County had signed and returned to the Vicksburg office the assurance 
papers that the Calion levee and pumping station would be maintained and 
operated by Union County. 

Lastly, at this meeting Mr. Nelson Cox, of the Arkansas Game and Fish Com- 
mission, testified that the levee project was in keeping with the best possible 
development of Calion Lake for fishing, wildlife, and recreation. 

The citizens resolved that from the testimony the need and 
Calion levee project was clearly apparent. 

That, furthermore, the local citizens had demonstrated their interest and met 
their obligations by financing and preparing the right-of-way for the levee as 
well as assuring its maintenance. 

That, finally, $40,000 had been appropriated and spent by the United States 
Corps of Engineers who have already deemed the project feasible and completed 
all blueprinting of the project. Therefore, the citizens resolved to petition the 
Senate Subcommittee on Appropriations for Civil Functions to—on the grounds 
of the above testimgny—put the $600,000 appropriation back in the President’s 
budget for fiscal 1957. 

Respectfully submitted 


value of the 


CHARLES E. THOMAS, 
JOHN RUSSELL, 
Henry F. Epps, 
Don HoLioway, 
Mrs. ALVA MourPHY, 
LEE ZACHARY, 
Calion Citizens Committee. 
Senator Ettenper. Mr. Thatcher will be recognized for a moment. 
Mr. TuHarcuer. Senator, I would like to introduce two advisers we 
have here from Arkansas. Mrs. C. E. Haswell has come along with 
us, and Miss Ann Cordell, who is the secretary of the El Dorado 
Chamber of Commerce. 
Senator ELLENDER. We are glad to have you ladies. 
to testify ¢ 
Miss Corpetn. We will just endorse the statements. 
Senator Extenper. Congressman Harris, do you desire to be heard ? 


Do you want 


STATEMENT OF HON. OREN HARRIS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ARKANSAS 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Representative Harris. Thank you very much, Senator. I would 
certainly yield to my charming constituents if they would like to come 
and testify. They seem to be somewhat modest. 

Senator Extenver. Their approval of the project will go far to 
have us act favorably. 

Representative Harris. The secretary of the chamber of commerce 
iS @ very persuasive witness, Senator. 

Senator Extenper. I think all ladies are. 

Representative Harris. Let me thank you again for this opportunity 
of coming before your fine committee in the interest of these projects 

75008—56—pt. 2——43 
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in the Ouachita Valley. Our people in Arkansas have a joint and 
common interest in the Ouachita River Basin with you and your great 
constituency of Louisiana. 

Mr. Thatcher has already mentioned the interest in the DeGray 
Dam. I wish the project could have advanced far enough in the pl in- 
ning stages with the money that was made available in the last Con- 
gress to come to your committee to ask for construction funds to start, 

I have been advised, however, by the district engineer that the plan 
ning has not reached that point as yet, and they “do not contemplate 
the report being available until late summer. That is not your fault 
or my fault, though I am somewhat disappointed that they are not 
ready. 

Senator ELtenper. Are you speaking of the dam and reservoir / 


DEGRAY DAM 


Representative Harrts. Yes, sir. It is the DeGray Dam, which is a 
project to conclude a series of dams on the Ouachita River and i 
tributaries. We have Bl: ne Mountain completed. You are fa, 
miliar with that. We have Narrows Dam completed and you are 
familiar with that. This third in the series is on the Caddo River 
just north of Arkadelphia, just above the confluence with the Ouachita 
River, and the three of them go together to make up the comprehensive 
program of the river. 

NAVIGATION PROJECT 


You have had some mention of the 9-foot channel. We are sup 
porting the 9-foot channel all the way from its mouth at the Black 
River in Louisiana up into Arkansas to Camden. That calls for mod- 
ernization of the locks of the dam, as you know. 

At oy time we have a 614-foot channel all the way to Camden; 
last year, if you will recall, we appropriated $50,000 for the purpose of 

carrying on the planning, surveying, and so forth. 

The budget includes $130,000 in this year’s program, which is the 
estimated amount required to complete that survey. Of course, we 
support that. All of us down our way support it and I have observed 
here from your constituents that they are supporting it, too. 


SUGGESTED RELOCATION OF LOCK & 


I would like to make this one suggestion to you, Senator, in con- 
nection with that survey ~ planning program. It is under way and 
just how long it will take, I don’t know. Lock 8 is the farthest lock 
in the series of dams and it is in my home county. It is below Calion 
a few miles. Above Calion is the confluence of the Smackover Creek 
with the Ouachita River. 

I would like to make a request of the engineers and if it could be, 
have it included in the report—I just make this suggestion and | 
hope your committee will consider it—that in connection with the 
modernization of that particular lock, consideration be given to mov- 
ing it from its present location just above the mouth of Smackover 
Creek where it runs into the Ouachita River. 

It is important to us down that way because, as you well know, 
this whole area is an oilfield area. It started back in the 1920's. Some 





PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 2025 


of those fields up there are largely depleted, and there has been over 
the years a lot of salt water coming out of Smackover Creek, and 
this dam being just below a few miles backs up all of that salt and 
brine right through that area clear on back up toward Camden. 
The purpose of it is that if that lock and dam could be moved 
from its present location, which is below a few miles, to just above 
Smackover Creek, then you. would have 100 miles or more down there 
where the salt water could go along and be diluted and it would do 
less damage, but as it is now, it just stops the whole thing right there. 


LOCK AND DAM 


Senator ELLENDER. When was that lock and dam to which you refer 
built 2 

Representative Harris. In 1919. 

Senator ELLenper. Is it contemplated that you will build a new one 
there, Mr. Tofani ¢ 

Mr. Torant. While there is a possibility of a new one. That is the 
one that is being considered for raising, as I recall. 

Senator ELLENpER. When you speak of moving a lock, that calls 
for new construction ? 

Representative Harris. Yes. I am inclined to think it is going to 
have to be new construction anyway, Senator, because that has been 
there a long, long time. 

Senator E.tienper. I presume that the engineers are giving weight 
to your views in the matter and I shall be glad to take it up with 
them after we conclude the hearings of outside witnesses. 

Representative Harris. | certainly would appreciate it. I must con- 
i“ I haven't mentioned this to the engineers because it has just 
been brought to my attention recently. 

Senator Exuenper. I will ask them about it after we conclude the 
hearings of outside witnesses. 


CALION PROJECT 


Representative Harris. Thank you. The other project which has 
been mentioned here is the Calion project. That project was author- 
ized in 1941. There was an alternate plan and there was some differ- 
ence of opinion about what plan would be adopted and accepted. 
Ultimately, the alternate plan was accepted and that is for a levee 
right down the river from what is referred to as the bridge and high- 
way and railroad bridge to what is known as Champagnolle Hill. 


COMPLETION OF PLANNING 


We appropriated $40,000 in the last Congress for this planning. 
Mention was made a moment ago about whether or not it was ready. 


Colonel Simpson, the district engineer, wrote me a few days ago in 
which he said: 


The studies for the Calion project are essentially complete. The preparation 
of plans and specifications have progressed to a point where the initial con- 
struction contract could be let within 2 or 3 months after receipt of construction 
funds. 


That was the information I received. 
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Senator ELtenper. Have you taken this matter up with the House 
Appropriations Committee ? 

Representative Harris. I talked to Mr. Cannon about it. 

Senator ExLenprr. I hope you can take it up with them. It will 
facilitate matters here. I can assure you if they put it in on the House 
side, we will keep it in here. 


UNBUDGETED PROJECT 


Representative Harrts. Unfortunately, we do not have a budget 
and the reason for that is the plans have not been completed. That is 
one reason, ‘There may be others. 

Senator ELLENDER. Last year the House put in a few unbudgeted 
projects which we kept in, and we also added a few of our own and 
as I recall, we ended up with over a hundred new unbudgeted projects. 
Let’s try for the same results this year. 

Representative Harris. I am all for it and will do all I can to do like 
we did last year. 

Senator ELtenper. You folks get together on the House side and see 
what youecan do. That will help us out considerably here. 


STATUS OF LOCAL COOPERATION 


Representative Harris. The reason this is important is the local 
people have in the bank several thousand dollars for their local share 
and that has been in the bank for some time. That money is about 
to go back to the owners if the owners ever claim it because under the 
agreement and under the terms it was supposed to go back to them 
the Ist of January this year, so we are trying to hold on to that and 
if we could get this fund appropriated and get a contract underway, 
then we have tied on to that. 


1950 FLOOD 


ITere are a few pictures of Calion taken during the flood and this 
was the 1950 flood, I believe. I won’t show all of them to you. | 
will just give you these 3 or 4 to show you what happens in that little 
city there when we have one of those big floods. That certainly por- 
trays the need. I don’t know if you saw the one of the church. That 
is just what we run into down there and the reason this matter of 
$537,000, or whatever it is, is certainly needed. 

We appreciate your giving us a hearing, as you always do, and 
giving consideration that you have always given us on these projects. 

Sen: itor Exvenper. Thank you. 

Representative Harris. Thank you so much. 

Senator ELLenper. We will try to take care of it. 

Is there anybody else who desires to be heard on those two projects ? 

Mr. Tuarcuer. No, sir. That completes our testimony. 

Senator Extenper. Thank you, Mr. Thatcher. I thank the two 
ladies, also. 
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PETITION OF THE LEGISLATURE OF THE VIRGIN ISLANDS 


Harpors ar CHarvorre AMALIE, AND CHRISTIANSTED, V. I. 


Senator E.Lenper. I have received a letter from the Honorable 
Walter I. M. Hodge, president of legislature of the Virgin Islands, 
enclosing a bill urging immediate improvement to the harbors of 
Charlotte Amalie and Christiansted. The letter and enclosure will be 
iiserted in the record. 

(The letter referred to follows :) 


THE LEGISLATURE OF THE VIRGIN ISLANDS, 
Charlotte Amalie, St. Thomas, V.I., April 24, 1956. 
The CHAIRMAN, 
House Subcommittee on Interior Appropriations, 
United States House of Representatives, 
House Office Building, Washington 25, D. C. 

DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: The attached bill No. 236, adopted by the Legislature 
of the Virgin Islands on April 23, 1956, is forwarded pursuant to the wishes of 
the legislature and with the hope that the prayers contained therein will obtain 
your official support. 

While the Congress of the United States has attempted to enhance the economic 
outlook of the islands by matching our revenue production, nevertheless, the in- 
adequacies of the harbors at Charlotte Amalie and Christiansted continue to 
hinder the development which Congress anticipated. Our tourist industry, hailed 

y congressional leaders as “an enterprise of highest importance to the Virgin 
Islands * * *,” is greatly jeopardized because of poor harbor facilities. 

The immediate need for improvement to the harbors of Charlotte Amalie and 
Christiansted is self-evident, and it is our sincere hope that you will do every- 
thing in your power to assist us in this respect. 

With sincere best personal wishes, 

Very sincerly, 
WALTER I. M. HopaGe, President. 


BiLt No. 236, THE First LEGISLATURE OF TiHTE VIRGIN ISLANDS OF THE UNITED STATES 
Regular Session, 1956 


Resolution petitioning the Congress of the United States to appropriate funds 
for the improvement of the harbors at Charlotte Amalie, St. Thomas, and 
Christiansted, St. Croix, V. I., of the United States. 

“Whereas the dredging of the harbor of Charlotte Amalie, St. Thomas, was, 
upon recommendation made by the Chief of Army Engineers, authorized by Con- 
gress in the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1987, pursuant to House Document 200, 
75th Congress, 1st session, to consist of: (@) Provision of an entrance channel 
36 feet deep and generally 600 feet wide; (b) removal of Scorpion Rock to a 
depth of 36 feet; (¢c) provision of an anchorage area 33 feet in depth; and, (d) 
breakwater 700 feet long between Rupert Rock and the mainland; 

“Whereas the improvement of the Christiansted, St. Croix, Harbor was, upon 
recommendation of the Chief of Army Engineers, authorized by Public Law 
516, 81st Congress, pursuant to House Document 771, 80th Congress, to consist 
of a channel 25 feet deep, below mean low water and 300 feet wide from deep 
water in the Caribbean Sea to a turning basin of the same depth about 600 feet 
wide and 900 feet long; 

“Whereas the Appropriation Act for the fiscal year which ended June 30, 1951, 
appropriated the sum of $1 million for the St. Thomas project, but the appro- 
priation was impounded by the Bureau of the Budget because of the outbreak of 
war in Korea; 

“Whereas both projects are imperative from both the strategic and economic 
points of view; 

“Whereas both the Army and Navy have indicated that the improvement of 
both harbors would contribute materially to the national defense and would 
improve the value of the harbors as a hurricane refuge in this area; 
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“Whereas the improvement of both harbors would be a boon to the ships 
of the United States Navy as well as to cruise ships which are entering the 
harbor; 

“Whereas many large commercial cruise ships are anxious to come to the 
islands, but are unable to do so because of the inadequate harbor facilities ; 

“Whereas the improvement of both harbors is of the utmost importance to the 
economic stability of the islands; 

“Whereas the improvement of both harbors will greatly enhance the develop- 
ment of tourism in the Virgin Islands: Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved by the Legislature of the Virgin Islands, in session assembled, That 
the Congress of the United States be, and it is hereby petitioned to appropriate. 
pursuant to the authorizations provided for in the acts of Congress herein 
before referred to, the necessary funds for the completion of the aforementioned 
projects at both Christiansted, St. Croix, and Charlotte Amalie, St. Thomas, 
V. I.; and be it further 

“Resolved, That copies of this resolution be forwarded to the President of 
the Senate, the Speaker of the House of Representatives, the chairman of the 
House Subcommittee on Interior Appropriations, the chairman of the Senate 
Subcommittee on Interior Appropriations, the Secretary of Defense, the Chief 
of Army Engineers, the Secretary of the Interior, and the Governor of the 
Virgin Islands.” 

Thus passed by the Legislature of the Virgin Islands on April 23, 1956. 

Witness our hands and the seal of the Legislature of the Virgin Islands this 
23d day of April A. D. 1956. 

[SEAL] WALTER I. M. Hopee, 

President. 
JORGE RODRIGUEZ, 
Legislative Secretary. 
Mippie Rio GRANDE 


STATEMENT OF HON. DENNIS CHAVEZ, A UNITED STATES SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF NEW MEXICO 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Senator ELLenper. Senator Chavez, we will be glad to hear from 
you at this time. 

Senator CHavez. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

The Bureau of the Budget has recommended planning funds for the 
Army engineers for (1) annengee in the amount of $170,000; (2) 
Artesia in the amount of $25,000; (3) Los Esteros in the amount of 
$50,000; and (4) Two Rivers in the amount of $100,000, 

The Budget Bureau also recommended $1,500,000 for the continua- 
tion of work on the Abiquiu Dam. In addition, there was originally 
included $500,000 to complete certain work on the Rio Grande Flood- 
way; however, I understand that the Army engineers have completed 
the work, or will do so, this fiscal year with available funds. 

The funds enumerated are required to perform the necessary plan- 
ning work and to carry forward construction of the flood-control proj- 
ect and I strongly endorse them. 


LOS ESTEROS INVESTIGATIONS 


I am somewhat disappointed that only $50,000 was approved for the 
Los Esteros investigations since the final pl: ins for construction of this 
much-needed project on the Pecos River are dependent on the comple- 
tion of studies now being conducted cooperatively between the Pecos 
River Commission, which includes New Mexico and Texas, and the 
Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation. Additional 
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funds are needed to complete the investigations as quickly as possible. 

The recommendations are that $1,500,000 be included’ for the con- 
struction of Abiquiu Dam on the Rio Chama which is needed for the 
protection of the area from E spi anola to Socorro. The area to be pro- 
tected includes Albuquerque, Belen, and many smaller communities, 
and the funds should be allowed to proceed with this project. 

Last year the House report stated that one feature of the Abiquiu 
Dam, which would be an uncontrolled outlet, would be completely 
unnecessary to the proper functioning of the project and that future 
estimates submitted for planning or construction on this project should 
be based on excluding this feature. 


LIMITATION ON RIO CHAMA WATER STORAGE 


The history of the project is that when the middle Rio Grande proj- 
ect was authorized in the 1948 Flood Control Act, it was ce be- 
tween us in'New Mexico and our friends in Texas that there would be 
a limitation on the amount of water which could be stored in the Rio 
Chama. 

The original plan contemplated that only one dam, the Chamita, 
would be built on the Rio Chama; however, after considering the proj- 
ect further, the Corps of Engineers found that it would cost about $8 
million less to construct a small dam at Chamita and another at 
Abiquiu than the larger dam originally contemplated at Chamita. 

In order to limit the capacity in the two reservoirs to that con- 
templated in the authorization, it was necessary to provide an un- 
controlled outlet at Abiquiu which would cost about $1 million. If 
the outlet were not included, the apparent saving would be about $9 
million. 

I dislike taking your time in going into the technical details which 
are a matter for the engineers to work out. I do want to go on record 
in urging, along with my friends in Texas, that we build structures 
which will do the job of providing flood protection to New Mexico and 
assure our friends in Texas that their interests will be protected. 


FACILITIES AT CONCHAS RESERVOIR 


I have another matter which involves only a small amount of money, 
but which is of great importance to New Mexico. This is a request 
which Iam making for a minimum of $20,000 for public use and safety 
facilities at Conchas Reservoir near Tucumeari. The reservoir is 
used extensively by fishermen and other campers and there is a need 
for water, sanitary facilities, and a few shelters and benches around 
the lake. These funds would not be for a park development, but 
would be for facilities to protect the health of those using the area. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator ELLenper. Thank you. 

Is Mr. Ball here? 

Proceed, Mr. Ball. Do you have a prepared statement ¢ 





2030 PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 


MIDDLE RIo GRANDE CONSERVANCY DISTRICT, ALBUQUERQUE, N. MEx. 


STATEMENT OF HUBERT BALL, CHIEF ENGINEER 
PREPARED STATEMENT 


Mr. Ban. Yes. We will just put it in the record at this point. 
Senator ELLENDER. Very well. 
(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF HUBERT BALL SUPPORTING REQUEST FOR APPROPRIATIONS BY THE 


CorPs OF ENGINEERS TO CONTINUE CONSTRUCTION ON THE MIDDLE Rio GRANDE 
ProyEcT DurRING 1957 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee; my name is Hubert Ball and I 
am chief engineer of the Middle Rio Grande Conservancy District at Albuquerque, 
N. Mex. 

The conservancy district is an irrigation, drainage, and flood-control district 
in the north-central section of New Mexico. Lands of the district lie along both 
sides of the Rio Grande between White Rock Canyon, on the north, and the 
Bosque del Apache Game Refuge, on the south, a distance of over 150 miles. 
Included in the structures of the district are 6 major diversion dams, 800 miles 
of irrigaticn canals and laterals, 350 miles of interior and riverside drains, over 
200 miles of levees and El Vado Dam and Reservoir. There are 6 Indian pueblos, 
4 county seats, numerous villages and small trading centers located in the flood 
plain of the river. The best known and most important of these is the city of 
Albuquerque, with an estimated population of over 200,000, which includes the 
very important Sandia and Kirtland Air Force Bases. Numerous other smaller, 
but very important, defense installations either are in the flood plain or are 
served by utilities and transportation facilities which are located in the district. 

Continued progress and prosperity in this entire area is very dependent upon 
the continuation of the present flood- and sediment-control project now being 
constructed by the Army engineers. This work was authorized by the 80th 
Congress in 1948, it is known as the comprehensive plan of development for the 
middle Rio Grande area of New Mexico, and is a multiple-purpose program. 
The Bureau of the Budget has approved the expenditures of $1,500,000 in 1957 
for Abiquiu Dam and we now urge that this amount be recommended by this 
committee to the Congress. The Abiquiu Dam is a very important unit of the 
overall program and, when completed, will greatly relieve the burden now being 
borne by the levee system in our area. It will greatly reduce the sediment flows 
into the middle Rio Grande area, which will unquestionably result in a lower 
operation and maintenance cost for the conservancy district irrigation and 
drainage systems. 

Synchronized operation of the Abiquiu and Jemez Dams (Jemez completed in 
1952) will allow a much more orderly flow of water in the middle area and we 
believe greatly increase the water conservation possibilities on those units ot 
the project now being constructed by the Bureau of Reclamation. These items 
will be covered in more detail in our statement supporting Department of the 
Interior appropriations. 

The Corps of Engineers have also requested an appropriation of approximately 
$500,000 to replace certain funds from other sources used in the construction 
of the tloodway in the Albuquerque area. This item is also approved by the 
Budget Bureau. 

Since you have, no doubt, been given very detailed information on these items 
by representatives of the Corps of Engineers and Budget Bureau, we feel that 
it is unnecessary for us to take the time of this committee in long and superfluous 
details regarding our project. We have been assured by the Army engineers 
that these amounts would allow an orderly and economical program and there- 
fore earnestly request that the amount requested by the corps and approved by 
the Budget Bureau be recommended to the Congress by this committee. 


Mr. Batt. In my prepared statement, I urge the retention of the 
budget approved request for appropriations. 

Senator E_irenper. You do not have to spend too much of your 
breath on that. What we concern ourselves with primarily are the un- 





PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 2031 


hudgeted items. Whenever an item is budgeted, we usually have no 
trouble keeping it in the bill. 

Mr. Bau. We are not asking for any additional sums or anything 
new at all. Mr. Murphy, I believe, is next. 


MiIppLeE Rio GRANDE FLOOD-CONTROL ASSOCIATION 


STATEMENT OF JOHN PATRICK MURPHY, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY 
ABIQUIU RESERVOIR 


Mr. Murrny. Mr. Chairman, at this time I would like permission 
io file for the record my prepared statement in which we respectfully 
ask the committee to approve the $114 million recommended by the 
Budget Bureau for the Chamita Reservoir at the Abiquiu Dam site. 
This stresses the need for this project, which is generally recognized. 
instead of discussing this feature, however, I would like to use my 
allotted time to discuss a matter not included in my statement. This 
concerns What we thought was a technical matter which we hoped 
would by now be settled. We now find, however, that it is not. I am 
referring to the uncontrolled outlet in the Abiquiu Dam. 


LEGISLATIVE HISTORY 


The legislative history of the Rio Grande project records months 
iad months of arguments and comprise between the States of Texas, 
Colorado, and New Mexico before agreement was reached, and the 
project was finally authorized by the 80th Congress, under the Flood 
Control Act of 1948. 

There were certain deletions and limitations as set forth in the 
report of the Chief of Engineers, all in substantial accord with the 
agreement approved by the Secretary of the Army. 

One of these stipulations was to the effect that there would be one 
dam constructed on the Chama River at Chamita, N. Mex., to impound 
about 945,000 acre-feet of water for flood and sediment control, but 
spillway gates were not to be installed until New Mexico was out of 
debt to Texas for water under the terms of the Rio Grande compact 
and has consistently accrued credits under the compact. 

The provisions as to the spillway gates automatically limited storage 
to 700,000 acre-feet. And that is our compromise agreement. 

In 1953, the Army engineers concluded that 2 dams, serving the 
same purpose, could be constructed for some $9 million less than the 
| high dam. The economics of this was presented to the States of 
Texas, Colorado, and New Mexico. The corps was informed by all 
these States that no objections would be made to the revised plans, 
providing the Abiquiu Dam would be constructed with an uncontrolled 
outlet so as to limit storage, so that both dams would not impound 
more than 700,000 acre-feet. 


UNCONTROLLED OUTLET 


This we were assured would be carried out by the corps. They drew 
plans accordingly and included the uncontrolled outlet so as to limit 
the reservoir storage to the required capacity in compliance with the 
authorizing legislation. We feel that everything considered, this 
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uncontrolled outlet is, in fact, an integral part of the project as author- 
ized by Congress. 

By the expenditure of $1 million for the uncontrolled outlet to com- 
ply with terms of the authorization and the agreements between the 
three interested States, a savings will be made of some $9 million over 
the cost of the original plan. 

Last year the ‘Appropriations Subcommittee of the House ques- 
tioned the need for the uncontrolled outlet and said, in effect, that no 
funds should be requested for its plans on construction. 

During hearings this year, testimony has been presented to the 
House committee to clarify the legislative background and interstate 
agreements which give the basis for ine luding an uncontrolled outlet 
in Abiquiu Dam. 

We hope that this question can be satisfactorily resolved in the 
House, and that the construction of this urgently needed structure will 
not be held up through what is seemingly a misunderstanding. 

We respectfully request this committee to assist us in having Abi 
quiu Dam constructed in accordance with the intent of the authori izing 
legislation. 

"Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


Senator Exuenper. Thank you, Mr. Murphy. Your statement will 
be printed in the record. 
(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT BY JOHN PATRICK MurpHY, Executive SECRETARY MIpp_Le RIO GRANDE 
FLoop CONTROL ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is John Patrick 
Murphy and I am executive secretary of the Middle Rio Grande Flood Control 
Association. I have been authorized by the board of directors of this association 
to appear on behalf of the membership and present their views in support of our 
Rio Grande project. 

This association is made up of a voluntary, grassroots group of farmers, busi- 
ness and professional men, housewives, and other persons who have united in 
this manner to support this authorized comprehensive plan for flood control and 
reclamation in the Middle Rio Grande Valley. 

The Budget Bureau for fiscal year 1957 has recommended $1,500,000 for the 
Chamita Reservoir at the Abiquiu Dam site, and $500,000 with which to complete 
the levee construction above Albuquerque. 

This amount would enable the Army engineers to proceed in an efficient manner 
2nd maintain the schedule of work that they feel should be accomplished this com- 
ing year. They have the trained personnel with which to carry out this program, 
and they know full well the danger in cutting down on desperately needed ap- 
propriations. 

There are 6,000 Indians in the Middle Rio Grande Valley living in 9 pueblos: 
Agriculture is the principal economy of these Indians, and now their lives, homes, 
and farms are being seriously threatened, along with their valley neighbors. 

New Mexico is also one of the most vital areas in the national defense pro- 
gram. Some of these installations include: Los Alamos Atomic Laboratories, 
Sandia Atomic Laboratories, Sandia Armed Forces special weapons project, 
Kirtland Air Force Base, Ordnance Research Division, guided missiles project, 
experimental range, etc. 

If the river were to get out of its channel above Albuquerque it would un- 
questionably make inoperative in whole or in part all of the utilities such as 
telephone, telegraph, water supply, sewerage disposal, power and light plants, 
the railroads, and the highways. This would create a very chaotic situation in 
Albuquerque and worst of all it would adversely affect the national defense in- 
stallations just described. 
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The channel of the river at Albuquerque has been rising at an average rate of 
petween 3 and 4 inches a year, with the result that today Albuquerque, Bernalillo, 
Belen, Socorro, all the Indian pueblos in the valley, as well as the farms, high- 
ways, railroads, etc., in the valley, are well below river level even during periods 
of moderate flow in the river. 

Our first and paramount need in the middle Rio Grande Valley is for the con- 
struction of upstream dams. Only by dams can the maximum flow of water be 
held below the stage at which flood damage begins. Only by dams can the silt- 
ing and raising of the riverbed be stopped. We must expedite the construction 
of dams. The extreme flood danger to the middle Rio Grande Valley cannot be 
eliminated merely by building levees and straightening the river channel—dams 
are the essential part of the comprehensive plan. 

Therefore—the acceleration of the construction program for Abiquiu Dam en 
the Chama River is urgently needed in the vital interest of flood and sediment 
control on the Rio Grande. The Chama River is the largest flood and sediment 
producing tributary on the Rio Grande in New Mexico above the city of Albu- 
querque. 

The Abiquiu Dam would control approximately two-thirds of the Chama 
watershed, and greatly reduce the flood peaks on the Rio Grande, and flow of 
sediment from the watershed. Its construction, when completed, would sub- 
stantially increase the degree of flood protection in the middle valley, which is 
now provided only by the existing levees and the small silt retention dam on 
Jemez Creek. 

I think everyone will agree that such a program of construction is not only 
economically use $114, million toward the construction work on the continuing 
of the area with its atomic energy installations. 

In conclusion, please let me repeat, that I know the Army engineers can 
economically use 1144 million toward the construction work on the continuing 
program for Abiquiu Dam and $500,000 to complete the levee work at Albu- 
querque, 

In my appearance here today, I feel I am discussing our problems with har- 
monious friends who will do everything in their power to comply with our urgent 
request that this $2 million as recommended by the Budget Bureau shall not be 
eut. 

I deeply appreciate this opportunity to appear before this committee in sup- 
port of the Army engineers program and—on behalf of the Middle Rio Grande 
Flood Control Association and the 500,000 people whom we represent, I wish 
to say “Thank you very much” for your kind attention and sympathetic consid- 
eration. 


ABIQUIU DAM, N. MEX. 


STATEMENT OF ARTHUR PERRY, ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT 
TO SENATOR LYNDON B. JOHNSON 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Senator ELLeNper. All right, Mr. Perry, will you step forward. 

Mr. Perry. Iam Arthur Perry, administrative assistant to Senator 
Johnson. He intended to make this statement, but circumstances 
intervened and he asked if I might have the privilege of reading his 
statement. 

(The statement. referred to follows :) 


Gentlemen, I am sure every member of the committee knows how I, as a 
Texan and a Southwesterner, feel about water and soil conservation. I have 
always been very strongly in favor of programs designed to develop new lands 
for production, to store up floodwaters for future use, and to provide protection 
against the ravages of future floods. 

You have before you a request for appropriations for the Abiquiu Dam. I 
urge that these appropriations be authorized for use in connection with pro- 
viding an uncontrolled outlet in the structure. 

Abiquiu Dam on the Chama River in New Mexico should be constructed with 
an uncontrolled outlet so as to limit the flood-control and sedimentation reserve 
capacity of the reservoir to 562,000 acre-feet, and the entire Abiquiu-Chamita 
project should be so planned and constructed as to comply in all respects and 
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particulars with the Flood Control Act of 1948—Public Law 858, 80th Congress, 
second session, Chapter 771, 62 Stat. 1179. 

The water supply for the Rio Grande project in Texas originates from the 
Rio Grande and the Chama on which the Abiquiu would be located and we want 
to have positive assurance that water to which we are entitled is delivered, 
Any reduction would be damaging to the whole region. 

Gentlemen, I hope you will see that the water users of the Rio Grande project 
in Texas are safeguarded and that you will appropriate funds specifically for 
the purpose of including an uncontrolled outlet works in this fine project. 


Thank you. 
Senator ELtenper. All right, Mr. Perry. 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR PRICE DANTEL 


Senator ELLtenper. At this point I wish to place in the record a 
statement on the same project by Senator Price Daniel from Texas. 
(The statement referred to follows :) 


I am appearing in behalf of an appropriation for the construction of an 
uncontrolled outlet in the high dam proposed at the Abiquiu site on the Chama 
River in New Mexico. 

The able Senior Senator from New Mexico, Mr. Chavez, has pointed out in 
detail the background and necessity for this construction and there is no need 
for me to repeat what he has said. As has been brought out, this construction 
is a result of original authorization contained in the Flood Control Act of 1948, 
which provided for the construction of one dam on the Chama River, to be 
restricted to the storage of about 700,000 acre-feet of water. 

As a result of further studies, the Corps of Engineers came to the conclusion 
that there would be a great saving to the Federal Government if this construction 
could be divided between two dams, one at Chamita and the other at Abiquiu, but 
at all times taking under consideration that the operation of the dams must 
be in keeping with the limitations of the authorization. In order to assure 
that the other participating States would secure all the water they are entitled 
to, it Was proposed that an uncontrolled outlet be placed in the high dam at 
Abiquiu in order to restrict the storage in the Abiquiu and Chamita Dams to the 
original permissive capacity of about 700,000 acre-feet. In the event this is 
not done, the 2 dams would be capable of impounding 1,500,000 acre-feet, more 
than twice the amount contemplated in the original authorization of the Flood 
Control Act of 1948. 

The State of New Mexico has accrued debits to the State of Texas under the 
Rio Grande compact in the amount of approximately 477,000 acre-feet. Although 
at the present time this debit is being reduced and the operation under the Rio 
Grande compact between Texas and New Mexico is on a more favorable basis, 
I point out that the Chama River is the principal tributary of the Rio Grande 
in New Mexico and brings a large quantity of water to Elephant Butte Reservoir 
which subsequently supplies the area in and around El Paso, Tex. In order to 
continue favorable operation, no barrier should be erected unnecessarily. Fur 
ther, it has been established that the change from the original authorization to 
the construction of a high dam at Abiquiu and a smaller dam at Chamita would 
result in a saving of approximately $9 million. However, in order to compl) 
with the original authorization which limited storage. to 700,000 acre-feet, it is 
necessary to construct an uncontrolled outlet. The Federal Government, by the 
acts of its own agency, has made necessary the construction which I am pres- 
ently urging. The cost of the uncontrolled outlet is estimated at $1 million. 
This still would leave a saving to the Federal Government of $8 million. 

I hope that the committee will give favorable consideration to this request in 
order that we may continue operations of all projects on the Rio Grande under 
the terms of the Rio Grande compact without conflict between the States which 
are parties to this agreement. 
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BurraLo HArBor 


LETTER FROM SENATOR LEHMAN 


Senator ELLeENpeER. | have received a letter from Senator Lehman 
concerning the need for an appropriation of $250,000 for Buffalo 
Harbor. That letter will be placed in the record at this point. 

(The letter referred to follows:) 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
Washington, D. C., May 3, 1956. 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 


DEAR ALLEN: I am writing to you to urge your favorable consideration of a 
certain small, but vitally important, appropriation for dredging operations in 
the port of Buffalo. The item has a history, which is briefly as follows: 

Early this year the people of Buffalo and the surrounding region were in- 
censed to discover that the administration’s budget failed to include any money 
for the dredging of the north channel in the port of Buffalo. This project has 
heen authorized for some time. Adequate depth in this channel is vital to a 
critically important Great Lakes port. 

However, I understand that in view of the pressing need for this project, a 
compromise was reached as a result of many successive conferences between 
local representatives, interested Congressmen, members of the Corps of Engi- 
neers and the Bureau of the Budget. The Corps of Engineers proposes to make 
a thorough survey to discover whether there is some alternate alinement of 
the north channel which would be cheaper. I understand such a survey can 
be undertaken without the appropriation of additional funds. 

This survey will be completed well before the end of fiscal 1957. When it 
is completed, there will no longer be any possible question as to what will be 
the most economical placing of the north channel. 

I understand that the Corps of Engineers has informed the Public Works 
Subcommittee of the Senate Appropriations Committee that it will then need 
$250,000 to make it possible to commence dredging operations on whichever 
alinement is chosen, and to carry them out through the end of fiscal 1957. 

This channel is the last major improvement needed by the port of Buffalo. 
It is a matter of intense interest throughout the entire region. These people 
understand and have been persuaded to accept the additional survey described 
above for the sake of making doubly sure that not a penny more is spent than 
is absolutely necessary. In return they ask only for this small appropriation 
which will make it possible—once this final survey has been completel—to start 
on this long-delayed project. 

I earnestly recommend this to your favorable consideration. 

Yours very sincerely, 
HERBERT. 


BurraLto Harpsor 
LETTER FROM SENATOR IVES 


Senator ELuenper. I have also received a letter from Senator Ives 
requesting that his statement together with a joint statement of Con- 
eressmen Miller, Rarwan, and Pillion be incorporated in the record. 
That letter and the statements will be placed in the record. 

(The material referred to follows :) 

Unrrep STATES SENATE, 
Washington, D. C., April 2, 1956. 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Works, 


Senate Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 
DEAR SENATOR ELLENDER: I should like to commend to your attention the 
merits of a proposal to appropriate $250,000 in fiscal 1957 for studies of the 
Buffalo (N. Y.) Harbor project. 
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Attached is a statement which I have prepared on this proposal. I ask that 
the statement be included in the record of the subcommittee’s hearings. 

Also attached is a statement on this proposal made before the House Appro 
priations Committee by Congressmen Miller, Radwan and Pillion who represent 
the Buffalo area. I ask that this statement, too, be included in the hearing 
record. 

Sincerely yours, 
Irvine M. Ives. 


STATEMENT BY UNItED STATES SENATOR IRVING M. IVES TO SENATE APPROPRIA- 
rIONS SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS CONCERNING THE BUFFALO HaArpor 
Project APRIL 2, 1956 


Up to now, the Congress has appropriated $8,641,000 for the Buffalo Harbor 
project, which was authorized in 1945 at an estimated cost of $17,314,000. 

The President did not include an appropriation for this project in his pro 
posed budget for 1957. This was because the Army Engineers wanted to study 
the possibility of relocating the north entrance to the harbor. The engineers 
foresee the possibility of saving $2 million to $8 million by changing the loca- 
tion of the entrance so that the remaining work can be done in soft material 
instead of rock. 

I and the three members of the House of Representatives from the Buffalo 
area—Messrs. Miller, Pillion, and Radwan—are urging an appropriation of 
$250,000 for the Buffalo Harbor project in fiscal 1957. If the present study 
indicates the feasibility of relocating the north entrance of the harbor, $50,000 
of this appropriation would be used for model study and other engineering work, 
and the remainder would be carried over into fiscal 1958. If the study should 
prove that the entrance cannot be relocated, the entire appropriation would be 
used to begin work on the final stage of the Buffalo Harbor project—deepening 
the outer channel to the north entrance. 


JOINT STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVES WILLIAM FE. MILLER, EpMUND P. RADWAN 
AND JOHN R. PILLION IN Support OF A REQUEST FOR AN APPROPRIATION O1 
$250,000 TO CONTINUE INVESTIGATIONS, ENGINEERING AND OTHER WORK FOR THI 
IMPROVEMENT OF BUFFALO HARBOR 


My name is John Pillion. This is a joint statement of Representatives Wil- 
liam E. Miller, Edmund P. Radwan, and myself. We represent the metropolitan 
area of Buffalo, N. Y. 

This statement is in support of a request for an appropriation of $250,000 to 
continue study and work on the Buffalo Harbor. 

This project was atuhorized in 1945 at an estimated cost of $17,314,000. Up 
to now, $8,461,000 has been appropriated. The last phase of this project to be 
completed is the deepening of the outer channel to the north entrance of the har- 
bor. The estimated cost of this improvement is somewhere between $7 million 
to $9 million. The work consists of deepening a channel SOO feet wide to a 
depth of 25 feet in soft and 26 feet in rock material. 

An appropriation of $1,100,000 was made in fiscal 1955 and $2 million in 
fiscal 1956. 

No appropriation was recommended in the 1957 budget. The United States 
Army Engineers did not recommend an appropriation because they wished to 
study a relocation of the north entrance. They believe that a satisfactory site 
in soft material can be found in an area about 1,500 feet south of the present 
entrance. It is possible that $2 million to $3 million could be saved by an alter- 
nate site which will not require blasting and dredging in rock. 

We respectfully urge the appropriation of $250,000 for the Buffalo Harbor to 
be used for study or construction. Dependent upon studies now underway, this 
$250,000 could be applied in the following alternative manner : 

(1) If a suitable alternate site can be found, $50,000 for model study and 
other engineering work; the remainder of $200,000 to be carried over into 
fiscal 1958: or 

(2) If no suitable alternate site can be found and if economic feasibility 
is established ; $250,000 for initiation of deepening of present north entrance 
channel project A benefit-cost ratio study for the north channel as an 
independent uni! of the Buffalo Harbor project will be completed by July 1, 
1956. 
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This improvement is urgent because present facilities are hazardous and costly. 
Between SO and 90 percent of all shipping enters Buffalo Harbor through the 
north channel. 

[ would like to submit for the record a copy of a letter from General Itschner, 
Assistant Chief of Engineers, dated today. 


COMMUNICATIONS 


Senator ELLeNnpER. The following letters and telegrams in support 
of appropriations for Butlalo Harbor will be placed in the record. 
(The letters and telegrams referred to follow :) 


‘THE BUFFALO FEDERATION OF WOMEN’S CLUBS, 
Buffalo, N. Y., March 19, 1956. 
Hon, CARL HAYDEN 
Chairman, Senate Appropriations Conmittee, 
Senale Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dean SENATOR HAYDEN: In accordance with the resolution of the Buffalo 
Federation of Women’s Clubs, on the Buffalo Harbor, passed unanimously, at the 
ist annual convention, we are sending you the enclosed copy. 

We earnestly request your powerful support, so that favorable action will 
follow. 

Sincerely yours, 
EstreLia S. GALLIVAN, 
Mrs. WILLIAM F. GALLIVAN. 


RESOLUTION, BUFFALO HARBOR 


Whereas Buffalo handles the largest amount of cargo of any inland city in 
the United States: and 

Whereas the deepening of the south entrance channel of the Buffalo Harbor 
will be completed by the spring of 1956; and 

Whereas the deepening of the harbor to 27 feet, to provide for the deeper 
draft of the newer and larger ships, is vital to present needs, as well as to 
future needs of the seaway; and 

Whereas a remainder of the $8,980,000 has already been authorized for the 
completion of the project: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Buffalo Federation of Women’s Clubs, in convention assem- 
bled, March 16, 1956, respectfully and earnestly urges that the Federal Govern 
ment, following the report of the Army engineers’ survey, makes adequate funds 
available immediately, to continue work toward completion of the project at 
the Buffalo Harbor; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be sent to Senator Carl Hayden, chair- 
man of the Senate Appropriations Committee, and Congressman Clarence Can 
non, Chairman of the House Appropriations Committee, and ask that this reso- 
lution be made part of the record. 


BurFFALo, N. Y., May 10, 1956. 
Senator ALLEN ELLENDER, 
Chairman of Public Works Subcommittee, Senate Appropriations Committee, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 


Ten thousand constituents, members of the Buffalo Business Federation, ur- 
sently request immediate approval of the $250,000 appropriation for survey of 
Buffalo Harbor as requested by Army engineers. 

EpWarRp B. MurpHY, 
Chairman, Port Committee. 


BuFFALO, N. Y., May 9, 1956. 
Senator ALLEN D. ELLENDER, 
Chairman of Public Works Subcommittee, Senate Appropriations Committee, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 
Kight hundred members of this association urgently request favorable action 
on $250,000 request now before your committee for new entrance and depth study 
of Buffalo Harbor. This city was denied any appropriation in President’s budget 
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for continuing work on previously authorized dredging of north entrance chan- 
nel. Reason given by Army engineers was need for new study. Imperative that 
funds for study be made available this year. 
JOHN S. SPRARUE, 
Chairman, Waterfront Committee, 
Buffalo & Erie County Planning Association. 


BuFFALO, N. Y., January 17, 1956. 
Hon. CARL HAYDEN, 
Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C.: 

The Niagara Frontier Port Authority created by Legislature of State of New 
York and just beginning to operate realizes great need for deeper water in order 
that the rich heartland of Niagara frontier and great Niagara frontier itself 
may continue to expand. Deeper water means greater commerce which means 
raw materials. More raw materials for our plants mean more jobs and pros- 
perity for our people. If Buffalo is passed by in present appropriations it wil! 
seriously set back its timetable of making ready for coming of seaway stop. We 
urge you to do everything in your power to see that legislation includes our 
request. 

Capt. Wirit1AM M. CoNNELLY, 
Chairman, Niagara Frontier Authority. 


BuFrFa.o, N. Y., January 17, 1956. 
Hon. CARL HAYDEN, 
Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C.: 

Local press reports indicate that port of Buffalo appropriation requests not 
included in President’s budget. We hope you will do everything in your power 
to make sure Buffalo receives just allocation. Now when lake vessels are being 
built larger and with deeper drafts and comihg of seaway it is essential that 
major harbors have deeper water. Those who receive appropriations and obtain 
deeper water will be in much better competitive position. Buffalo not only 
deserves appropriations in order to be kept in competitive position with other 
major ports but because it is one of leading industrial and commercial centers 
and the great transportation distribution point of eastern coast and midwestern 
heartland. 


Dr. Marvin A. Rapp, 
Division of Port of Buffalo. 


New York-New JERSEY CHANNELS 


STATEMENT OF HON. H. ALEXANDER SMITH, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Senator Exienper. All right, Senator Smith, will you step for- 
ward, please, sir? 

Senator Smiru. Thank you. I didn’t know I would have the honor 
of being heard so soon. 

Senator Eittenper. That is on the New York-New Jersey Channels. 

Senator Smiru. It was intended originally that Senator Ives, of 
New York, would be here to present this matter, but his illness prevents 
his being here and I have been asked to present this statement which 
has been prepared with the cooperation of the New York Port Au- 
thority and which concerns both New York and New Jersey. 

I would like to present the following statement, if I may. 
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Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appreciate the 
opportunity of appearing before you this morning to present a joint 
statement on behalf of myself, the two Senators from New York, Sen- 
ators Ives and Lehman, and my colleague, Senator Case. 

We urge that the committee give their approval to 2 appropria- 
tion requests directly affecting our 2 States of New York and New 
Je ‘sey. 

First, we wish to express our strong support for the appropriation 
of sufficient funds to speed up the deepening work on the New York 
and New Jersey Channels project. We wish further to stress our 
concern over the present rate of progress in carrying out this vitally 
needed improvement. 

The importance of the completed channel to national defense and 
to the economy of the New York-New Jersey port makes it imperative 
that the deepening work proceed at a speed consistent with equipment 
and scheduling capabilities and with an economical expenditure of 
funds. 

The deepening work to date has not been carried on at such a speed. 
With - $314 million requested in the executive budget for the next 
fiscal year, the average annual appropri: ation ~ this work since fiscal 
vear 19: 54 comes to less than $214 million a ye At this average rate, 
it will take almost 10 years to finish the ‘ob. Even at the level of 
annual appropriation of $314 million, this project could not be 
completed until 1962. 

There can be no question of the importance of the New York-New 
Jersey Harbor as the leading port of the United States and, indeed, 
of the world. The small Federal allotments for harbor improve- 
ment projects in no way reflect the significance of this great port. 

Thus, while the port of New York handles almost 50 percent by 
value of the Nation’s foreign commerce, this year’s budget allots only 
a little more than 3 percent of the total navigation project funds to 
be spent throughout the country. 


IMPORTANCE OF NEW YORK AND NEW JERSEY CHANNELS 


The New York and New Jersey Channels project is New York 
Harbor’s most important channel from the standpoint of tonnage. In 
un average year, this waterway handles some 74 million tons of com- 
merce or aproximately one-half of the port’s total waterborne com- 
merce. 

Making use of the channel is one of the country’s greatest industrial 
concentrations for the refining and storing of petroleum products and 
for the manufacture of chemicals and other basic products. 

I may say in that connection that New Jersey is directly concerned 
with this port; we have some very important concentrations of petro- 
leum companies and other industries on the Jersey side. 


TOTAL ESTIMATED COST 


Senator ELLenper. I notice from the memorandum I have before 
me here that the total estimated cost of this project is $59,900,000 and 
we have spent in the neighborhood of $41 million, thereby leaving 
about $18 million. 


75008—56—pt. 2——-44 
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Senator Smrru. That will come out later in the statement; yes. 

Senator ELienper. And you are asking for, as I understand, an 
increase from $314 to $514 million ? 

Senator Smirn. That is correct. I will finish this statement, if I 
may. 

Senator Exrenper. All right. 

Senator Smirn. The importance to national defense of providing 
accessibility to this industrial area by modern deep-draft ships is 
obvious. The improved 35-foot channel, when completed, will also 
provide an extremely important national defense asset in the form of 
an alternate deep-water entrance into the entire New York-New Jersey 
Harbor. 

Mr. Chairman, this is what you just said. There remains approxi- 
mately $18 million to be appropri: ated to complete the deepening of 
the New York and New Jersey Channels from 30 to 35 feet. After 
reviewing this matter carefully with the United States Army district 
engineer in New York, the Port of New York Authority and other 
port interests estimate that a reasonable and economical program of 
work would require an appropriation of $514 million for the next fiscal] 
year and the same amount in each of the following 2 years. This rate 
of appropriation would see the completion of the ‘project in fiscal year 
1959. This program, it will be noted, emphasizes sound engineering 
and an economical use of funds, not merely speed. 

We urge the Subcommittee on Public Works of the Senate re. 
priations Committee to consider this request for the New York and 
New Jersey Channels project and to recommend an appropriation of 
at least $514 million in the 1957 fiscal year to carry forward the work 
of deepening this important channel. 


HUDSON RIVER SILTATION PROJECT 


The second request in our statement concerns the Hudson River 
siltation project. 

We wish to express to the Subcommittee on Public Works of the 
Senate Appropriations Committee our support for the request being 
made by New York-New Jersey port interests for an appropriation 
of $200,000 to enable the United States Army Corps of Engineers to 
conduct a review study of the Hudson River Channel project. 

We are advised that the Hudson River Channel has developed 
serious shoaling condition which is affecting the Federal channel in 
the Weehawken-Edgewater section and the waterfront industries on 
both the New York and New Jersey shorelines. 

Because of this situation, the House Public Works Committee on 
July 29, 1955, authorized the United States Army Corps of Engineers 
to conduct a study of the problem aimed at determining the causes 
of the siltation and the improvements necessary and feasible to lessen 
the shoaling that is occurring. The United States Army C orps of 
Engineers has estimated that such a study would cost approximately 
$200,000. 

The economic burdens caused by this shoaling condition, both to the 
pr ie interests and property owners with facilities along this chan- 
nel and to the Federal Government in the maintenance of the au 
thorized Federal channel, are a compelling justification of the appro- 
priation being requested of this committee. 
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We, therefore, urge the Public Works Subcommittee of the Senate 
Appropriations ‘Committee to include in their recommended appro- 
pris ations a sum of $200,000 for a review study of the Hudson River 
Channel project. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank you for the privilege of being here. It is 
always a pleasure to meet with the Senator from Louisiana. 

Senator Eiienper. As I stated on several occasions, just as soon as 

ve complete hearing outside witnesses, we will get together with the 
( ‘orps of Engineers and discuss with them these various projects in 
which there 1s no budget estimate. It is my purpose to do this year 
what I did last year, and that is to put some of the most important 
ones in, even though we have no budget estimate, in the hope that 
the House will agree with our action. 

Senator SmirxH. IT thank the chairman very much for permitting 
me to come in at this time. 


LETTER FROM SENATOR LEHMAN 


Senator ELLENpDER. Senator Lehman is very interested in the New 
York-New Jersey Channels and in the siltation survey. Without ob- 
jection I will place in the record a letter I received from Senator 
Lehman. 

(The letter referred to follows :) 


UNIrep STATES SENATE, 
Washington, D. C., April 26, 1956. 
Senator ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Works Appropriations, 
Senate Appropriations Committee, Washington, D. C. 

DeaR SENATOR ELLENDER: I enclose herewith a letter from former Senator 
James M. Mead, who is now director of the Washington office of the New York 
State Department of Commerce, together with some materials he has prepared. 
I also enclose two letters from Mr. Roger H. Gilman, director of port develop- 
ment, of the Port of New York Authority. 

These letters and materials are all presented in support of a minimum appro- 
priation of $514 million for fiscal year 1956-57 for certain vitally necessary 
improvement projects in the New York-New Jersey Channels, and the Hudson 
River Channel. I would appreciate it very much if you would make this ma- 
terial part of the record when the appropriations bill containing these items is 
taken up by your subcommittee. 

The two most urgent items are: (1) Deepening the Arthur Kill Channel, and 
(2) inaugurating a study of siltation in the Hudson River Channel. The latter, 
of course, requires a relatively small outlay of funds, although it is of primary 
importance. The former is the project for which the major part of the moneys 
are needed. 

It is at once the strength and the weakness of New York Harbor that access 
may be had to it only through three relatively narrow and tortuous channels, 
The very length and narrowness of these channels has afforded New York Harbor 
the protection which has been a major reason for its economic importance since 
the days of the Dutch. However, these same features also make the channels 
highly vulnerable to obstruction. 

The Arthur Kill Channel is the one that runs to the west of Staten Island, 
forming a vital means of access to Newark Bay and, through Kill Van Kull, to 
upper New York Bay itself. It is, therefore, a most important means of access 
to a large portion of the total dockage of greater New York Harbor and at the 
same time an important auxiliary access to upper New York Bay. 

I am sure it is needless to belabor the importance to the national economy and 
to the national defense of access to the port of New York. Greater New York 
Harbor handles over 50 percent of the total value of this country’s import-export 


‘The statement referred to appears on page 2049. 





2042 PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 


trade. Fully half of that tonnage passes through the Arthur Kill Channel. The 
dockage facilities along the banks of the Arthur Kill itself receive most of the 
oil that is used in the Eastern States. 

For this great and vital port, the administration’s recommendation is totally 
inadequate. It represents only a fraction over 3 percent of the total funds this 
administration would appropriate for navigation projects in ports and harbors 
for the entire United States. Such a misappropriation is, in my opinion, shock- 
ing. I would very much appreciate an expression of your views on this question. 

Yours very sincerely, 
Hersert H. LEHMAN. 


STaTe oF NEw YORK, 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, 
Washington, D. C., March 19, 1956. 
Hon. Hersert H. LEHMAN, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 


My Dear SENATOR: In cooperation with the Port of New York Authority, the 
Department of Commerce of New York State has today endorsed appropriations 
to deepen the Arthur Kill Channel and improve the overall port facilities. 

I am attaching a copy of the statement prepared by Commissioner Edward T 
Dickinson and presented to the Public Works Subcommittee of House Appro- 
priations. 

Our statement conveys fully the reasons that our department and its Wash- 
ington office seek a high level of appropriations, particularly for fiscal year 1957. 
Maritime interests in New York City, in the Hudson Valley, and those operating 
in the New York State canal system support this budget-approved project as 
necessary and beneficial. 

We hope for favorable action on the matter by the Appropriations Committees 
and the Congress. 

Sincerely, 
JAMES M. MEap. 


{From New York Times, March 22, 1956, p. 62, col. 4] 


UNITED STATES UrGep To Die 35-Foor CHANNELS—SHIPPING INDUSTRY SPOKESMAN 
ASKS CONGRESS CONTINUE JERSEY-NEW YOrK WorK 


A representative of the shipping industry told Congress yesterday that the 
deepening of New York and New Jersey Channels to 35 feet was an “urgent 
necessity.” 

Herbert R. O’Conor, Washington counsel of the American Merchant Marine 
Institute, urged approval of the $5,500,000 set aside in the President’s budget 
for the continuation of the New York-New Jersey Channel improvements in 
fiseal year 1957. 

He asked the House Appropriations Committee to vote the full $34,406,000 
requested by the President for a total of 22 rivers and harbors projects on all 
coasts. In addition, Mr. O’Conor recommended the appropriation of an addi- 
tional $6,500,000 for 6 projects not in the budget. 

The shipping industry spokesman stressed particularly the need for 35-foot 
channels in Arthur Kill, between Staten Island and New Jersey. He noted that 
commerce on this waterway had increased more than 60 percent since 1945 and 
that the number of transits by vessels drawing more than 28 feet had risen from 
1,153 in 1944 to 2,017 in 1954. 

He described the area adjacent to the waterway as one of the most important 
industrial developments in the United States for the storage, refining, and dis 
tribution of petroleum products. It also contains large chemical plants, railroad, 
lumber, and coal terminals, public service companies, and other industrial and 
commercial establishments. 

Mr. O’Conor called for completion of the improvements earlier than has been 
authorized. He said that at the present rate, the channel deepening would take 
about 5 years, during which time “ships using the numerous terminals along 
both banks will continue to be seriously handicapped by loading limitations.” 
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THE Port OF New YoRK AUTHORITY, 
New York, N. Y., April 18, 1956. 
Hon. HERBERT H. LEHMAN, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Senator: The Subcommittee on Public Works of the Senate Appro- 
priations Committee has allotted time on Thursday, May 38, at 11:05 a. m. 
in room F-89 of the Capitol Building to hear public testimony on appropriations 
for the deepening work on the New York and New Jersey channels project. 
This deepening work is being carried out in the vital waterway which lies be- 
tween Staten Island and the New Jersey mainland, one of the busiest channels 
in the United States. 

The funds that have been allocated for this work in the executive budget for 
the 1956-57 fiscal year are, in the opinion of public and private port interests of 
New York and New Jersey, inadequate to carry out a balanced and reasonable 
<chedule of work. It is the intention of a number of port interests to petition 
the Senate Appropriations Committee to increase the allocation from $314 mil- 

on to $51% million for the 1956-57 fiscal vear. Similar testimony was pre- 
sented in March before the Appropriations Committee of the House of Repre- 
sentatives, 

In 1954, a Committee for Arthur Kill Channel Improvements was organized 
hy 12 public and civic agencies in the States of New York and New Jersey. This 
committee was formed to bring to public attention the need for prompt com- 
pletion of two authorized projects on the New York and New Jersey channels— 
the deepening of the channel to 35 feet and the replacement of the existing 
hazardous railroad bridge. Both projects, which are described in the enclosed 
brochure, are vital to the port of New York. 

The committee wishes respectfully to call to your attention the importance of 
obtaining an appropriation of $51% million for the next fiscal vear to carry on the 
work of deepening the Arthur Kill section of the New York and New Jersey 
channels project from 30 to 35 feet. Unless such is taken this year, we 
believe that the New York-New Jersey Harbor will again be faced with the 
problem of receiving too little money to progress a vital harbor-improvement 
program. 

We are convinced that an annual appropriation of $514 million over the next 
} fiscal years is realistic from the standpoint of the importance of this waterway 
to the harbor and to the Nation as well as meeting the problems involved in 
carrying out the dredging and construction work while still maintaining the 
\rthur Kill as a fully operational waterway. 

The importance of the New York and New Jersey channels project to national 
defense and to the economy of our port makes it imperative that the deepening 
he completed rapidly. However, the allocation of $314 million proposed in the 
executive budget for the 1956-57 fiscal vear and the continuance of this rate of 
appropriations in the future, would not permit the channel to be completed until 
1962. On the other hand, an increase of $2 million which would provide an 
appropriation of $51 million for the next fiscal year, as well as a similar amount 
for the following 2 years, would permit this work to be completed in 3 years. 
Under such a schedule, the full economic and defense benefits from the Federal 
appropriations for this improvement would be completely realized by 1959. 
The higher level of appropriations for the next 3 years would, of course, not 
inean any greater total cost for the completed project than if the lower allocation 
were made for each of the next 6 years. As a matter of fact, it is auite likely 
that the final cost for the deepening work would be less if construction prices 
continue to rise. 

In 1954 the New York and New Jersey channels project carried 73 million tons 
of commerce, constituting 52 percent of all the waterborne commerce handled 
in New York Harbor in that year. Some 90 percent of all the petroleum re- 
fineries and storage facilities in the New York-New Jersey metropolitan area 
are located along this waterway. Most importantly, this channel when com- 
pletely dredged to a 35-foot denth will be a second deepwater entrance into the 
entire New York-New Jersey Harbor. 

As you are aware, the competition is strong among ports and waterways in all 
parts of the country for the comparatively small total appropriations made 
available each year for all channel improvements and related projects. Certainly, 
the needs of the port of New York which today handles almost 50 percent of the 
value of all United States export-import trade demand adequate appropriations 
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for essential work on the channels of this great harbor. Yet the recommended 
budget allocates to the New York-New Jersey harbor only 3.2 percent of the total] 
funds for navigation projects in ports and harbors throughout the United States, 
On behalf of the Committee for Arthur Kill Channel Improvements, whose 
members are listed below, I respectfully urge your support of the petition to 
increase the funds in the next fiscal year to $514 million for the deepening work 
on the New York and New Jersey Channels. 
Sincerely yours, 
Rocer H. GILMAN, 
Director of Port Development. 

Committee for Arthur Kill Channel Improvements: 

American Merchant Marine Institute, Inc. 

Department of Conservation and Economic Development, State of New 

Jersey 

Department of Marine and Aviation, city of New York 

Eastern Union County Chamber of Commerce 

Maritime Association of The Port of New York 

New Jersey State Chamber of Commerce 

New York Board of Trade 

New York State Department of Commerce 

New York State Waterways Association 

Newark Chamber of Commerce 

Staten Island Chamber of Commerce 

The Port of New York Authority 


THE Port or NEw YorK AUTHORITY, 
Port DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT, 
New York, N. Y., April 18, 1956. 
Hon. Hersert H. LEHMAN, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 


My Dear SENATOR: I should like respectfully to call your attention to a channel 
matter which is to be considered by the Subcommittee on Public Works of the 
Senate Appropriations Committee on May 3d, and which is of importance to 
the New York-New Jersey Harbor. 

The Hudson River Channel, one of the port of New York’s and the Nation’s 
major waterways, has developed a rapid-shoaling condition which is threatening 
to hamper waterfront usage and hinder further waterfront development. New 
Jersey and New York port interests are therefore recommending an appropriation 
of $200,000 in the 1956—57 fiscal year to enable the United States Army Corps of 
Engineers to carry out a review study. Such a review study has been authorized 
by the House Public Works Committee to determine what is causing the serious 
shoaling and what can be done to ameliorate this condition. 

The Port Authority has conducted a preliminary study and found that the 
abnormal shoaling is occurring most seriously in the Edgewater sector of the 
New Jersey waterfront. In addition, however, it was found that other sections 
of the Hudson River waterfront, including the Trans-Atlantic pier area in 
Manhattan and the waterfront in Hoboken, are also being affected. 

Our study further showed that the abnormal shoaling is necessitating heavy 
expenditures by New Jersey and New York waterfront industries for mainte- 
nance dredging of the slips and berths alongside their properties. The shoaling 
in the Hudson River Channel has become increasingly severe since the end of 
World War IT. 

In some instances, this condition has resulted in the abandonment of plans by 
property owners for greater use of the waterfront facilities. Further, the rapid 
shoaling of course results in heavy expenditures by the Federal Government for 
maintaining the authorized Federal channels in the Hudson River. 

Our study plainly indicated that a comprehensive review study of the Hudson 
River project should be undertaken by the United States Army Corps of Engi- 
neers to determine the cause of this shoaling and to develop a plan which would 
alleviate the serious problem existing on both sides of the Hudson River within 
the port district. 

Following the presentation of testimony last July by representatives of a num- 
ber of New Jersey and New York public agencies and private industries as to the 
present conditions and their economic effects, the Public Works Committee of the 





PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 2045 


United States House of Representatives adopted a resolution on July 29, 1955, 
authorizing such a study. It is our purpose now to obtain sufticient funds, esti- 
mated by the United States Army Corps of Engineers to be $200,000, to carry out 
this study. Testimony in support of the appropriation was presented before the 
House Appropriations Committee in March 1956. 

We respectfully request your support before the Senate Appropriations Com- 
mittee of a recommendation for a $200,000 appropriation which would permit the 
review study to be undertaken by the United States Army Corps of Engineers 
during the next fiscal year. 

Sincerely yours, 
Rocer H. GILMAN, 
Director of Port Development. 


Senator ELLenper. All right, Mr. Harvey. 


STATEMENT OF LLOYD HARVEY, REPRESENTATIVE, PORT OF 
NEW YORK AUTHORITY 


HEARING PROCEDURE 


Mr. Harvey. I am Lloyd Harvey, Senator, from the Port of New 
York Authority, and I have been trying to gather our group outside. 
Our time was originally set for 11:05, so we are a little late, but they 
will be here, and Senator Smith we expected to lead off. 

Senator ELLENpER. He has. 

Mr. Harvey. Then Congressman Osmers of New Jersey was to 
appear. 

Senator ELLeNpbER. He is not here as yet. 

Mr. Harvey. Of course, we will be a little late coming in. As soon 
as the other witnesses come in, we will bring them right through. 

Senator ELLENpDER. We will stand in recess for a moment. 

(A short recess was taken.) 

Senator ELLENpbER. The committee will come to order. 

We are glad to have you, Senator Mead. 


ARTHUR KILL PROJECT 


STATEMENT OF JAMES M. MEAD, DIRECTOR OF WASHINGTON 
OFFICE, STATE OF NEW YORK DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Mr. Mean. I am very glad to be here and see you. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am here this morn- 
ing representing the New York State Department of Commerce. I 
am the director of the Washington office of the department, and the 
department instructs me to appear and recommend the approval of 
the Arthur Kill project, which has been considered, I understand, by 
the House committee, and which was recommended in the budget. 

The budget recommendation, however, I understand was for a sum 
approximating $314 million for the fiscal year 1956-57. Our depart- 
ment recommends, which recommendation I understand the Port of 
New York Authority and other interested maritime and industrial 
organizations favor, a minimum of $514 million for the fiscal year 
1956-57. 

The reason, Mr. Chairman, that we are recommending the larger 
amount is that this project has been under consideration for a good 
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many years and the Board of Army Engineers has studied it and 
recommended it. 

The War Department in 1949 condemned the railroad bridge that 
spans the river near the Arthur Kill Channel, and the railroad com- 
pany and the Government have finally come to an agreement and 
construction will be initiated in the very near future, so in order that 
the channel improvement might come to completion at the time the 
railroad bridge is in operation, it is recommended that for a period of 
4 years, an appropriation of $5.5 million would be necessary. 


STATEN ISLAND RAPID TRANSIT BRIDGE 


Senator ExLrenper. Senator Mead, I see an item for the Staten 
Island Rapid Transit Bridge, New York and New Jersey. Is that 
the bridge you are referring to? 

Mr. Meap. Yes. 

Senator ELLenper. There is a budget estimate of $1,800,000. 

Mr. Meap. For the bridge? 

Senator Ertenper. Yes. The $514 million you are talking about 

Mr. Meap. Is for the Arthur Kill Channel which is in addition to 
the bridge and is part of the complete project. In the construction 
of the br ‘idge, which is owned by a subsidiary of the Baltimore & Ohio 
Railroad, and which will be participated in by the Government, | 
understand the Government is paying 8214 percent and the railroad 
company the balance, which amounts to something like $1,900,000, but 
when that part of the project is completed, the use of the channel will 
come to full realization if the channel is completed and so it is sug- 
gested by the interested authorities that the timing of the bridge con- 
struction and the timing of the channel improvement be given consid 
eration so that they will be both available at the same time. 

The industries and perhaps the local authorities have spent a tre 
mendous sum of money along the banks of the channel and in the 
upper bay totaling probably well over $100 million. Those facilities 
will be useful only when the bridge and the channel are completed, 
and so to meet the improvements that have already been undertaken, 
and in many instances completed, by industries located in that area, 
and to have the bridge and the channel ready at the same time is why 
we recommend an appropriation of $5.5 million, which will complete 
the task in 4 years, whereas if a lesser amount is appropriated, the 
completion of the 1 project will be delayed perhaps several years while 
the facilities will be ready and the bridge will be ready, but would be 
of little or no value until the channel itself is completed. 

Another reason for the improvement in addition to the fact that 
the Board of Army Engineers and the War Department have inter- 
vened in favor of this project is the fact of its tremendous importance 
to our security, as indicated by the large amount of tonnage handled 
there during the past World War II, and also because of the constant 
expansion of that traffic. 


ARTHUR KILL CHANNEL TRAFFIC 
The principal traffic that navigates the Arthur Kill Channel is 


petroleum and chemicals, although there are a great many other 
industries located in that area. Raw chemicals and crude petroleum 
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are the principal products and they are refined and processed and 
distributed throughout the New York and the Northeast from the 
plants located on the banks of the channel. 


TREND TO LARGER SHIPS 


To serve that trade and to better that type of commerce, the ships 
of today are both longer and wider and, of necessity, deeper than the 
ships that we used in World War IT. Therefore, the channel, which 
is a 30-foot channel, cannot accommodate the ships of today without 
creat hazard and without much delay. 

It would be interesting to note the type of ship that is being con- 
structed today as compared with the ships that were in vogue during 
World War IT and even before that. F ifty percent of tanker growth, 
heginning in 1904 and ending in 1954, runs like this: The length in 
1904 was 350 feet; in 1930, 475 feet; and in 1954, 650 feet. The maxi- 
mum loaded draft ran all the way from 20 feet in 1904 to 34 feet in 
1934. 

By reason of the fact that we have these deep-draft, modern, eco- 
nomically operated tankers plying a channel that in some instances, 
and particularly in the Arthur Kill section, which is 614 miles long, is 
only suited for 30-foot draft, there is of necessity a hazard. 

At times these ships must wait for high tide. At times they must 
wait for daylight. They have great difficulty in turning around and, 
it being one of two outlets for the Harbor of New York, it is incap- 

able of being of service so far as modern ships are concerned in our 
noneetiniie operations, or in the event of an emergency. 

Therefore, in keeping with the improved shipping, we must improve 
our channels. Our channels are fitted for the vessels of the 1940 
period. However, they are called upon today to accommodate ves- 
sels of a new and modern era, and in view of the importance of this 
area, and in view of the magnitude of its contribution to our security, 
and for the reason that it is one of two outlets which would be very 
useful if an obstruction occurred in time of emergency to the other 
outlet, it seems reasonable and rational and vital that the appropria- 
tion for the improvement of the channel go along in keeping with 
the construction of the bridge so that both of these projects will be 
completed at the same time and then they will add to the improve- 
ments that have been installed there by the industries and they will 
all be ready to make their major contribution at the same time. 


AMOUNT REQUESTED 


Therefore, Mr. Chairman, our Department of Commerce joins with 
other interests in recommending this improvement and urging the 
adoption of the appropriation of $ $514 million, rather than the budget 
appropriation, which I under stand is $314 million, all because of the 
fact that it will finish the total project at the same time, rather than 
to delay it for 2 or 3 years later on. 

Senator Ertenper. All right, sir. Thank you. 

Mr. Meap. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Exvtenper. All right, Mr. Gilman, you may proceed, sir. 
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TuHE Port or New York AUTHORITY 


STATEMENT OF ROGER H. GILMAN, DIRECTOR OF PORT 
DEVELOPMENT 


ARTHUR KILL PROJECT 


Mr. Gitman. Senator, I would like to just brief my statement, be- 
cause the others have already presented the essential facts. 

This is a blown-up photograph of the area that Senator Mead was 
just discussing [indicating]. The Arthur Kill, which is the second 
deep-water entry in the whole harbor, comes along through here, as 
compared to the main narrow entrance which is the main access in 
the open sea in the New York Harbor. 

As Senator Mead said, if for any reason this be blocked or is over- 
congested, this is an excellent second means of entry from the harbor, 

Senator ELtenper. How long has that outlet been used ? 

Mr. Girman. It has been used for all the time the harbor has been 
active, but up to now, of course, it has been only a 30-foot depth in 
this particular stretch, and that is the area to which we are addressing 
ourselves today, to get that completed to 35, which would then mean 
that the entire channel as shown here would be a 35-foot depth, so at 
the present time there is this much of a limiting factor in that stretch 
of water. 

Senator Etienper. Are you referring to the portion shown in red 
on this map? 

Mr. Gruman. In red is the one remaining stretch which has not yet 
been brought down to 35 feet, but which, of course, is authorized by 
the Congress. It was authorized about 6 years ago and it is the com- 
pletion of that within the next 3 years that we are urging so that we 
have the full utility. 

Senator ELtenper. Are there any jetties out in the bay? 

Mr. Gitman. No, sir. 

Senator ELLenper. Just open sea / 

Mr. Girman. It isopen sea. A dredge channel in through here and, 
of course, the main ship channel up through there. 


MAINTENANCE PROBLEMS IN RARITAN BAY AREA 


Senator ELLenper. How about maintenance problems in the Rari 
tan Bay area? 

Mr. Giuman. They are not as serious as in other parts of the harbor 
which we will be discussing in a moment. I am just speaking on behalf 
of the Port of New York Author ity, which is the public agency of the 
two States of New York and New Jersey. 

Senator ELtLeNperR. Are you employed by them ? 

Mr. Gruman. Yes, sir; I am director of port development for the 
port authority, and I am also a spokesman for a so-called committee 
for Arthur Kill Channel improvements, which consists of representa- 
tives of 12 other civie associations and public agencies in which we 
are urging the necessity of completing this channel, deepened chan- 
nel, at the earliest possible time. 
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BROCHURE 


| have a brochure which I would like to enter into the record, if I 
may, containing statements by the New York State Department of 
Commerce, the New Jersey Department of Conservation and Eco- 
nome Development, the Port of New York Authority, Eastern Union 
County Chamber of Commerce, the New York C hamber of Commerce, 
the Staten Island Chamber of Commerce, the Maritime Association of 
the Port of New York, the New York Board of Trade and the Ameri- 
ean Merchant Marine Institute. 

Senator ELtenper. The statements will go in the record; the bro- 
chure will be filed for the committee. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


NEW YORK-NEW JERSEY CHANNELS PROJECTS, ARTHUR KILL 
DEEPENING 


Statements and Exhibits in Support of the Request for an Adequate Annual 
Appropriation To Enable Completion of the New York-New Jersey Channels 
Project by 1959 

Hon. Edward T. Dickinson, commissioner, Department of Commerce, State of 
New York. 

Hon. Joseph E. McLean, commissioner of Conservation and economic development, 
State of New Jersey. 

Roger H. Gilman, director of port development, The Port of New York Authority. 

Adrian O. Murray, executive vice president, Eastern Union County Chamber 
of Commerce. 

Kenneth S. Carberry, executive vice president, Newark Chamber of Commerce. 

Art O. Hedquist, executive secretary, Staten Island Chamber of Commerce. 

William F. Geisen, general manager and counsel, Maritime Association of the 
Port of New York. 

Paul Busse, general executive secretary, New York Board of Trade. 

Herbert R. O’Conor, Washington counsel, American Merchant Marine Institute, 
Ine. 


STATEMENT OF JAMES M. Merapb, DrrREcTOR, WASHINGTON OFFICE, STATE OF NEW 
YORK DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, ON BEHALF OF Hon. EpwaArkp T. DICKINSON, 
(COMMISSIONER OF COMMERCE, STATE OF NEW YORK 


My name is James M. Mead, l am director of the Washington office of the New 
York State Department of Commerce and I am appearing here today on behalf of 
Hon. Edward T. Dickiuson, commissioner of Commerce of the State of New York. 

The New York State Department of Commerce urges that Congress include in 
its appropriations adequate funds to carry on a realistic program of deepening 
the Arthur Kill section of the New York and New Jersey Channels. This depart- 
ment concurs in the unanimous view of the local maritime and industrial interests 
that a reasonable and economic rate of progress requires a minimum of $5.5 
million for the fiscal year 1956-57. 

The amount being requested is not excessive in view of the tremendous capital 
investment in industry along the banks of this waterway. The banks of Arthur 
Kill comprise one of the most highly industrialized areas in the United States for 
the storage, refining, and the distribution of petroleum products throughout New 
York State and the Northeast. 

This area is likewise the leading east coast delivery point for crude chemicals 
transported by oceangoing tankers from the gulf coast to be used by the chemical 
and other processing industries of New York and adjacent States. The area also 
contains railroad, lumber, and coal terminals, public service installations, and 
other industrial and commercial establishments. 

To name only a few of the firms located on the New York bank of the channel 
there are such nationally known names as Socony Mobil Oil Co., Gulf Oil Corp., 
saltimore & Ohio Railroad Co., Procter & Gamble Co., Bethlehem Steel Co., ship- 
yard, Brewer Drydock Co., U. S. Gypsum Co., and Consolidated Edison Company 
of New York. When the development on the New Jersey side is added to this 
picture, one becomes aware of a truly impressive array of industrial power. 
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The New York-New Jersey Channels, of which Arthur Kill is an integral pari, 
handled 80 percent of the petroleum imports into the port of New York and 1s 
percent of the total waterborne movement of this commodity. With the in 
creased use of petroleum products in industry and transportation the adequacy 
of Arthur Kill is essential in order to afford economical distribution of such 
products to New York State industries. The future waterborne commerce of 
these products through this channel will be upward, according to estimates } 
vil carriers and refineries using its facilities. 

Completion of this project will: 

1. Make more adequate the channel facilities for efficient and economical opera 
tion of the new T-2 and larger size tankers now being built and used in the 
transportation of petroleum and crude chemicals into the area ; 

2. Eliminate ship delays in waiting for suitable tides, daylight hours, and 
favorable currents ; 

3. Reduce serious navigational hazards; 

4. Provide another outlet from New York Harbor in case the main channel] 
between upper and lower New York Bays is obstructed and thus be of value i: 
national defense. 

In addition the completion of the current deepening will further enhance the 
attractiveness of this area to new industry and for the expansion of existing 
plants. The Staten Island shore offers many possibilities for industrial deve! 
opment; the highway and rail developments which are contemplated and in 
progress on Staten Island, coupled with an improved waterway, will undoubted] 
attract a vastly expanded commerce to the New York and New Jersey Channels 

‘There are 18,000 acres of vacant land on Staten Island representing 60 percent 
of all New York City’s remaining supply of land available for development. |i 
is essential that the New York and New Jersey Channels, which serve much of 
this area, be made adequate to serve this vital segment of New York State. 


CONCLUSION 


This project is necessary for the accommodation of present and prospectiy: 
traffic. The channel concerned has steadily increased its percentage of total 
port of New York traffic, and serves a highly industrialized area vital to our 
peacetime economy and to national defense in time of emergency. The bulk ot 
the traffic is carried by tanker vessels which are longer and deeper than vessels 
used during the war years, and unless the channel is deepened to match progress 
in vessel design, costly and hazardous operations will continue which hinder both 
the industrial development of Staten Island and the port’s traffic volume. 

The completion of the project on schedule will enhance the port’s use by low 
ering operation costs in peacetime and enlarge the port’s facilities to better serv: 
the Nation in time of war. 

This department respectfully urges this committee to consider the value to 
national defense and to the economy of the New York region of this tremendous 
industrial and commercial concentration in judging the reasonableness of New 
York Harbor’s request for a minimum appropriation of $5144 million for the fur 
ther deepening of the New York and New Jersey Channels. 


STATEMENT OF PETER J. GANNON, CHIEF OF BUREAU OF NAVIGATION, ON BEHALI 
OF COMMISSIONER JOSEPH E. MCLEAN, New JERSEY DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVA 
TION AND EcONOMIC DEVELOPMENT, AT HEARING OF PUBLIC WorKs SuURCOMMIY 
TEE OF THE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE OF THE UNITED STATES SENATE 


My name is Peter J. Gannon. I am chief of the bureau of navigation, New 
Jersey Department of Conservation and Economic Development. I am appear 
ing here today to present the statement of Joseph FE. McLean, commissioner of 
conservation and economic development for the State of New Jersey. 

The department of conservation and economic development is a constitutional 
part of the executive branch of State government and is charged with broad 
responsibilities for promoting the stability and growth of New Jersey’s economy. 

The New Jersey communities of Elizabeth, Linden, Carteret, Woodbridge, Perth 
Amboy, and Bayonne are located along the shore of the New York and New 
Jersey Channels. These communities comprise probably the greatest single 
concentration of petroleum industries anywhere in the world. Practically every 
major oil company has facilities in one or another of these communities. Be 
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sides the petroleum industry, there is a considerable aggregation of the chemi- 
eal, lumber, coal, and other industries. Some of the firms located on the New 
Jersey side of the New York-New Jersey channels are E. I. du Pont de Nemours, 
Sinclair Refining Co., Cities Service Oil Co., Esso Standard Oil Co., Foster 
Wheeler Co., Benjamin Moore & Co., American Cyanamid Co., General Ameri- 
can Tank Storage Terminal, United States Metals Refining Co. 

Until the middle section of the Arthur Kill is completed, a full return on the 
yery large investments made by the Federal Government and by commercial 
and industrial firms in the area cannot be realized. It has been estimated that 
the industrial firms along the middle section of Arthur Kill alone have expended 
over $100 million just for terminal facilities and more than $3 million for dredg- 
ng. These firms also have on their planning boards blueprints for terminal 
mprovements costing many millions of dollars awaiting only an adequate chan- 
nel depth to justify their consummation. 

In order to provide the proper environment for industrial location, the New 
Jersey State Department of Conservation and Economic Development keeps in 
constant touch with the transportation requirements of industry. The indus- 
ries located along Arthur Kill are dependent for their supply of raw materials 
almost entirely on bulk ocean carriers. The technological developments that 
have taken place in this type of vessel consist mainly of an enormously increased 
size of ship. Only the superliners exceed the bulk petroleum and oil carriers 
n size and therefore the channels needed to serve these ships must approach the 
dimensions of the superliner channels. The continued prosperity of the indus- 
tries along Arthur Kill depend in large measure on the provision of adequate 
access Channels for their raw materials. 

The increase in depth of Arthur Kill from 30 to 35 feet is a much-needed im- 
provement and its completion is long overdue. We heartily endorse the request 
that the appropriation of this channel be a minimum of $5.5 million for the 
coming fiscal year. The amount recommended in the executive budget is a half 
measure at best, and if this rate of appropriation is maintained the economic 
benefit of the improvement will have been lost unnecessarily for a good number 
of years. 

I respectfully urge this committee to give full weight to the contribution 
made to national defense and to the national economy by this section of the 
New Jersey-New York Harbor in considering a recommendation of $5.5 million 
for the New York and New Jersey Channels. 


STATEMENT OF RoGFR Ti. GILMAN, DIRECTOR OF PORT DEVELOPMENT, THE PorT OF 
New YoRK AUTHORITY BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS OF THE 
APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE OF THE UNITED STATES SENATE 


My name is Roger Hl. Gilman. I am director of port development of the Port 
of New York Authority, 111 Eighth Avenue, New York, N. Y. I am appearing 
here today on behalf of the Port of New York Authority and also as spokesman 
for the Committee for Arthur Kill Channel Improvements. 

The Arthur Kill Committee is composed of 12 public and civic bodies: Ameri- 
can Merchant Marine Institute, Inc.; Department of Conservation and Economic 
Development, State of New Jersey: Department of Marine and Aviation, City 
of New York; Eastern Union County Chamber of Commerce; Maritime Associa- 
tion of the Port of New York: New Jersey State Chamber of Commerce; New 
York State Waterways Association; Newark Chamber of Commerce; the Staten 
Isiiund Chamber of Commerce; and the Port of New York Authority. It was 

ganized in 1954 because of the serious concern in the New York-New Jersey 
port for early completion of the Arthur Kill Channel projects. 

The Port of New York Authority is an agency of the States of New Jersey and 
New York, created by port treaty in 1921 for the development and operation of 
iransportation and terminal facilities within the New Jersey-New York Port 
District and for the promotion and protection of commerce moving through the 
port of New York. The port district comprises the portions of northern New 
Jersey and New York States within a radius of about 25 miles of the Statue of 
Liberty. Among the specific responsibilities assigned to the port authority by 
ihe two States is to present to Federal authorities the need for improvement of 
channels within the port district ani to request the Congress of the United States 
oO make such appropriations for deepening and widening channels as are neces- 
ary. 
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As a public body concerned with the adequacy of transportation facilities in 
the New York-New Jersey Port District, we have been concerned over the slow 
rate of progress being made in deepening the middle section of the New York and 
New Jersey Channels, known as Arthur Kill, from 30 to 35 feet. This channe] 
project forms the waterway that separates Staten Island (the Borough of Rich- 
mond in New York City) from the New Jersey mainland. (Exhibit showing 
New York and New Jersey Channels.) When completed, it will provide a second 
complete deep water entrance into the entire New York-New Jersey Harbor. 

This improvement of the Federal channel project, namely the deepening of 
the channel from 30 to 35 feet, was authorized by Congress in 1950. The first 
appropriation to commence work was made in fiscal year 1954. Total appro- 
priations for this work in the 3 years through June 30, 1956, have totaled $5.8 
million. The executive budget recommends $3.5 million for the next fiscal year, 
These funds average less than $21% million per year allotted to carry out this 
vital project. At this rate, the project would not be completed until sometime 
in 1964. Kven if the amount of $3.5 million recommended for the next fiscal 
year is repeated in successive years, the project would not be completed until 
1961. 

The Port of New York Authority has inquired of the New York District, 
United States Army Corps of Engineers whether it would be physically possible 
and economically practicable to spend at least $514 million for the deepening 
work in the next fiscal year. The answer was in the affirmative. The size of 
the appropriations to date has, apparently, been governed by budgetary considera- 
tions rather than any physical and economic problems of carrying out that 
volume of dredging work in the 12-month period. 

It is our sincere belief that the tremendous importance of the New York and 
New Jersey Channel to national defense and to our economy has not been given 
sufficient weight in determining past appropriations. The $5% million alloca- 
tion that we are recommending to this committee for next year’s appropriation 
has been arrived at after careful consideration of all the physical and economic 
factors involved in the improvement work. We submit that that amount is 
realistic and reasonable in view of the significance of this channel to the entire 
New York-New Jersey Harbor and to national defense. 

With regard to national defense, the deepening of the middle section is of 
vital importance since the completion of this work will provide an additional 
deep channel entrance and outlet for the entire New York-New Jersey Harbor. 
the value of this second deep waterway to relieve the heavy shipping activity 
at the main harbor entrance cannot be overestimated, particularly during times 
of national emergency. Warships, troop transports, and cargo vessels alike 
would thus have alternate means of access to all of the New York-New Jersey 
Harbor. Further, the oil terminals along the Arthur Kill are of the greatest 
logistic importance in wartime. During World War II they served the major 
Navy fleet units operating in the Atlantic. So vital to fleet operations was this 
fuel source that the Navy Department considered deepening a portion of the 
30-foot channel in Arthur Kill to 35 feet, but because of wartime pressures was 
unable to do so. 

From the economic standpoint this channel handles in a normal year 
74 million short tons of commerce or more than one-half of all of New York 
Harbor’s waterborne commerce. Most of this commerce is composed of bulk 
materials carried by petroleum ships, chemical tankers, and other bulk carriers. 
Technological advances in this form of transportation have brought about ships 
of greatly increased size and draft, the supertanker. Until Arthur Kill is 
deepened to the full 35 feet, the industries along Arthur Kill will be forced 
increasingly into the uneconomic operation of bringing in their ships less than 
fully loaded. This results in operating losses of hundreds of thousands of 
dollars annually. 

Certainly the needs of the New York-New Jersey district which today handles 
almost 50 percent of the value of all United States export-import trade and is 
responsible for more than 20 percent of all the tax revenues collected by the 
United States Treasury annually demand adequate appropriations for essential 
work on the channels of this great harbor. Yet the recommended budget allocates 
to the New York-New Jersey Harbor only 3.2 percent of the total funds for navi- 
gation projects in ports and harbors throughout the United States. 

As a further illustration and explanation of the significance of the New York 
and New Jersey Channels I should like to submit to this committee copies of a 
brochure prepared by the Port of New York Authority that contains the full 
story of this important waterway. 
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In conclusion may I thank this committee for its courtesy in allotting time 
to New Jersey-New York Harbor interests to appear here today in support of an 
adequate appropriation for the New York and New Jersey Channel project. 


CHAMRER OF COMMERCE OF EASTERN UNION Country, 
Elizabeth 3, N. J., April 10, 1956. 
Mr. Roger H. GILMAN, 
Director of Port Development, Port of New York Authority, 
New York City, N. Y. 

DeaR Mr. GILMAN: As you know, we are vitally interested in the work now 
underway in the Arthur Kill Channel, which is between the State of New Jersey 
and Staten Island. 

The New Jersey area along the channel is building up very rapidly with large 
chemical and other industries which require improved shipping facilities. Un- 
less the work in this channel continues it will tend to hamper the further growth 
of this area. 

We were very much pleased to learn that the B. & O. bridge is now being 
replaced so that the hazard caused by the bulkhead of this bridge in midchannel 
will be permanently removed. 

We are also pleased to learn that consideration was given to this project in 
the President’s budget, but may we urge most strongtly that the amount of money 
appropriated be raised to $5,500,000, so that the work may proceed without 
interruption. 

We appreciate the fine work the New Jersey-New York Port Authority has 
done in regard to this matter and join with you in wishing continued success. 

Sincerely yours, 
ADRIAN O. Murray, 
Ezecutive Vice President. 


NEWARK CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Newark 2, N.J., March 13, 1956. 
Mr. Roger H. GILMAN, 
Director of Port Development, Port of New York Authority, 
New York, N.Y. 

Dear Roger: As a result of our own investigation of the Arthur Kill Channel 
situation and on the strength of pertinent information we have received from 
other interested sources, the Newark Chamber of Commerce strongly favors an 
increase in the Federal appropriation for the project in the coming fiscal year. 

Having been originally scheduled for completion in 1959, the present rate of 
Federal allocations will not provide sufficient man hours for the entire project 
until 1960, and then only if labor costs remain at the present level. 

This unnecessary loss of time will cause no little financial difficulty with 
the many concerns using the channel regularly. There seems to be no other wise 
alternative than for the Federal Government to increase its appropriation from 
o.) Ihillion to 5.5 million, a figure which, we have been made to understand, 
cun be used in entirety and at an economical rate. 

Sincerely yours, 
KENNETH S. CARBERRY, 
Executive Vice President. 


THe STATEN ISLAND CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
St. George, Staten Island 1, N. Y., March 13, 1956. 
Mr, Roger H. GILMAN, 
The Port of New York Authority, 
New York 11, N.Y. 

DEAR Mr. GinMAN: The Staten Island Chamber of Commerce urges with all 
it’s strength that appropriation for the deepening of the Arthur Kill be increased 
from $3.5 million to $5.5 million. Any delay in the deepening of the Arthur 
Kill increases the chance of a great disaster which could result in destroying 
most of the industrial plants on Staten Island, as well as, those on the east coast 
of New Jersey fronting on the Arthur Kill. It would delay the target date of 
1959 for completion of the project. Each day of delay keeps the industries and 
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the citizens on both sides of the Arthur Kill in a state of consternation for fear 
of a possible mishap that could well wipe them off the face of the earth. 
Ships plying these waters are in constant danger of having a mishap, therefore 
any excessive delay increases this hazard. ~ 
Further, any delay in the progress of the project would cost the Government 
more money because of rising prices. 
The Staten Island Chamber of Commerce strongly urges that favorable action 
on the increase from $3.5 million to $5.5 million be granted for this project. 
Very truly yours, 
Art O. Hepguist, 
Erecutive Secretary. 


[Telegram ] 


Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Works, Appropriations Committee, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 

Re appropriation for New York and New Jersey Channels project. On behalt 
of maritime interests at the Port of New York we respectfully and urgently 
request that an appropriation of $514 million be allocated for the next fiscal 
year to cover work in the approved New York and New Jersey Channels project 
The Executive budget recommends an appropriation in the sum of $3% million 
for the next fiscal year for this purpose. An increase of $2 million would permit 
a more expeditious work schedule on this project. The New York and New 
Jersey Channels is one of busiest waterways in the world. Demands for move 
ment of consistently larger tonnage and deeper draft vessels have been rea! 
istically developed. We respectfully submit that a prolonged time schedule for 
the completion of the authorized project will not result in an actual saving, but 
instead would result in increased losses to the commerce of the Nation and to 
vessel operators using this waterway. We submit that inasmuch as the project 
has been authorized based on realistic facts and costs of completion are known, 
the only remaining element is the expedition with which the work should pro 
gress. Local Army engineers advise that $514 million appropriation for this 
fiscal year would not be excessive under all Circumstances if the work is to 
proceed expeditiously. 

WILLIAM F. GIESEN, 
General Manager and Counsel, 
The Maritime Association of the Port of New York, New York, N. Y. 


STATEMENT OF PAUL BUSSE, GENERAL EXECUTIVE SECRETARY OF THE NEW YORK 
BoarpD OF TRADE 


My name is Paul Busse. I am general executive secretary of your petitioner, 
the New York Board of Trade. The board was organized in 1873 for the purpose 
of promoting the trade, commerce, and manufacturing of the United States, the 
State and the city of New York. 

The board’s membership is composed of a representative cross section of 
major national business firms whose activities spread across the entire United 
States in the retail and service trades, textile, banking and securities, trans 
portation, insurance, international trade, drug and chemical industries. This 
membership embraces the entire New York metropolitan area. 

We believe, therefore, that our statements concerning the deepening of the 
Arthur Kill Channel bear specific knowledge, experience, representation, and 
authenticity in relation to the interests of the consuming public and the com 
panies serving them in metropolitan New York. 

Within a 50-mile radius alone of the general area of the Arthur Kill there 
reside over 15 million Americans. Americans whose need for heating their 
homes, power for electricity, fuel for trucks to transport food and other necessi- 
ties, and to run their estimated 5 million private automobiles are serviced by 
the companies located in Arthur Kill. This area, gentlemen, is the greatest 
single area in the United States for the storage, refining and distribution of 
petroleum products. 

Current estimates predict a population increase in this area of over 25 percent 
by 1975. 
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The future holds great promise exceeding even past achievements for metro- 
politan New York. But whatever the new and spectacular avenues that this 
expansion follows, we are ever aware that metropolitan New York’s greatness is 
porn of the sea, and the great seaport with which we are endowed. As has, or 
will be pointed out by other speakers, private industry and local government are 
pushing forward with extensive plans to develop and modernize our port 
facilities. 

My point, gentlemen, is that you are considering a problem which concerns 
itself with a vital, dynamic, and healthy area, expanding in population and 
business activity every day. This is an area which contributes one-eighth of 
this Nation’s total annual production of goods and services. As an example of 
the vitality of the port: The city of New York, the Port of New York Authority, 
and private interests have spent $100 million on marine terminal developments 
since the end of World War II. The city and the port authority have also budg- 
eted an additional $225 million to be spent on port development over the next 
6-year period. 

We in the board of trade believe the Arthur Kill project is one which if not 
approached in the most expeditious fashion will adversely affect the employment 
opportunities and extensive industrial expansion necessary to strengthen and 
serve the constantly growing needs of the people of this area. 

It is from this standpoint that the New York Board of Trade urges a minimum 
appropriation of $5.5 million for the coming fiscal year for the further deepening 
of the New York and New Jersey channels and respectfully asks approval by 
your committee. 


STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN MERCHANT MARINE INSTITUTE, INC., IN SUPPORT OF 
AN ADEQUATE APPROPRIATION FOR NAVIGATION IMPROVEMENTS IN THE NEW YORK 
AND NEW JERSEY CHANNELS, N. Y. AND N. J. FOR THE FIscaL YEAR 1957 


My name is Herbert R. O’'Conor. I am Washington counsel for the American 
Merchant Marine Institute, Inc. The American Merchant Marine Institute, Inc., 
which represents the majority of American-flag ocean shipping of all categories, 
fully appreciates this opportunity of submitting to the Subcommittee on Public 
Works of the Senate Committee on Apuropriations this statement indicating its 


continuing concern over the delays due to lack of funds with respect to construc- 
tion of vitally needed improvements in the New York and New Jersey channels, 
particularly the Arthur Kill Channel, to provide adequate depths, widths, and 
alinements for deep-draft vessels operated by the institute’s member companies 
in this waterway through which essential materials are being transported. 

The American Merchant Marine Institute, Inc., is a trade association composed 
of 538 United States steamship companies, operating approximately 6,200,000 
gross tons of American-flag tank, dry cargo, and collier vessels in the domestic 
and foreign trades of the United States. Since numerous of our member com- 
panies operate in this waterway they are naturally very much interested in its 
early completion to insure efficient navigation of their vessels. 

Arthur Kill is a waterway lying between Staten Island, N. Y., and the New 
Jersey shore, and extending from Raritan Bay on the south to Newark Bay on the 
north. It has a length of about 13 miles. Arthur Kill is under improvement by 
the United States as part of a comprehensive project of improved tidewater 
channels designated as New York and New Jersey Channels, extending from 
Lower New York Bay to Upper New York Bay. The existing project for New 
York and New Jersey Channels provides among other things for a channel 
through Lower New York Bay, Raritan Bay, Arthur Kill, lower Newark Bay, 
and Kill Van Kull to Upper New York Bay, 37 feet deep in rock and 35 feet in 
soft material throughout. 

We are at this time particularly concerned with the channel in Arthur Kill 
between a point 1,000 feet north of the mouth of Smith Creek and a point 1,000 
feet south of the former location of Buckwheat Island where the depth is about 
30 feet. Under the River and Harbor Act of 1950, this section of Arthur Kill 
was authorized for improvement to provide a channel 37 feet deep in rock and 
35 feet elsewhere and 500 feet wide, with suitable widening at bends in accord- 
ance with House Document 233, 81st Congress, Ist session, approved June 20, 1949. 

The area tributary to the section of Arthur Kill under consideration is one 
of the most important industrial developments in the United States for the 
storage, refining, and distribution of petroleum and petroleum products. The 
area also contains large chemical plants; railroad, lumber, and coal terminals; 
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public-service companies; and other industrial and commercial establishments, 
located mainly on the New Jersey side. The Staten Island side of the waterway 
consists generally of undeveloped salt-marsh meadows which constitute potential] 
industrial sites while practically the entire west or New Jersey shore of the 
portion of Arthur Kill under consideration is occupied by industries. 

It is the considered opinion of the American Merchant Marine Institute that 
the continuing trend in increase in ship sizes not only supports the improvement 
which has been authorized but makes it a matter of urgency that sufficient funds 
he provided annually to complete the deepening of this waterway at an early 
date. This trend is exemplified by the increase in the size of tankers which are 
the principal large carriers using this waterway. 

These channels are among the most important in the world, and the completion 
of the authorized improvements at the present rate of appropriations will take 
about 5 years. During this interval, ships using the numerous terminals along 
both banks will continue to be seriously handicapped because of loading limita- 
tions. It is, therefore, urged that the present rate of appropriations be stepped 
up so that the benefits of the authorized improvements can be fully realized 
sooner. 


SHIPPING THROUGH NEW YORK AND NEW JERSEY CHANNELS 


A comparative statement of the total waterborne commerce of the New York 
and New Jersey Channel for the years 1934 to 1953 is shown in table I. 


TaBLeE I.—Comparative statement of waterborne commerce through the New Yorl 
and New Jersey channels 


1 
Short tons \| Year Short tor 


1934 33, 518,851 || 1944 

1935... : 34, 635, 315 || 1945 

1936_ leis 40), 747, 102 1946 | 44, 27 
1037. ..- . 45, 034, 822 || 1947 : ss 62, 739, § 
1938_____ ems NESE 41, 808, 796 || 1948 67, § 
1939_ : : : gate 45, 738, 867 || 1949. ; . 59, 
ED incre 2 6 sed 5, 821, 526 1950___ " “Ss 67, 

1941 Oe am 53, 327, 97! 1951 a . 73, 
Sire tananktce Ponce = 32, 426, 07§ 1952_... j a ; 74, 


72, 790, 


The commerce on the section constitutes about 30 percent of the total water- 
borne commerce of the entire New York and New Jersey Channels, and about 12 
percent of the total of the port of New York. Petroleum products make up 
about 85 percent of the total cargo shipped through the New York and New 
Jersey Channels. 

At the public hearings held by the District Engineer, New York District, 
Corps of Engineers in December 1945, the American Merchant Marine Institute 
on behalf of its member companies strongly supported the improvement of the 
Arthur Kill Channel to provide a navigation depth of 35 feet. In the brief 
submitted to the district engineer it was demonstrated, on the basis of the types 
of ships then in use and the volumes of traffic then anticipated, that an annual 
savings of $476,000 would result from the elimination of delays awaiting favorable 
tide when the recommended improvements are provided. 

As shown by table No. I, there has been an increase of commerce of more than 
60 percent in the New York and New Jersey Channels since 1945. On this basis 
the direct saving due to the elimination of delays awaiting suitable tide would 
approximate $800,000 per annum. Completion of the improvement of the Arthur 
Kill Channel will result in additional savings by making it possible to use the 
large economical vessels now in service to their fullest capacity. Reductions 
in marine insurance rates and other direct benefits previously appraised and 
described in our 1945 brief would be increased in like proportion. Those savings 
indicate the urgency of providing an adequate channel in this waterway. 

A review of the vessel trips in the New York and New Jersey Channels pub- 
lished in the annual report of the Chief of Engineers indicates that the transits 
of vessels with drafts of 28 feet and greater have increased from 1,153 in 1944 
to 2,017 in 1954. This trend in draft of vessels definitely indicates the in 
creasing need for a deeper channel in the Arthur Kill. 

This phenomenal growth of traffic in the Arthur Kill has been a boon to 
both New York and New Jearsey. It is also a measure of the increase in 
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hazards which make the deepened channel a matter of greater urgency than 
ever before. Because of the large volume of petroleum products shipped through 
this channel every means should be taken to avoid accidents which might re- 
sult in disastrous fire and which would endanger the Goethals Bridge and the 
industrial properties on the waterway. 


CONCLUSION 


It is the view of the American Merchant Marine Institute that the urgency of 
providing an adequate channel with a depth of 35 feet requires _ $5,500,000 
pe appropriated for the continuing work in the New York and New Jersey Chan- 
nels for the fiscal year 1957 so that the benefits of the authorized improvements 
can be fully realized sooner. 

Senator E.Lenper. I wish to say that the committee is fairly 
ae w with this problem. Ever since I have been chairman we have 
been having it before us every year, so we are mindful of what ought 
to be done. It is just a question of getting enough money to do it 
as quickly as possible. 

Mr. Ginman. I would like to file this brochure if I may in the 
record which describes it in more detail. 

Senator EvLenper. All right. 

(The brochure referred to appears on p. 2049.) 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR 0’CONOR 


Senator ELLENpER. Do we have a statement by Senator O’Conor ? 
Mr. Bousquet. We have a statement to go in the record. 


Senator Eiaexper. The statement of Senator O’Conor will be put 
in the record. 
(The statement referred to appears on p. 2055.) 


NEW JERSEY-NEW YORK CHANNEL 


STATEMENT OF PETER J. GANNON, CHIEF OF BUREAU OF NAVIGA- 
TION, DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND ECONOMIC DEVELOP- 
MENT, STATE OF NEW JERSEY 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


Senator EuLenper. Mr. Gannon, will you step forward, please, sir / 

Mr. Gannon. My name is Peter J. Gannon. I am chief of the Bu- 
reau of Navigation of New Jersey, and I have a statement here I 
would like to “put in the record on behalf of the State of New Jersey 
for Commissioner McLean. 

Senator ELLenper. Your statement will be put in the record. 

(The statement referred to appears on p. 2050.) 


SILTATION PROBLEM ON HUDSON RIVER 


Senator Extenpver. Who is next ? 

Mr. Harvey. Ithink Mr. Gilman should introduce the witnesses 
before they appear to identify them. 

Mr. Giuman. This deals with a siltation problem on the Hudson 
River and if I may, I would like to suggest that Congressman Osmers, 
of New Jersey, introduce the subject. 

Senator Excenper. All right, Congressman. Step forward, please. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. FRANK C. OSMERS, JR., A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Representative Osmers. Senator, we appreciate your ea 
hearing us on this subject. The House subcommittee also listened a 
some length on this subject. 

Senator ELLenper. I hope you have much success with the House. 
If the House puts in any new money, we might go them one better. 

Representative Osmers. All right, sir. I “will be just as brief as | 
can, Senator. 

This is the Hudson River [indicating], and here is the George Wash- 
ington Bridge. This is the New Jersey area, generally, which I rep- 
resent, and this industrial development along the Hudson River water- 
front is in Edgewater, N. J. 

Mayor Regan, of Edgewater, is here. The problem that brings us 
here today is this: After a World War IT activity of the Government 
this waterfront has been filling in with silt, making navigation difi- 
cult and impossible for the industries along the river. Some of the 
industries have done their own dredging at great cost, making their 
operations here very uneconomic. 

We ask your committee today, sir, to approve a $200,000 appro- 
priation for the pur pose of determining the cause of the siltation and 
suggesting a cure for it. 

Under the George W: ashington Bridge is one of the deepest parts 
of the Hudson River, and during World War II, due to the shortage 
of fuel oil and the German submarine effort, it was decided to dump 

residue into this deep hole in the river and millions of tons were de- 
posited there instead of being taken out to sea in barges. 

It is our contention that by filling this deep hole in the Hudson 
River, the contour of the river bottom was changed to a degree that 
has caused heavy siltation along this waterfront. Thousands of in 
dustrial jobs are at stake in connection with the elimination of this 
siltation. Here on the map isa plant of the Ford Motor Co. which the 
Ford Co. has now abandoned. They have offered it for sale and moved 
to another assembly plant. 

The next plant on the map is owned by the Government and I have 
been able to get the Government to declare it surplus to its needs and 
we are now trying to market it so that an industry can come in here 
and supply jobs. 

Senator ELLenpeR. When was that built? 

Representative Osmers. It was originally an industrial plant for 
the Corn Products Refining Co. During the war, and since the war. 
it has been a naval medical supply depot. It has been vacant since 
October 1954. 

The operations that were conducted here have been moved elsewhere 
be the Navy. This plant’s attractiveness to an industrial use will be 
greatly enhanced if there is dee pwater at the pier. 

In very brief explanation, Senator, I think that states the situation. 

Senator ELtenver. Very well, sir. 

Representative OsMers. Thank you. 

If the committee would, I would like to have you hear from Mayor 
Regan, of Edgewater, who has come down here today. 
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Senator ELLenper. All right, Mayor, step forward, sir. 
What is the population of Edgewater ? 


BorouGH OF EDGEWATER, N. J. 
STATEMENT OF HON. JOSEPH F. REGAN, MAYOR 
SILTATION ON EDGEWATER WATERFRONT 


Mayor Regan. 4,000 people, Senator. 

I am going to be very brief. Summin * the situation, I think 
the Congressman has handled it very well. Specifically, we feel the 
Federal Government has a moral obligation to ‘deter mine whether they 
are the cause of the siltation or shoaling up of the Edgewater water- 
front. 

Secondly, we think that the Government would enhance its own 
position if, for example, the Government would assume responsibility 
of undertaking this survey and it became public knowledge prior to 
the sale of the naval depot which the Government owns. 

The moneys would be made up in the actual share or the moneys ac- 
quired for the property the Government owns. 

Thirdly, from the standpoint of the little Borough of Edgewater. 
I think it is my responsibility to do everything possible to improve 
the tax ratables. We have been losing ratables right along because 
of the fact that industry is looking for other locations because of the 
problem of deep water, but basic: ally, from the standpoint of moral 
responsibility, we think that with what the Federal Government has 
done over a period of 5 or 6 years, it should explore the possibilities 
if financing and undoing. 


LOCATION OF DEPOSIT 


Senator ELLenprer. How far up the Hudson is this! 

Mayor Reean. As you see right here, this is the George Washington 
ridge at Fort Lee. On the New York side just north of the George 
Washington Bridge is this particular hole, and I would like to show 
you that hole and that will be all the time I will take. 

As you can see, this is just on the east side of the George Washing- 
ton Bridge, and in 1939 the level of that hole was one hundred and 
forty-some odd feet. 

For a period of 5 years, this material was dumped and at the 1955 
level it is up in here around fifty-some odd feet, so we contend that 
the current flow and the tide washes into the New York side and it 
sweeps in and picks up the silt that was dumped in there. 

Senator ELLenper. Where was that silt taken from originally ? 


SOURCE OF MATERIAL 


Mayor Reean. Out of the Hudson River. We have a continuous 
dredging proposition that has been going on there, but during the 
security period when the dredge couldn’t go beyond a certain limita- 
tion due to submarine threats and so forth, the Corps of Engineers 
found this hole and they dumped that silt into the hole, and, as you 

can see, over a period of 5 years 23 million cubic yards of fill have 
been dumped by the Federal Government into that hole. 
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Senator ELLenper. That is a catch basin for the silt as it came down 
the river, probably. 

Mayor Rerean. As you can see, back in 1939 this hole was deep. We 
contend that it is an unnatural situation and that prior to this period, 
1942, we didn’t have this condition. These industrials actually looked 
forward to the locating in the Borough of Edgewater, because they 
had deep water and everything they needed in the w ay of transporta- 
tion. 

Today, and we have testimony and facts and figures to prove it, 
one particular company alone spends $100,000 a year in dredging. 
Back in 1942 the figures ran around $15,000 to $20,000, which we 

can substantiate. 

So my main argument, as the mayor of Edgewater, is that morally 
the Federal Government, I think, would be doing the right thing for 
all of the people in the entire area if if undertook this survey to 
see once and for all whether it is responsible for this condition along 
the waterfront of Edgewater. 

Senator ELLEenper. I see. 

Mayor Rrean. Thank you very much, Senator. 

Senator ELttenper. We are glad to have had you, sir. 

Representative Osmers. We would like you to hear now from Roger 

Gilman who is the director of port development for the Port of New 
York Authority. 


THrE Port oF New YorK AUTHORITY 


STATEMENT OF ROGER H. GILMAN, DIVISION OF PORT 
DEVELOPMENT 


SILTATION PROBLEM 


Mr. Gitman. I would like to file my statement for the record, as 
well as statements by other agencies and companies who are concerned 
with this problem. 

This map illustrates the problem that the others have spoken about. 
Here is the Edgewater section of New Jersey, the George Washington 
Bridge is about 2 miles to the north. That is where the heaviest silta- 
tion problem i is at the present time, up to 17 feet a year, which, of 
course, provides quite a problem for the local property owners. 

Senator ELLeNper. What do you mean when you refer to 17 feet ? 

Mr. Gruman. Seventeen feet of silt is deposited each year. 

Senator EL_enper. In the same spot? 

Mr. Gruman. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELtitenper. That was the case before; was it not ? 

Mr. Gitman. It was far less. It is only since this condition that 
Mayor Regan and Congress Osmer spoke about. 

Senator Extenper. This hole vou referred to was a sort of catch 
basin ¢ 

Mr. Guman. It could be, but, of course, the study would be re- 
quired to determine what is the cause and possible solution. 

In addition to the Edgewater front problem, there is another heavy 
siltation problem over in the great transatlantic piers where our 
largest ships are docked. That siltation amounts up to 10 feet a yea 
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Across on the Hoboken side it is up to 12 feet. So there appears to be 
a deposit of silt somewhat in that fashion. 

Senator KLLeNper. Is that the same case all along the whole area / 

Mr. GipMan. In varying degrees, but these are the heaviest spots. 

Senator ExLLeNper. I notice from your chart that the facilities at 
Kkdgewater, as well as the second pier and the third pier, seem to pro- 
ject out in the river a great deal more than the others. Does that not 
act as : barrier? 

Mr. Gitman. I think this illustration is deceptive. Actually they 

do not project out. This is a heavy coloration to indicate where the 
shoaling is. This photograph will give a little better picture of the 
Hudson River. This is the George Washington Bridge. The deep 
point we are talking about is right about there. Edgewater is in this 
area here. 

Senator ELLeNper. I notice that at Edgewater the facilities extend 
far into the river. 

Mr. Gruman. Well, the natural contour of the water’s edge is some- 
what along that line. 

Right in through here and, of course, you get another point of sil- 
tation. It is quite possible because of the fact that the river is shaped 
that way that you are getting a heavy shoal. 

Senator Erienper. That building on the outside may have slowed 
the water some and caused it to stay there? 

Mr. Gruman. This condition has become intensified over the past 
\) or 15 years. 


IMPORTANCE OF HUDSON RIVER CHANNEI 


I would like to briefly illustrate the importance of this Hudson 
River Channel. I guess we don’t have an illustration of that. 

Senator Exiienper. All of this simply proves that when you fool 
with Mother Nature you do not know what you are getting into. 

Mr. Giuman. That is right. About a third of our foreign export- 
import commerce is loaded in the Hudson River and a third of our 
general cargo piers are located along the Hudson River. 

Senator ELtENpER. How deep is the river? 

Mr. Gruman. The main channel is 45 feet for the largest ships. 

Senator ELLenper. To what extent would you dredge that in order 
to keep the channel at that depth? 

Mr. Giuman. Maintenance? 

Senator E_ienper. Yes. 

Mr. Girman. About once a year. The Corps of Engineers main- 
tains that channel. 

Senator ELtenper. Do you ever find any substantial silt deposits in 
the upper New York Bay? 

Mr. Gieman. Not anywhere near what it is up in this section of the 
Hudson River. We brought this to the attention of the House Public 
Works Committee and asked for a review study of what is the problem 
and what are the possible solutions for it. 


ESTIMATED COST OF SURVEY 


The Corps of Engineers has estimated it would be about $200,000. 
We think, in the interest of the importance of this channel that those 
funds are justified both from the standpoint of the property owners 
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alongside the waterfront, as well as the Federal Government, which 
has the responsibility of dredging the main channel. 

Senator ELLENDEer. You get Congressman Osmer to have the House 
appropriate $100,000 and we will put in the other $100,000. 

Mr. Gitman. Congressman Osmer has been working hard in House 
appropriations. 

Senator E.tenper. I know he has. It will help us by lessening our 
burden. 

Representative Osmer. Senator, I would like you to hear from Mr. 
Peter J. Gannon, of the New Jersey Department of Economic 
Development. 

Senator Eiitenper. All right, Mr. Gannon, if you will step forward, 
please. 


NEW JERSEY DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 


STATEMENT OF PETER J. GANNON, CHIEF, BUREAU OF NAVIGA- 
TION, SPEAKING ON BEHALF OF JOSEPH E. McLEAN 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


Mr. Gannon. I would like to file a statement in support of the 
project. 

(The statement referred to appears on p. 2064.) 

Senator E1tenver. Thank you, sir. 

Representative Osmer. The last gentleman to be heard from is Mr. 
Donald W. Smith, of the Seatrain Lines, Inc. 

I think the Senator might be interested to know that Mr. Smith’s 


firm, Seatrain, takes railroad cars from Edgewater, N. J., to New 
Orleans, La., among other places. 


SEATRAIN LINES, INc. 
STATEMENT OF DONALD W. SMITH, VICE PRESIDENT 
SILTATION OF HUDSON RIVER 


Mr. Smiru. Mr. Chairman, I have a statement which is included in 
the exhibit which will be filed on behalf of all of the interests here. 

I don’t want to burden you with a great deal of additional infor- 
mation. 

Both Congressman Osmer and Mr. Regan have made an excellent 
presentation. 

I would like to emphasize the money we are asking for is not to cure 
the situation, but to find out if we can whether this dumping during 
the war period is responsible for it. We believe that it is. 

The evidence prewar and postwar is that the situation has become 
greatly aggravated. I cannot speak for my own company’s experience 
because we did not operate at Edgewater prewar. We had a terminal 
at Hoboken, N. J. We located our terminal at Edgewater because 
we needed expansion. We built a $2 million pier of our own and we 
were shocked to find that it was costing us a million dollars a year to 
inaintain the depth of water at our own pier. 
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NON-FEDERAL MAINTENANCE 


One thing that has not been pointed out is that while it is the obli- 
gation of the engineers to maintain the channel depth, it is the obliga- 
tion of the private pier owner to maintain the depth of water in his 
own slip. 

That has resulted in many of the large industries who located in 
Edgewater, for the purpose of being able to use the waterfront, having 
to abandon the use of the waterfront entirely and in some instances 
abandon Edgewater completely. 

The Ford Motor Co. built their plants with 10 or 15 million dollars’ 
worth of equipment, put up for the purpose of bringing deep-sea 
ships to the pier so they and load their export automobiles directly 
aboa rd. 

The cost of maintenance of their piers became impossible and they 
abandoned it. 

The General Chemical Co., which is one of the additions of Allied 
Chemical & Dye, used to bring shiploads of sulfur from Louisiana and 
Texas. They now find they have to unload the sulfur in barges down 
the river and bring them up there at tremendous additional cost. 

The Edgewater oil terminal, which is located there, cannot bring 
loaded tankers alongside there. They have to take the tankers down 
the bay and discharge part of the cargo and bring the rest up. 

The International Sugar Refining Co. has completely abandoned 
its facilities because it cannot longer bring ships alongside. 

So we merely ask not for a subsidy to pay what the owner ought to 
do, himself, but merely to find out 1f the activity taken on behalf of 
the public at large during the war is what is now costing industry 
and the community a tremendous loss of business, a tremendous ex- 
pense and jeopardizing the jobs of many thousands of people. 

Thank you, sir. 

Representative Osmer. Senator, I wonder if the record would show, 
though he does not need to be heard, that Councilman William U. 
Doyle, of Edgewater, is present this morning in support of the 
resolution. 

I also would like to say, sir, in conclusion, that while the mayor 
correctly said there were 4,000 people in Edgewater, I think it is 
important to note that within 10 miles of these piers and depending 
on it for their economic life, there live about 12 million people. 

Senator ELtenper. Very well, sir. 

Is there anyone else? 

I want to thank you gentlemen. We are very glad to have you here. 

(The formal statements and exhibits presented are as follows:) 


REVIEW STUDY OF THE HUDSON RIVER CHANNEL PROJECT 


Statements and Exhibits in Support of the Request for an Appropriation to 
Undertake a Review Study of the Hudson River Channel Project May 3, 1956 


Hon. Joseph E. McLean, commissioner of conservation and economic development, 
State of New Jersey 

Hon. Joseph F. Regan, mayor, borough of Edgewater, N. J. 

Roger H. Gilman, director of port development, the Port of New York Authority 

Resolution of the Board of Chosen Freeholders of Bergen County 

William L. Seubert, executive vice president, Bergen County Chamber of Com- 
merce 
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George Brown, manager, Bethlehem Steel Co., shipbuilding division, Hoboken 
yard 

William F. Giesen, general manager and counsel, Maritime Association of the 
Port of New York 

Donald W. Smith, vice president, Seatrain Lines, Inc. 

W. E. Joseph, Edgewater plant manager, Barrett division, Allied Chemical & Dye 
Corp. 

Leon Leighton, vice president, New York, Susquehanna & Western Railroad (Co. 

Ralph Vilas, president, Edgewater Manufacturers Association 


STATEMENT OF PETER J. GANNON, CHIEF OF BUREAU OF NAVIGATION, ON BEHALF oF 
COMMISSIONER JOSEPH E. McLEAN, NEw JERSEY DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION 
AND EcoNOMIc DEVELOPMENT 


My name is Peter J. Gannon. I am chief of the bureau of navigation, New 
Jersey Department of Conservation and Economic Development. I am appearing 
here today to present the statement of Joseph E. McLean, commissioner of 
conservation and economic development for the State of New Jersey. 

As I have indicated earlier, our department is charged with the promotion 
of the utilization of natural resources and strengthening the base of the State’s 
economy. 

For some time we have been very much disturbed over the amount of shoaling 
in the Hudson River because of the possible adverse effects on the stability of 
the economy in areas of north Jersey. We therefore welcomed the action of the 
House Public Works Committee in authorizing a comprehensive review study 
of the siltation problem by the United States Army Corps of Engineers. 

As far as New Jersey is concerned, the problem is most acute at Edgewater, 
which lies on the west shore of the Hudson between the George Washington 
Bridge and Lincoln Tunnel. The city is served by a secondary channel of the 
river maintained by the Federal Government. 

Siltation has been a recurring phenomenon since 1945 and has been occurring 
at a rate as high as 17 feet a year. It is reported that the Corps of Engineers 
has spent approximately $200,000 annually during the past 6 or 7 years in an 
effort to maintain the channel at a depth of 30 feet. In addition, the industries 
of Edgewater have been spending more than $150,000 annually in dredging and 
maintaining the arteries linking their docks with the river channel. 

This a severe financial strain, and it is little wonder that we hear that some 
firms have abandoned plans for bringing in new cargoes and deep-draft vessels 
because of the expense. The dangers which this condition poses for the com 
munity as well as its industries are obvious and have been and will be discussed 
by other witnesses. 

Although the problem is most critical at Edgewater, it exists at other points 
in New Jersey, such as Weehawken and North Hoboken. The rate of siltation at 
North Hoboken, for example, is 12 feet a year, 

It is a source of great concern to us that we have really not pinpointed the 
cause of this. We are told that much more precise knowledge of certain char- 
acteristics of the Hudson River is necessary before we can get the answer. It, 
therefore, seems to us only realistic that we should proceed as rapidly as possible 
with the effort to identify the source of this problem and to formulate a plan 
for controlling it. 

Countless numbers of men and women residing in the communities on the 
Hudson waterfront are dependent for their livelihood on the unhampered flow 
of commerce through the river channels. Private industries have made heavy 
outlays of capital in the area and could be seriously damaged by the failure to 
control siltation. The Federal Government has invested much in improvements 
for the New York-New Jersey port, and is spending large sums to maintain the 
improvements. 

For all these reasons, we strongly urge the committee to approve the funds 
for the Hudson River siltation study in order that it can be conducted hefore 
conditions become more serious. 
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STATEMENT BY Hon. JosepH F. REGAN, Mayor, BorouGH or EpGeWATeER, N. J.. IN 
SUPPORT OF AN APPROPRIATION FOR A REVIEW StTupy OF THE HupsoN RIVER 
CHANNEL PROJECT BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS OF THE APPRO- 
PRIATIONS COMMITTEE OF THE UNITED STATES SENATE 


On July 8, 1955, the officials of the borough of Edgewater with representatives 
of the Port of New York-New Jersey Authority, Edgewater Industrial Committee, 
Manufacturers Association, New York Susquehanna & Western Railroad and 
yarious representatives of labor appeared before the Public Works Committee of 
the House of Representatives, in support of a petition to authorize a review study 
of the Hudson River Channel project. The appeal and petition had the support 
and sanction of the Honorable Frank C. Osmers, Congressman, 9th Congressional 
District, New Jersey. 

On July 29, 1955, the Public Works Committee granted our petition and passed 
the following resolution. 


RESOLUTION PASSED ON JULY 29, 1955 


“Resolved by the Committee on Public Works of the House of Representatives, 
United States, That the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors be, and is 
hereby, requested to review the reports on the Hudson River Channel, contained 
in House Document No. 309, 72d Congress, Ist session, and other pertinent reports. 
with a view to determining what improvements are necessary and feasible to 
lessen shoaling in the pier slips on both sides of the Hudson River and in the 
Federal channel at and in the vicinity of Edgewater, N. J.” 

During the early part of March 1956, the borough of Edgewater was advised 
by Mr. Roger H. Gilman, port director, New York-New Jersey Port Authority, 
that the 1956-57 budget did not provide for the necessary funds to permit the 
United States Corps of Engineers to undertake the survey as set forth in the 
resolution passed by the Public Works Committee on July 29, 1955. 

Our purpose today is to appeal to your committee and request that you review 
our petition and make the necessary funds available for this survey in the 
1956-57 budget. 

Attached find statement submitted before the Public Works Committee on July 
8, 1955. 

The borough has approximately 3 miles of riverfront, the downstream two- 
thirds of which is occupied by industrial developments dependent in various de- 
grees upon vessel, lighter, and barge traffic. 

The Edgewater industries are served by a federally maintained secondary river 
channel, known as the Weehawken-Edgewater Channel, which lies along the 
New Jersey side of the river. The main river channel favors the New York side 
and for navigation purposes is distinct from the New Jersey channel. The latter 
is maintained 30 feet deep by 750 feet wide by the Federal Government through 
the Army engineers. 

The riverfront industries maintain connecting channels between the Wee- 
hawken-Edgewater Channel and their docks or berths. They also maintain 
mooring basins at the docks for accommodation of vessels at wharfside. These 
channels and mooring basins are dredged and maintained at the expense of the 
individual owners. 

The borough states that the rapid rate at which river silt is being deposited 
along its riverfront has impeded and restricted navigation, and maintenance 
dredging of the private channels and mooring basins has become a frequently 
recurring expense to the industries. 

The Borough of Edgewater, Bergen County, N. J., is located on the west shore 
of the Hudson River opposite the portion of New York City that lies between 
‘4th Street and 164th Street. The portion of Edgewater lying opposite the sec- 
tion of New York City between 94th Street and 135th Street has heavy industry 
ilong this entire shoreline. 

Some of these industries are finding it increasingly difficult and very expensive 
to operate as they should because of the high dredging costs caused by the rapid 
accumulation of silt, which quickly fills in area dredged. Those that operate 
oceangoing ships have to dredge at least twice a year even though they may dock 
two or three ships a week. 

The mud at the low-water line clearly shows that it has extended quite some 
distance into the river. This became evident shortly after the large quantities 
of dredged materials were dumped into the Hudson River under the George 
Washington Bridge during the period from 1942 to 1945 when it could not be 
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taken out to sea. Even though that dumping has stopped for several years the 
low-water shoreline off Edgewater is still extending easterly out into the river, 
showing that the westerly side of the Hudson River is filling in steadily. 

Observations from time to time in the heavy industrial area at low water show 
that the existing mud bank seems to include, at the extreme easterly edges, 
materials resembling sludge. These extreme edges are continually getting far- 
ther out into the river, additional materials apparently being deposited there 
each high tide. 

The area of Edgewater opposite the portion of New York City between 135th 
Street and 164th Street does not include any heavy industry as yet and here the 
existing mud line can more readily be seen at low tide. Observations at vari- 
ous points from time to time in this area have shown that the edge of the low 
water mud line is steadily getting farther east out into the river, showing that 
here too the area is filling up. At one pier that formerly docked excursion 
steamers summer and winter, the slips at each side have filled up so that now 
at low water there is no water showing, only mud. 

To depict further the reasons for its concern, the borough has pointed out 
that silt is deposited at varying rates which appear excessive; that the main- 
tenance of private channels and mooring basins exceeds $200,000 per annum; 
that riverfront industries complain of business lost because they are unable 
to maintain uninterrupted barge and vessel movements and to expand such 
traffic either in volume and sizes of vessels; and the industrial character of the 
borough may be realized by the fact that the assessed valuation of riverfront 
industry is over 87.4 percent of the borough ratables. The borough govern- 
ment realizes that if Edgewater is to prosper and expand, or even to hold what 
it has, it must remain attractive to industries requiring harborside facilities. 
High channel maintenance costs and handicapped vessel movements could be- 
come distinctly detrimental. 

The New York riverfront with direct access to the main river channel is not 
used commercially above 72d Street (opposite Weehawken), except for piers 
between 129th and 135th Streets and between 156th and 153d Streets (both 
opposite Edgewater). The river channel along this frontage is used for through 
transit of vessels and as anchorage for naval vessels. Other vessels may 
anchor with special permission of the harbor supervisor. Only on the New 
Jersey side of the river is there opportunity for waterfront industries. 

Pleasure-craft moorings moved 20 to 30 feet offshore to get enough water at 
low tide. 

Deep-water terminal almost impossible under present conditions. Fills in 
from 1 to 2 feet each year. Barge terminals are costlier. 

At one point over 31,000 yards were dredged after 3% months. This repre- 
sents depth of 10 feet of silt over dredged area. 

National Sugar Co. property has filled in from a depth of over 30 feet to a 
depth of about 4 or 5 feet at high water. To get depth of 30 feet now would 
require approximately 200,000 yards of dredging. This dredging item has al- 
ready turned away one prospective purchaser of a large piece of this waterfront, 
because of the cost between $130,000 and $140,000. This piece of waterfront 
about 1,800 feet, is far less desirable with the filled in slips and docking space 
than it was when ships could dock there. Also has a great effect on Edgewater 
ratables. 

Aluminum Company of America, to maintain sufficient depth to supply river 
water for condenser service, and cooling, from 1940 to 1947, dredged each year, 
total of 77,200 yards at cost of $51,000. Years ago this filling-in condition did 
not exist as it does now. Cost Ford Motor Co. in 1944—45 $102,924.44 for dredg- 
ing. One of the reasons for Ford moving was the very high cost of keeping 
their slips open, even for barges. Their export shipments cannot be loaded 
directly on ships because of the excessive cost of dredging. Ford plant shuts 
down July 15 with resultant effects on Edgewater ratables. 

Another industry that used to have a lot of ships dock at their piers, Archer 
Daniels Midland Co. has closed down and the plant is for sale. The cost of 
dredging, even for barges, had a large influence on the shutdown. It is such 
that it must be done each year under present conditions. This plant is much 
less desirable for a prospective purchaser because of fast filling of slips and 
therefore Edgewater’s ratables are again affected. 

At National Sugar fire on June 1, 1954, the long piers and warehouses were 
destroyed with great loss. The depth of water prevented New York City fire- 
boats from getting close enough to the river side of the fire to operate in their 
most efficient manner. Fire had to be fought mostly from land. Had there 
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been sufficient water for this equipment to operate as it should the fire possibly 
would not have caused so much damage. 


STATEMENT BY Rocer H. GILMAN, DrREcTOR OF PorT DEVELOPMENT, THE PORT OF 
New YORK AUTHORITY IN SUPPORT OF AN APPROPRIATION FOR A REVIEW STUDY OF 
rHeE Hupson RIVER CHANNEL PROJECT 


My name is Roger H. Gilman. I am director of port development of the Port 
of New York Authority, 111 Eighth Avenue, New York, N. Y. The Port of New 
York Authority is an agency of the States of New Jersey and New York, created 
by port treaty in 1921 for the development and operation of transportation and 
terminal facilities within the New Jersey-New York port district and for the 
protection and promotion of commerce moving through the port of New York. 
One of the specific responsibilities assigned to the port authority by the two 
States is the presentation to Federal authorities of the need for improvement 
of channels within the port district. The port district comprises the portions 
of Northern New Jersey and New York State within a radius of about 25 
miles of the Statue of Liberty. 

In February 1954, Mayor Milton T. Lasher of Edgewater, N. J. requested the 
port authority for advice and assistance on the serious siltation problem that 
was hampering the full use and development of the Edgewater waterfront. 
The port authority thereupon conducted a preliminary study of the condition 
existing along the Edgewater waterfront. Our study showed that abnormal 
shoaling was occurring not only in the Edgewater area but along other sections 
of the Hudson River waterfront as well, necessitating heavy expenditures by 
New Jersey and New York waterfront industries for maintenance dredging 
alongside their properties. In some instances, this condition has resulted in the 
abandonment of plans by property owners for a greater use of their waterfront 
facilities. 

Our study plainly indicated that a comprehensive review study of the Hudson 
River Channel project should be undertaken by the United States Army Corps 
of Engineers in order to determine the cause of siltation and shoaling and to 
develop a plan which would alleviate the serious problem existing in certain 
sections on both sides of the Hudson River within the port district. We believe 
that remedial action is essential for the continued welfare and prosperity of the 
waterfront communities on both sides of the Hudson River. 

In view of this situation, the board of commissioners of the Port of New York 
Authority, on August 5, 1954, adopted a resolution authorizing the presentation 
before Congress and the proper Federal agencies of evidence to support the 
need for a comprehensive review study by the United States Army Corps of 
Engineers. 

An August 1954, Congressman Frank C. Osmers of the Ninth Congressional 
District in New Jersey, within whose district Edgewater lies, submitted a peti- 
tion to the Public Works Committee, requesting authority for the United States 
Army Corps of Engineers to conduct such a review study of the Hudson River 
Channel project. 

A public hearing on the petition was held by the Subcommittee on Rivers 
and Harbors of the House Committee on Public Works on July 8, 1955. This 
subcommittee devoted 2 hours to hearing the testimony in support of Congress- 
man Osmers’ petition. As a result of this hearing the subeommittee recom- 
mended and the Committee on Public Works concurred in a resolution that was 
passed on July 29, 1955. This resolution reads as follows: 


RESOLUTION PASSED ON JULY 29, 1955 


“Resolved by the Committee on Public Works of the House of Representatives, 
United States, That the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors be, and is 
hereby, requested to review the reports on the Hudson River Channel, contained 
in House Document No. 309, 72d Congress, Ist session, and other pertinent reports, 
with a view to determining what improvements are necessary and feasible to 
lessen shoaling in the pier slips on both sides of the Hudson River and in the 
Federal channel at and in the vicinity of Edgewater, N. J.” 

I should like to review briefly the testimony presented to the Public Works 
Committee last July in order that you can determine for yourselves the need for 
an appropriation of $200,000 to carry out the Hudson River Channel review study. 
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While the problem of abnormal siltation in the Hudson River Channel is bigy 
lighted by the condition existing along the Edgewater waterfront, similar con. 
ditions plague many other portions of the waterfront in varying degrees of 
severity. Exhibit No. 1 is an outline map of a segment of the port of New York 
district. I have shown on this map the areas along the Hudson River Channe] 
where the data and records which are available show the siltation conditions to 
he the worst. You will observe that the most severe condition exists along the 
Kdgewater waterfront where the rate of siltation amounted to as much as 17 feet 
a year in 1955 but where the conditions have become even worse since then, 
Other areas of serious siltation include the transatlantic piers in Manhattan 
where the rate amounts to as much as 12 feet a year and the waterfront of 
northern Hoboken, N. J. where the rate of siltation is approximately 8 to 10 feet 
a year. Other Government and industrial representatives here today will de- 
scribe to you in more detail the local shoaling conditions which give them such 
concern, 

In the Edgewater section the average annual cost to private property owners 
of maintaining depths alongside piers and terminals has been estimated at over 
$150,000 a vear. A survey conducted last vear by the Maritime Association of 
the port of New York indicates that the cost to the tenants of the transatlantic 
piers on the Manhattan side amounts to some $500,000 a year. These figures 
represent the cost of maintaining only two sections of the Hudson River water- 
front. 

The concern of the port interests with this problem stems from the importance 
of the Hudson River Channel to the New York-New Jersey port. Exhibit No. 2 
illustrates in graphic form the relative importance of this channel to our port 
This exhibit shows that the volume of foreign import and export general cargo 
tonnage handled at the piers and terminals located on the Hudson River Channe! 
consisted of almost 5 million short tons in the year 1953, which represents 37 
percent of the total foreign import and export general cargo tonnage handled in 
the entire port of New York. Similarly, the number of general cargo waterfront 
facilities located on both sides of the Hudson River Channel comprise 32 percent 
of the total deep-draft general cargo berths in the entire port of New York. Obvi 
ously, port and civic interests are seriously concerned with anything that threat- 
ens to disrupt or make more costly the conduct of commerce in this vital ship- 
ping area. 

Exhibit No. 38 which is a recent aerial photograph of the Hudson River area 
shows the intensity of present development of the waterfront along the Hudso 
River Channel. It is essential that the water approaches to such facilities he 
kept open in order to safeguard the investment they represent. 

In its preliminary study, the Port Authority found no conclusive or satis 
factory explanation as to why the siltation takes place. The exact hydraulic 
characteristics of the Hudson River Channel are unknown since no detailed rec- 
ords have been kept nor any studies made of the currents, flow of water, compo 
sition of silt, ete., in the Hudson River Channel. 

Until a complete review study has been conducted, there will be no answer iis 
to what is causing siltation and what can be done to solve the problem of shoaling 
in the Hudson River. Such a study would necessarily include a thorough analysis 
of the velocity and direction of the Hudson River tidal currents, a determination 
of the source of the shoaling material and the pattern of sedimentation. It is 
also possible that the construction of a model of the channel might be required to 
assist in the study 

The United States Army Corps of Engineers has estimated that a compre 
hensive review study, including the preparation of a model, would cost about 
$200,000. I respectfully submit that this expenditure is amply justified by 
the large investment by the Federal Government as well as private waterfront 
property owners in deepening and maintaining the Hudson River Channel and 
the ship berths at the adjacent waterfront facilities. It is further justified 
by the vital importance of this channel to the welfare and economy of the 
New York-New Jersey port, as well as to the Nation in peace and war. Cer- 
tainly these interests warrant a comprehensive review study to determine 
possible means to relieve this siltation problem. 





PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 2069 


BoARD OF CHOSEN FREEHOLDERS OF BERGEN COUNTY 
RESOLUTION, MARCH 41, 1956 


Whereas the siltation problem in the lower Hudson River and particularly 
along the industrial waterfront of the Borough of Edgewater, the only deep- 
water port in the county of Bergen, seriously jeopardizes the continued mainte- 
pance of adequate port facilities in that area; and 

Whereas Congressman Frank C, Osmers, Jr., has sponsored and prosecuted 
action in the United States House of Representatives in order to secure a Fed- 
eral survey of the problem; and 

Whereas this action resulted in the Committee of Public Works of the House 
of Representatives requesting on July 29, 1955, that the Board of Engineers for 
Rivers and Harbors review the reports on the Hudson River Channel contained 
in House Document No. 309, 72d Congress, Ist session, and other pertinent 
reports, with a view to determining what improvements are necessary and 
feasible to lessen shoaling in the pier slips on both sides of the Hudson River 
and in the Federal channel at and along the Borough of Edgewater, N. J.; and 

Whereas it has been reported that the United States Army Corps of Engineers 
estimates this review study will cost approximately $200,000 to complete: There- 
fore, be it 

Resolved, That the Bergen County Board of Chosen Freeholders join with the 
Port of New York Authority and the borough of Edgewater in respectively re- 
questing that the Subcommittee of Public Works of the United States House of 
Representatives Committee on Appropriations include in the Federal appro- 
priations for the fiscal year 1956-57 an amount of $200,000 to enable the United 
States Army Corps of Engineers to carry out the proposed review study of a 
Hudson River Channel; and be it further 

Resolved, That the clerk of this board send certified copies of this resolution 
to Congressman Osmers and to all agencies and officials concerned herewith. 


BERGEN CoUNTY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Hackensack, N. J., Mareh 27, 1956. 
Mr. Roger A. GILMAN, 
Port of New York Authority, 
New York, N. Y. 

Dean Mr. GinMAN: We are advised by the several industries located in the 
borough of Edgewater, and which are situated on the west bank of the Hudson 
River, that the silt accumulation in the shipping channels and adjacent to the 
bulkheads, has greatly increased shipping costs to the aforementioned industries. 

The purpose of this letter is to advise that we are wholeheartedly in accord with 
the action of the governing body of the borough of Edgewater when they resolved 
to petition the House of Representatives of the Congress of the United States to 
undertake a survey review of the silt accumulation on the west bank of the 
Hudson River. 

In behalf of said industries, we respectfully urge that the Port of New York 
Authority make known to the Subcommittee on Public Works of the Senate 
Appropriations Committee the desirability and necessity of undertaking a survey 
review of the silt accumulation referred to above, at the earliest possible date. 

Very truly yours, 
WILLIAM L. SEUBERT. 


BETHLEHEM STEEL Co., INC., 
Hoboken, N.J., March 14, 1956. 
Mr. Roger A. GILMAN, 
Director of Port Development, Port of New York Authority, 
New York, N. Y. 

Drak Mr. GILMAN: In connection with the silting problem along the Huasvu 
River, we have experienced excessive shoaling at this location and are required 
to dredge at least annually in order to maintain adequate drafts for both our own 
and Government-owned drydocks, and for ships of our customers. We have 
heaviest silting on the north side of the yard and at this location the silting rate 
averages 10 feet per year. 
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The inconvenience and the expense of the required dredging is extremely 
burdensome on our operations, and over the past few years the cost has been in 
excess of $100,000 annually. 

To us this matter is one of grave concern, and we have in the past been working 
with the Maritime Association toward an effective solution to this problem to no 
avail. During the present year we have been experimenting with a device at tne 
Hoboken yard in an effort to alleviate the siltation, but to date have had only 
moderate success. We are yery much interested in finding relief from excessive 
silting, and are wholeheartedly in support of recommending that the United 
States Department of Public Works authorize the necessary surveys toward this 
goal. 

Very truly yours, 
YEORGE Brown, Manager. 


(Telegram ] 


New York, N. Y. 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, Sr., 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Works, Appropriations Committee, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 


Re appropriation for study of siltation problem at New York, on behalf of 
maritime interests at the port of New York we respectfully and urgently request 
your honorable committee to appropriate $200,000 for a review stuiy of Hudson 
River channel project in connection with siltation problem. As a result of 
tremendous annual costs to shipping interests at port of New York occasioned 
by silt, a review study was authorized by House Public Works Committee last 
July 29. Local Army engineers advise that a fund of $200,000 is required to 
earry out this review study. 

WILLIAM F, GIESEN, 
General Manager and Counsel, 
The Maritime Association of the Port of New York. 


STATEMENT OF DONALD W. SMITH, VICE PRESIDENT, SEATRAIN LINES, INC. 


I. INTRODUCTION 


My name is Donald W. Smith. I am vice president of Seatrain Lines, Inc., 
a steamship company owning a ship terminal at Edgewater, N. J., and I am 
appearing today in behalf of the Edgewater Manufacturers Association. 

This association, as the name signifies, consists of most of the companies 
having plant facilities in Edgewater, N. J., but, what is not so evident, these 
companies are, almost without exception, owners of waterfront property. An 
examination of a map of Edgewater will disclose that this community consists 
of a narrow strip of land approximately 3 miles long and less than a third of a 
mile wide, bounded on the east by the Hudson River and on the west by a steep 
cliff. The confines of this narrow strip are such that a large portion of the 
industrial property in this borough fronts on the Hudson River. 

Geographically, Edgewater lies about 3 miles north of the Lincoln Tunnel and 
about 1 mile south of the George Washington Bridge. It is served by tracks 
of the New York Central Railroad’s West Shore division and by the New York, 
Susquehanna & Western Railroad. 

Over a period of many years the natural advantages of Edgewater—its close- 
ness to the heart of the metropolitan area combined with its freedom from 
metropolitan traffic congestion, its fine rail facilities, and its strategic water- 
front location, have attracted some of the top industries of our country to locate 
plants on this narrow strip of land. The roster of these companies includes 
National Sugar Refining Co., Aluminum Company of America, Archer-Daniels 
Midland, Hills Bros. Coffee, Ford Motor Co., General Chemical Co., the Barrett 
division of Allied Chemical & Dye, Lever Bros., and Spencer Kellogg & Sons. It 
is doubtful if any other community of similar geographical proportions can boast 
such an impressive array of the cream of American industry. 

Here, in a borough with a population of 4,024 (1950 census), waterfront indus- 
try alone accounts for a total employment roll of 6,000 men and women and 
supports an annual payroll in excess of $26 million while waterfront industry 
alone pays over 90 percent of all the taxes collected in the borough. 
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But what is happening to this once thriving industrial community? The 
National Sugar Refinery has been sold, the buildings demolished, and the present 
owners are trying to find a purchaser. Archer-Daniels Midland is closing out 
its Edgewater operations and is seeking a buyer for its land and facilities. The 
Ford Motor Co.’s great assembly line has been closed down, and that vast plant, 
too, will go on the market. The huge United States Navy Medical Supply Depot 
has been shut down, with another piece of waterfront property soon to be thrown 
on the market. 

Ordinarily it would be expected that such property would be snatched up at 
once by other industries eager to find such beautifully situated waterfront loca- 
tions, but this is not the case. And the closing of these plants results in the 
remaining industries having to carry even a heavier share of the burden of 
supporting the community. 


II. THE PROBLEM 


There is, in our opinion, one paramount factor which has effectively destroyed 
the value of this once extremely desirable land. That is the intolerable problem 
of maintaining usable depths of water along the piers and bulkheads of the 
riverfront. Siltation along the New Jersey shore north of Weehawken (3 miles 
to the south) has always been somewhat heavier than in many other parts of 
the port of New York, but two conditions have arisen which have made the cost 
of removing silt deposits economically unsound for the full and proper use of 
the waterfront. 

First, the development within the last few vears of ships of much deeper 
draft than was previously customary has required the dredging of deeper slips 
and channels. Whereas a few years ago 25 feet was considered deep for a 
vessel’s draft, today drafts of 30 feet and up are common. 

Second, and much more important, is the condition which has developed since 
World War II, wherein siltation has increased enormously for reasons which, 
we believe, are attributable directly to certain war emergency measures which 
were taken between 1942 and 1945. In New York Harbor, regulations of the 
United States Corps of Engineers require that all mud, silt, and sand removed 
from docks, slips and channels be either deposited ashore in such a way that 
they cannot slip back into the harbor, or carried out several miles to sea and 
dumped. The former method, while much cheaper, has rather limited anplica- 
tion, principally because there are few locations where such dredging spoils can 
be conveniently deposited. Hence the second method is almost universally 
employed. This requires that pier owners or lessees must employ dredging 
companies to scoop up the mud, deposit it into snecial dump-scows, tow it a 
distance (from Edgewater) of at least 25 miles, dump it, and then return the 
scows for the next load. This procedure is extremely costly, and when circum- 
stances require that the operation he repeated as often as 2 and 3 times per 
annum, the exnense heeomes staggering. 

The reason which we advance for the increase in siltation since World War II 
is, we believe, hoth elementary and sound. As a result of the submarine menace 
commencing earlv in 1942, the War Department permitted dredging spoils to be 
dumned in the Hudson River, along the easterly shore at a point just north of 
the George Washington Bridge. During the next 3 vears a grand total of over 
20 million eubie yards of material were so denosited in this location. Attached 
to this statement will be found a reproduction of the United States Coast and 
Geodetic Survey chart of this nortion of the river on which IT have designed (A) 
the dumning area. An insnection of a similar chart prepared in 1939 shows that 
just north of the bridge there was then a channel depth of 135 feet of water, 
whereas today. as a restfit of the wartime dumping, this has been reduced by 
more than half. Furthermore, a huge underwater mound or promontory has 
been created in this location. 

A studv of the enclosed chart will show that on the east hank just at the bridge 
the land forms a small but distinct point known as Fort Washington Point. proj- 
ecting into the river just below the dumping ground. It is this point of land 
which diverts the ebb-tide current flow toward the west and causes the silt, which 
is always present in the stream as it descends to be directed against the New 
Jersey shore. I have indicated this directional flow by arrows on the chart. 

The dumping of this huge volume of silt, mud, and sand just above Fort 
Washington Point has had a twofold effect. First, it has created a channel 
only one-half as deep as previously. When a given volume of water has to make 
its way through a channel only one-half as big as before, the result is an increase 
in velocity. This leads to and aggravates the second effect. The higher velocity 

75008—56—pt. 2——_46 





2072 PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 


of the current flowing through this smaller channel naturally picks up and carries 
with it a much greater volume of silt, and the huge manmade mountain of ma- 
terial is thus gradually being eaten away by the ebb-tide currents. As this cur- 
rent, supercharged with silt, impinges on the Edgewater shore, the results are 
obvious—and catastrophic for the owners of waterfront property. It is this, we 
earnestly submit, which has caused today’s siltation problem at Edgewater. 


lil, THE EFFECT 


Let us examine what effect this is having on industry, property values, and the 
community. 

1. The old National Sugar Refining property has become a drug on the market 
The present owner has been unable to interest any buyer, because the waterfront 
no longer has any value in view of the maintenance problem. 

2. Archer-Daniels Midland has closed down its Edgewater plant and, though 

its property has been on the market for months, there have been no takers. 
3. The Ford Motor Co. has closed down its huge Edgewater assembly line. The 
company originally located its plant at Edgewater with the intention of receiving 
from and delivering to deep-sea vessels at its own piers. The increase in the 
siltation caused that company to abandon its practice of handling to and from 
steamers at its own piers, and has doubtless been a factor in the decision to aban- 
don its Edgewater location. They found that the rate of siltation increased by 
30 percent between 1940 and 1944 and by the end of the war it had become so 
heavy that they discontinued all attempts to maintain deep berths. 

4. The United States Navy Medical Supply Depot has been closed and declared 
surplus for Navy needs. It is now in the hands of the Real Estate Division of the 
Department of Yards and Docks, and we predict that the lack of interest in this 
waterfront location will result in a heavy loss to the Government in trying to 
dispose of it. 

5. The Barrett Division and General Chemical Co., both subsidiaries of Allied 
Chemical & Dye, have found that they can no longer bring deep-sea vessels to 
their piers with the raw materials they need. Instead, everything must be 
handled down the harbor into shallow-draft lighters which can then be brought 
into their Edgewater berths. The cost of this multiple handling is very burden- 
some, 

6. The Edgewater Oil Terminal finds that it can no longer afford to maintain 
depths of water sufficient to accommodate tankers at full draft, but must trans- 
ship part of their tanker cargoes to barges down the bay before they can dock at 
their Edgewater terminal. Each such operation represents an expense of $1,200. 
On the basis of 100 tankers per annum, this amounts to $120,000 per year alone 
in addition to the cost of dredging. 

7. Seatrain Lines, Inc., the company which I represent, has found to its dismay 
that the new pier which it built at Edgewater at a cost of over $2 million after 
World War ITI requires approximately 8 times as much dredging for bare main- 
tenance purposes as did its prewar pier at Hoboken, N. J., only 5 miles down- 
river. Instead of dredging at the rate of 15,000 cubic yards per year, Seatrain 
now must dredge at the rate of 120,000 cubic yards per year. The cost of this 
one item of terminal maintenance alone is enough to pay the rent on an equiva- 
lent pier in another location in the harbor where there is no dredging problem. 

8. The New York, Susquehanna & Western Railroad Co., which serves all the 
industries in Edgewater, itself owns a substantial parcel of waterfront property 
for which it can neither find a purchaser nor a lessee. Furthermore, this railroad 
depends heavily on traffic originating or terminating with industries in Edge- 
water. The loss of any industry, without the substitution of another in its place, 
has had, and will have, a most serious effect on this vital transportation facility. 

Even with the restricted use of their facilities it has been necessary for water- 
front industries in Edgewater to spend an average of $150,000 per year just to 
keep abreast of the increasing influx of silt deposits, and this sum would be mul- 
tiplied severalfold if each facility were to be kept dredged out to accommodate 
the type of traffic for which it was originally designed. 


IV. THE SOLUTION 


There are, in our opinion, several alternative methods of giving relief to this 
intolerable situation. However, before setting forth a suggestion that public 
funds be used for this purpose, I wish to emphasize that, in our considered judg- 
ment, the problem that we face today has, in great measure, resulted from 
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actions taken by our Federal Government as emergency measures during World 
War II. We feel that since the huge volume of silt was deposited north of the 
George Washington Bridge by reason of the public interest, it is only fair to ask 
that our Federal Government at least restore the conditions that prevailed pre- 
war, or make some provisions that would tend to equalize siltation problems 
with those prevailing throughout the rest of the harbor. 

There are several ways in which this could be done. 

First. A direct subsidy to waterfront property owners. We do not advocate 
such a solution. It is open to abuse and criticism and would be difficult to appor- 
tion equitably among the various interested parties. 

Second. Have the United States Corps of Engineers undertake to do the dredg- 
ing of the private berths. This, we feel, is subject to the same dangers and prob- 
lems as the direct-subsidy method. 

Third. Remove the entire mountain of silt which was dumped north of the 
George Washington Bridge in order to restore the width and depth of the channel 
to its former dimensions. We feel that the cost of this method would be out of 
all proportions to the cost of any of the other possible solutions. We have no 
exact data as to the cost to the Government of the operation of one of the Corps 
of Engineers dredges, but even using a highly conservative figure of 40 cents 
per cubic yard (the rate paid by private industry is now 72 cents per cubic yard) 
it can be seen that the cost of removing 15 to 20 million yards of material would 
run from 6 to 8 million dollars. 

Fourth. Permit property owners to keep their slips and berths clear by 
depositing the silt into the river on the ebb tide. When necessary to maintain 
proper channel depths, the Corps of Engineers could then remove the material 
to sea in one of their hopper dredges. There is nothing novel about this plan. 
It is being used regularly in other ports of the United States. From my per- 
sonal knowledge I can point to Savannah, Ga., and New Orleans, La. At Savan- 
nah the pier owner deposits silt into the Savannah River on the ebb tide, and the 
Corps of Engineers, which has a dredge assigned full time to that port, under- 
tukes to keep the main channel clear. At New Orleans, berths are cleared by 
pumping silt into the center of the Mississippi River. This method permits the 
use of hydraulic suction dredges, which are far less expensive than the slow and 
cumbersoine dipper dredge. The cost of maintaining and towing dumpscows is 
eliminated, and the cost per cubie yard is reduced to manageable proportions. 
In my opinion the Edgewater waterfront could be dredged hydraulically for not 
more than 15 cents per yard as contrasted to the 72 cents per yard that is cur- 
rently being quoted, provided the spoils could be deposited through pipelines into 
the main channel. 

It is this fourth method that we urged before the Committee on Public Works 
of the House of Representatives, as being a fair and sensible solution to the 
problem, and one which would, we believe, result in the lowest combined cost 
to industry and Government. We believe that the cost to Government of re- 
moving silt so deposited in the channel would be substantially less than $80,000 
per annum—a low price indeed when compared to a cost of 6 to 8 million dollars 
to remove the silt from the wartime dumping ground. 

Fifth. We urge that funds be appropriated to provide for a careful review 
survey by the Corps of Engineers, including the construction of a suitable 
model, with a view to determining what means, if any, could be adopted to 
provide a permanent solution to the problem. Changes in channel location, 
construction of wing-walls or jetties, breakwaters or bulkheads, which might 
divert the stream of silt to a location where it would be less damaging—all 
these should come under investigation in such a review survey. Col. J. U. Allen 
of the Corps of Engineers estimated in December of 1954 that such a study 
would cost about $200,000 but in view of limited appropriations, he was unable 
to recommend that it be undertaken. We believe it is a cheap price to pay for 
an opportunity to come to grips with the problem in an intelligent manner with 
a view to a long-range solution to the eventual benefit of all. 

After hearings held on July 8, 1955, before the Subcommittee on Rivers and 
Harbors of the House Committee on Public Works, that committee, by resolu- 
tion passed on July 29, 1955, approved the fifth recommendation set forth above 
and requested the Corps of Engineers to undertake such a study. It is to im- 
plement this recommendotion that we appear before you today and respectfully 
urge that the sum of $200,000 be appropriated and allocated to this end. 
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STATEMENT By W. E. JOSEPH BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS OF THE 
APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE OF THE UNITED STATES SENATE 


Members of the Subcommittee on Public Works of the Appropriations Com- 
mittee of the United States Senate: 

I speak in several capacities: (1) I speak as chairman of the Edgewater 
Industrial Committee—a group of citizens and business leaders serving volun- 
tarily at the request of the Edgewater Borough Mayor and Council. Two, as 
Edgewater plant manager, Barrett Division, Allied Chemical and Dye Corp., 
for both the Barrett Division and General Chemical Division of Allied Chemical. 

Allied Chemical has deep roots in Edgewater. On my office wall hang several! 
pencil sketches and pictures of times gone by. One of them is a photo of the 
Barrett Co. employees in 1901. The other two are drawings made, we believe, 
in the 1870’s. General Chemical came to Edgewater shortly after. 

The drawings point out the importance of the Hudson waterfront to our 
company—the dock and loaded boats are in the very center. 

At present almost 100 percent of General’s raw materials and about 60 percent 
of Barrett's raw materials arrive by water. About 80 percent of General’s ship- 
ments and about 40 percent of Barrett’s are made by water. 

As far as records and memory go, Allied has dredged at Edgewater to main- 
tain its dock facilities usable. 

However, the physical amount removed has increased greatly during the last 
13 years to the point where oceangoing vessels have stopped mooring here. In 
1951 we decided the dredging cost was so prohibitive that we now only skim 
the surface needed to bring in barges and lighters. 

Steamers dock in Weehawken and adjacent ports, transfer their loads to 
barges for transshipment to Edgewater. The cost of this transfer I roughly 
estimate at about four times the receiving cost direct. 

But dredging for barges is becoming even more burdensome. Dredge now and 
6 months later you are again in trouble. Moorings are now closely made to fit 
in with the tides. Only last week I saw a flock of gulls on the large island of 
muck some several hundred feet off shore. 

I am not going to burden you with statistics; others will give you ample. 

But, gentlemen, increased freight costs are making it difficult to compete 
fairly with other concerns, let alone with our other more favorably situated 
plants. Along with other factors, the time may come when we will restrict 
operations in Edgewater—a loss to our employees, our borough, and our com- 
pany alike. 

The shutdown of a plant brings me to the major problem faced by the Edge- 
water Industrial Committee. Our group has just decided that the siltation of 
the Hudson River is our No. 1 priority Edgewater problem. 

Edgewater now has, or shortly will have, nine major industrial sites vacant. 

The removal of the Ford Motor Co. to Mahwah is the latest in the series. 

Removals and shutdowns are not too bad in themselves unless we cannot 
replace them promptly. Gentlemen, we are not; and the borough's prosperity 
and welfare are thereby seriously threatened. Industry already pays 90 percent 
of the borough's taxes. 

In nearly all cases the expensive dredging item is nipping in the bud many 
otherwise legitimate inquiries about Edgewater properties. 

Where does the Federal Government come into the picture? Why are we 
appealing to you for help? 

Industry is not shirking its share of the Hudson River dredging costs. Rather, 
we believe the Federal Government is largely responsible for the increased cubical 
content of silt in the Hudson. During 1942-45 dredge scows from the entire 
lower Hudson River were ordered, because of the submarine hazard, to deposit 
20 million cubic yards of silt at a spot on the east bank of the Hudson just north 
of the George Washington Bridge. 

We believe the effects of this deposition was to alter the direction and speed 
of the river currents. Net result: rapid and large deposits of silt on the west 
bank of the Hudson in the Edgewater area. 

We understand the depth of the river at the point of deposit in 1945 was re- 
duced from 135 to 50 feet. 

Others have a proposal for your help. We join that request: 

A prompt and thorough survey to accurately gage the problem and its causes. 

Thus, Congressmen, | want to make an honest, earnest, and frank appeal for 
your support—on behalf of my State, my county, my district, my borough, my 
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company, and my own plant—for myself and the men and women who work with 
me. 
Thank you. 


STATEMENT OF THE EDGEWATER INDUSTRIAL COMMITTEE BEFORE THE SURCOMMITTEF 
on Pusitic WoRKS OF THE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE OF THE UNITED STATES 
SENATE 


My name is William E. Joseph. I am Edgewater plant manager of the Barrett 
division of Allied Chemical & Dye Corp., and am chairman of the Edgewater 
Industrial Committee, a group of citizens appointed by the mayor of the Borough 
of Edgewater for the purpose of attracting new industries to Edgewater. 

At the present time there are seven industrial sites in Edgewater which are 
available and suitable for industrial development. These properties, together 
with their 1955 assessed values, are listed below. 


‘ usnn $8 878;204 
Naval medical depot ’ eee Le A : 1, 472, 144 
Archer-Daniels-Midland__________ oR ‘ 1, 266, 390 


63, 370 


194, 665 
Susquehanna R. R. coal pier (*) 


River Industries Co = = : 549, 655 


1Included in Susquehanna Railroad assessment shown on exhibit A to statement of 
Edgewater Manufacturers Association. 

The Edgewater Industrial Committee is engaging in an intensive campaign to 
attract new industry to these sites. From by experience as plant manager of 
the Barrett division and from my conversations with persons interested in Edge- 
water industries, I can positively state that the presence of navigable deepwater 
facilities is a great drawing card for new industry. Conversely, the existence 
of this siltation problem at Edgewater exerts a blighting effect upon the ability 
to attract new industry to the area. 


STATEMENT OF THE New YORK. SUSQUEHANNA & WESTERN RAILROAD BEFORE THE 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON PURILIC WORKS OF THE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTFE OF THE 
UNITED STATES SENATE 


My name is Leon Leighton. I am vice president of the New York, Susquehanna 
& Western Railroad Co. (hereinafter called “Susquehanna”), and am appearing 
today in its behalf. 

Susquehanna’s interest in this problem arises from the fact that it is absolutely 
dependent for its continued existence and solvency upon the substantial traffic 
which it derives from the industries located at Edgewater, whose business has 
been adversely affected by this siltation. If there should be any anpreciable 
diminuation in the volume of business received by Susquehanna from Edgewater, 
the railroad would again be forced into reorganization under paragraph 77 of 
the Bankruptcy Act, having emerged therefrom only 3 vears ago after a proceed- 
ing lasting for 16 years. 

Susquehanna therefore respectfully urges the committee to authorize an 
appropriation of approximately $200,000 for the purpose of making a complete 
study of this siltation problem and the most effective method of remedying it. 

A. Susquehanna filed a petition for reorganization on June 1, 1937, and emerged 
from reorganization on May 25, 1953. 

The recapitalization was a drastic one. The only ones who escaped unscathed 
were the holders of terminal 5 percent bonds aggregating $2 million in principal 
amount. The preferred stock and the common stock, in the aggregate par value 
of $26 million, were completely wiped out. Holders of Midland first mortgage 
5 percent bonds, having claims aggregating $4.7 million, received 38 percent of 
their claim in new fixed interest bonds and 62 percent in new income bonds. 
Holders of first and refunding mortgage 5 percent bonds, having an aggregate 
claim of $5.1 million, received 24 percent of their claim in new fixed-interest 
bonds, 22 percent in new income bonds, and 54 percent in new preferred stock. 
Holders of second mortgage 41% percent bonds and of general mortgage 5 percent 
bonds, having aggregate claims of $4 million, received 20 percent of their claims 
in new preferred stock and the balance in new common stock. 
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The Interstate Commerce Commission estimated that the net income available 
for interest and other corporate purposes would be between $600,000 and 
$700,000. On the basis of such estimate, the reorganization plan provided for 
the following charges: 


Fixed interest Sa Og ene _..---. $209, 623 
Additions and betterments and sinking fund- 82, 000 
Contingent interest on income bonds__ 180, 000 
Preferred stock dividends___.__-_--~_~- sats so= 150,000 


Total fixed and contingent interest and preferred dividend 
Ne 621, 623 


The actual earnings available for these charges were— 


1952 $678, B35 
1953 Oe oe ae ; 538, 953 
1954 ve ca ae 529, 619 
et i ene aeated ca ‘ ; 2 319, 109 


It will thus be seen that in the last year, Susquehanna has earned only a 
fraction of the interest on the income bonds; that in 1953 and 1954 it earned only 
about one-third of the dividends on the preferred stock; and that at no time 
except 1952 earned any dividends on the Common stock, both the preferred and 
the common stock having been issued in exchange for the claims of old bond- 
holders. The decline in earnings in 1955 was attributable almost entirely to 
the removal of the Ford plant from Edgewater, which was Susquehanna’s largest 
single customer. Unless this Ford plant is occupied soon, Susquehanna will 
continue unable to earn interest on its income bonds. 

The total freight revenues of Susquehanna were $4.9 million in 1955 and $5.1 
million in 1954. In both years 51 percent of the foregoing total was represented 
by traffic originating from industries located in Edgewater and moving to con 
nections, or received from connections and delivered to industries at Edgewater. 
The adverse effect of the siltation will undoubtedly substantially reduce this 
traffic. It needs no mathematical demonstration to show that a loss of any 
substantial amount of this traffic would ake Susquehanna’s financial condition 
even more precarious, and would seriously impair its ability to perform its obli- 
gation as a common carrier to the many communities in northern New Jersey 
which it presently serves. 

Respectfully submitted. 

LEON LEIGHTON, Vice President. 


STATEMENT OF THE EDGEWATER MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION 


My name is Ralph Vilas. I am vice president and general manager of Hill 
bros. Coffee Co., and am president of the Edgewater Manufacturers Association. 

The Edgewater Manufacturers Association consists of the plant managers of 
the following industries located at Edgewater: Aluminum Company of America, 
Barrett division of Allied Chemical & Dye Corp., Edgewater Oil Terminals, 
General Chemical division of Allied Chemical & Dye Corp., Hill Bros. Coffee 
Co., Lever Bros., Spencer Kellogg & Sons, Seatrain Lines, and New York, Suseque- 
hanna & Western Railroad. At a meeting of the association held on March 
15, which was attended by all of the foregoing,’ it was unanimously resolved 
that this petition be presented to your committee on behalf of those industries. 

The Port of New York Authority and other technical witnesses will demon- 
strate to the committee why the injury to the harbor facilities caused by this 
siltation may induce industries presently located there to move therefrom, and 
act as a strong deterrent to the immigration of new industries. 

The following brief résumé will be sufticient for this presentation : 

Seatrain Lines is absolutely dependent upon harbor facilities for its coast- 
wise transportation operation. Seatrain originally located at Edgewater be- 
cause of the advantageous harbor facilities, and has indicated plans for substan 
tial expansion if those facilities can be maintained at the proper standard. 

As far as industry is concerned, the area has no advantages for a plant loca- 
tion other than the harbor facilities: in fact, it has serious disadvantages which 
can be outweighed only by proper harbor facilities. 


1The manager of Spencer Kellogg was not present at the meeting, but has authorized 
his name to be added. 
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The area is less than one-third of u mile wide, its western bondary being the 
steep cliff of the Palisades. This makes parking facilities practically unavail- 
able, that being one of the reasons why Ford has moved away. The irony of the 
situation is shown by the fact that Aluminum Co. has recently purchased a strip 
of waterfront property in order to provide parking for its employees, which is 
an indication of both the great need for parking facilities and of the unsuitability 
of the harbor for the primary purpose for which it was intended. 

Ford used to have harbor facilities adequate for the use of oceangoing vessels. 
Their method of operations has changed in recent years so that they were able 
io handle their export business by lighterage down the Hudson River to ocean- 
voing piers. It may well be that another automobile or mass production com- 
pany would find the Ford plant utilizable only if its former availability for ocean- 
voing vessels were restored. 

The United States Naval Medical Depot adjoins the Ford plant on the south. 
This plant also had suitable harbor facilities when it was previously owned by 
Corn Products Refining Co., which facilities have been seriously impaired by 
the siltation. The United States Navy has now offered the plant for sale. 

Its desirability to industry would be substantially enhanced if proper deep- 
water facilities were assured. It may well be that the increased price thus 
obtainable for this piece of property owned by the Government would more than 
offset the cost of remedying the entire situation in the borough of Edgewater. 
The property has been assessed at $1,472,144. The Bergen County Board of 
Equalization has recently found an equalization rate for Edgewater of 46 percent. 

Barrett Co. and General Chemical Co. presently require deepwater facilities for 
the importation of their raw materials. They have been located at this point 
for nearly a century. The other industries do not presently require deepwater 
facilities. But no one can foresee whether changes in world economic conditions 
lay Make it necessary for them to have such facilities in the future. 

Because of the unique fiscal situation in Edgewater, the removal of one in- 
dustry is likely to have a blighting effect on the other industries there. As each 
industry moves out, a disproportionate tax burden is cast upon the remaining 
industries, which makes the area much less desirable as an industrial location. 

The unique fiscal situation in Edgewater arises from the fact that 85 percent of 
the total assessments are accounted for by the industries served by the Susque- 
hanna, and an additional 4.5 percent by Susquehanna’s own assessment, the total 
accounting for 89.5 percent of the assessments. Annexed hereto, marked “Ex- 
hibit A,” is a detailed statement of these assessments and of the taxes paid by 
each industry. 

It is true that if an industry moves away, the assessment for land and build- 
ings is not necessarily reduced, though the assessment for the personalty inside 
the building is. But if the building remains untenanted and is allowed to fall 
into a state of disrepair and delapidation, it may result in a substantial reduction 
in the assessment of the building. This has already happened in the case of the 
National Sugar Refining property at the northern end of Edgewater, and is likely 
to happen to the Archer-Daniels-Midland property which has been vacated by that 
company, if it is not soon tenanted by another industry. Such reduction in as- 
sessment increases the burden cast upon the remaining industries. 

This reduction in ratables is of concern, not only to the industries and trans- 
portation companies there, but to the Edgewater municipality. Edgewater sup- 
ports an excellent system of public schools, and has other municipal services 
which rank among the best in Bergen County. If the ratables of the industries 
decrease, the municipality will be unable to perform the same quality of services. 
The importance of these industries’ taxes to Edgewater is graphically shown on 
exhibit B hereto, which is a comparison of the 1954 per capita assessment in 
Edgewater and in the other municipalities in Bergen County having assessments 
of $15 million or more. It will be seen that the per capita assessment in Edge- 
water is $6,008. The next higher per capita assessment is $3,508 in Paramus, 
which is also largely developed for commercial purposes. The per capita assess- 
ments in the other municipalities range from a high of $2,366 in Ridgewood to a 
low of $871 in Lyndhurst, the median being $1,501 in Fair Lawn. 

In addition to this blighting effect on Edgewater itself, the removal of these 
industries will have a serious effect on all of the surrounding communities. The 
industries set forth on exhibit A presently employ upwards of 6,000 people, 
many of them living in communities throughout northern New Jersey, with an 
annual payroll of $26 million. In the case of the Ford Motor plant which has 
moved to Mahwah, substantially all of the persons presently employed could 
continue their employment at Mahwah because the distance is only 26 miles. 
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But if one of the industries should suspend operations completely or should move 
to a great distance, that would result in disemployment of a large number ot 
people who reside in neighboring communities. 

ltespectfully submitted. 


By Ravpu A. Viras, President. 
ExHIBIT A 


Total assessments and taxes paid by Edgewater industries 


Assessments $23, 724, 625 
Rate (percent) 4. 94 
Taxes: 
County 214, 953 
School 219, 454 
Municipal 737, 545 


1, 171, 953 





Percent of 


Sess eS pai 
Assessment | accoccments | Taxes Paid 





Aluminum Co $3, 255, 894 
Archer-Daniels Midland Co 1, 266, 390 
The Barrett Co 711, 390 
Edgewater Oil Co 351, 462 
Ford Motor Co a 3, 882, 234 
RIF wergenees tris wnrietean igs teal 1, 472, 144 
General Chemical Co 1, 416, 732 
I rg ote a, tn ae lnin ee een be keaaernees = 1, 359, 677 
Lever Bros--- 4, 511, 820 
Seatrain Lines 598, 381 
Spencer Kellogg & Sons 1, 373, 365 


Total 
Susquehanna RR 


— 


$160, 841 
62, 560 
35, 143 
17, 362 

191, 783 

() 
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67, 168 
222, 884 
29, 5 
7, 844 
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ExuHIBIT B 


Assessed valuation per capita of municipalities in Bergen County_having assessments 
in excess of $15 million 





Municipality Assessment | Population | oe 





Edgewater 

Bergenfield 

Cliffside Park - 

East Paterson 

Englewood 

Fair Lawn 

Fort Lee 

Garfield 

Glen Rock 

Hackensack 

Lyndhurst 

Paramus 

Do | 2d ase dcchahsbenteondiibesn ne iowtibimbadiebiinin 
Rutherford 17, 411 
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Buack Rock Cuannet, N. Y. 
LETTERS FROM SENATOR IVES 


Senator ExLenper. I have received a letter from Senator Ives ex- 
pressing his interest in Black Rock Channel and Tonawanda Har- 
bor, N. Y. His letter and statement will be placed in the record. 
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(The material referred to follows:) 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 


Washington D. C., March 26, 1956. 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 


Chairman, Subconmittee on Public Works, 
Senate Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 


DrAR SENATOR ELLENDER: I should like to draw to your attention the merits 
of the atuhorized navigation project involving Black Rock Channel and Tona- 
wanda Harbor, New York. I enclose a statement on this project, which I should 
like to have included in the record of your hearings on the public works appro- 
priation for fiscal 1957. 

Sincerely yours, 


Irvine M. Ives. 


STATEMENT BY UNITED STATES SENATOR IRVING M. IvEsS ON BLAcK Rock CHANNEL 
AND TONAWANDA HARBOR PROJECT, NEW YORK 


I urge this subcommittee to approve an appropriation that will permit the 
Army Engineers to start work on the Black Rock Channel and Tonawanda Har- 
bor project in northwestern New York. This project was authorized by Public 
Law 780 of the 83d Congress. Its estimated cost is $270,000. 

The justification for this project is simple. The Tonawanda inner harbor 
has a maximum depth of 16 feet, while the Niagara River and the approach 
channels to the Tonawanda Harbor are 21 feet, or will be upon the completion 
of projects now under way. 

Thus the harbor, which serves a heavily industrialized area inhabited by 
more than 1 million persons is, in effect, choked off from a good share of the 
commerce it could handle. 

This project is necessary if the people of that area are to retain the industries 
presently using the harbor and are to attract the new industries essential to the 
normal growth of the community. 


SMOKES CREEK SURVEY, NEW YORK 


Senator ELLENpDER. I have also received a letter from Senator Ives 
expressing his interest in survey funds for Smokes Creek, N. Y. That 
letter and statement will also be inserted in the record. 

(The letter referred to follows:) 


UNITED States SENATE, 
Washington, D. C., April 2, 1956. 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Works, 
Senate Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR ELLENDER: The city of Lackawanna, N. Y., has suffered 3 serious 
floods from Smokes Creek in the last 4 years. The Army engineers believe the 
situation is serious enough to justify a complete survey to determine what works 
should be constructed to control such floods. 

This survey would cost $40,000 more than the $5,000 provided in the Pr resident’ s 
1957 budget estimate for this work. Congressman Pillion, whose district includes 
Lackawanna, has urged the Congress to appropriate the additional $40,000 neces- 
sary to make a complete survey. I join him in this request, and commend the 
proposal to your attention. 

Attached is a statement which I have prepared on the Lackawanna situation. 
I ask that the statement be included in the record of the subcommittee’s hear- 
ings. 

Sincerely yours, 
IrvING M. Ives. 
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STATEMENT BY UNITED STATES SENATOR IRVING M. IVES ON SMOKES CREEK FLOop 
ContTrROoL ProsEct, LACKAWANNA, N. Y. 

The city of Lackawanna, N. Y., has suffered 3 serious floods in the last 4 years 
from Smokes Creek. Army engineers estimate that these floods have caused 
damage totaling $1,467,450. 

The President’s recommended budget for 1957 included $5,000 to complete the 
$15,000 review of the Smokes Creek report of March 18, 1942, in accordance wit} 
a resolution adopted by the House Public Works Committee on March 16, 1954 

In view of the recurrence of serious floods at Lackawanna from Smokes Creek, 
the engineers have recommended that a full survey should be made to determine 
what works could be constructed to control such floods. They contend that a 
full survey would be more desirable and economical than a review followed hy 
a Survey. 

The full survey would cost $45,000, according to the engineers. Therefore 
I urge this subcommittee to add $40,000 to the $5,000 recommended by the Presi 
dent for Smokes Creek so that this survey can be completed in the coming fiscal 
vear. 


MontTANA PROJECTS 


STATEMENT OF HON. MIKE MANSFIELD, A UNITED STATES SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF MONTANA 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Senator Enienper. Senator Mansfield, will you step forward, 
please. 

Senator Mansrieip. Mr. Chairman, my purpose in appearing be 
fore the Subcommittee on Public Works Appropriations this morning 
is to ask for necessary appropriations for planning and construction 
of a number of power, flood control, and irrigation projects in 
Montana. 

As the members of the committee know, Montana is a State which 
has been blessed with some of the greatest natural resources and power 
potential in the United States. Funds appropriated by Congress 
are the guiding rule in the process of developing these resources. 


FLOOD CONTROL 


I hope that additional funds for flood-control projects in Montana 
and elsewhere in the Nation will receive particular emphasis this year. 
The past year was marked with some of the most disastrous floods 
in the country’s history. 

As we look back at these flooding conditions in New England, Cali- 
fornia, and other areas, including Montana, we must realize that much 
of the damage could have been prevented if there had been adequate 
(lood-control works in the area. 

[ believe that the same reasoning can apply to irrigation projects 
which can reclaim much of our arid lands. 

Tn view of the fact that the House is still considering the provisions 
of this appropriation bill, I will proceed by m: aking comments and 
recommendations relative to Army engineer and Bureau of Reclama- 
tion budget items of particular interest in the State of Montana. 

First I wish to refer to several projects under the jurisdiction of the 
Corps of Army Engineers. 
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SECOND POWERPLANT AT FORT PECK 


[ am very pleased to note that at long last the budget request for the 
Corps of Army Engineers includes an item of $500, ,000 to begin con- 
struction on the second powerplant at Fort Peck. 

Fort Peck is currently serving 68 REA cooperatives and is inter- 
connected with the Northwest power pool. 

The second powerplant at Fort Peck will add 80,000 kilowatts to 
i existing 85,000-kilowatt plant now in operation. This power can 

be added to the area supply with a relatively low investment com- 
pared to new power projects. 

The tunnel for the powerplant is already available, so that only the 
penstock and powerhouse with equipment will have to be added. 

The cost of the plant, according to information in my files, is esti- 
mated at $24,400,000, with an annual cost of $1,997,000—ineluding 
allowance for $783,000 for taxes foregone as a result of public rather 
than private development. 

Benefits are estimated at $2,629,000 annually, resulting in a benefit- 
cost ratio of 1.32 to 1. Without allowances for taxes forgone, this 
ratio would be 2.17 to 1. 


EXPORTATION OF POWER 


Power development at Fort Peck means a great deal to Montana. 
The State has made an enormous contribution to the Fort Peck project 
and the people of the State have been very content to do so; however, 
much of the power at Fort Peck has been in the past exported out of 
the State and transmitted hundreds of miles to customers in neigh- 
horing States. 

At the present time, between 35 and 55 percent of the power pro- 
duced at Fort Peck is being exported to the Dakotas. In 5 years, when 
the second Fort Peck powerhouse is in operation, this export of power 
to neighboring States could well be 66 percent of Fort Peck’s total 
output, assuming a normal 10 percent growth in the area. 

The export of Montana’s power to other States is contrary to a 
long-standing policy of “Montana water for Montana’s people.” 

As customers in other States build up, through long use, Montana’s 
customers will lose their preferred position as the power is dedicated 
to outside use. 

Once this power becomes committed to serve customers outside the 
State of Montana, it is almost impossible to recapture it for Montana 
when we have a use and need for it, which will be in a very few years. 

It is my strong feeling that Montana should be allowed to utilize 
as much of the power produe ed from water originating within the 
State as it needs to grow and develop. It is extremely important that 
the preference which Federal laws now grant Montana cooperatives 
be protected. 

GEOGRAPHICAL PREFERENCE REQUESTED 


I recommend to the committee that a policy for distribution of 
power from the second powerplant at Fort Peck be adopted similar 
to the principle accepted by the Hungry Horse Act and the Bonne- 
ville Power Administration, which granted Montana a geographical 
preferencg on power attributable to Hungry Horse project. 
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Bonneville Power Administration sells power to industrial and non- 
preference customers, as well as to preference customers in Montana, 
from this reservation, and power sold to nonpreference customers is 
subject to withdrawal only to meet the requirements of the preference 
customers in Montana. 

I feel that it would be appropriate for the Congress to direct that 
a geographical preference is granted to the potential Montana custom- 
ers of the second powerplant at Fort Peck. 

Senator ExLenper. May I state, Senator, that a witness has alread) 
brought that matter to the attention of the committee. I think it w as 
Congressman Metcalf. 

Senator MaNsFIELb. Yes. 


NEED FOR BASIC LEGISLATION 


Senator ELtenper. We suggested to him that in order to facilitate 
Montana’s getting enough power out of the new project, it might be 
necessary to amend the law. 

Senator MansFietp. Yes. 

Senator ELtenper. That is what I suggested to him and I am also 
suggesting that to you. 

Senator Mansrietp. | appreciate that. I assure you that Senator 
Murray, Congressman Metcalf, and I will do what we can in accord- 
ance with your wishes. 


FLOOD CONTROL PROJECTS 


The Army engineers have a long record of flood-control work in 


the Nation. One of my primary purposes in appearing before this 
committee today is to endorse this program. 


SECTION 212 PROJECTS 


As you know, many of the small proposed projects are eligible for 
construction under the authority of section 212 of the 1950 Flood 
Control Act, which provides for the construction of small local protec- 
tion projects without formal authorization by the Congress; provided 
they are deemed advisable by the Chief of Engineers, are complete 
within themselves, and are limited in Federal cost to not over $150,000. 

Local interests must fulfill all requirements of local cooperation as 
specified by the Flood Control Act of 1936, as amended. 

There are two projects in the State which qualify under section 212 
and are in need of planning funds—the St. Regis River in Mineral 
County, and the Harlem project in Blaine C ‘ounty. 

There are two other projects in the State which qualify under this 
section and the planning work has been completed and are awaiting 
construction funds. One is at Belt, Mont. 

It would consist of low levees along both banks of Belt Creek where 
it passes through the town, appurtenant interior drainage facilities, 
and a short section of bank protection works. 

The total estimated cost of the project is $195,000 of which the 
Federal portion would be $141,000. 

Local interests would provide rights-of-way, utility and bridge 
relocations and alterations, and would operate and maintain the 
project after completion. 
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The other ' project is the proposed work at West Glendive in eastern 
Montana. The work at West Glendive is similar in type to that at 
pare and in that it consists of a plan for levee construction along the 

left or north bank of the Yellowstone River. 

The total estimated cost of this project is $182,000, of which $150,000 
is the Federal cost. 

Local interests would be required to perform the same scope of work 
as at Belt, and the estimated cost of this work is $32,000. 


SUN RIVER SURVEY 


I am also interested in the possibility of providing sufficient funds 
for the survey being made of flood control on the Sun River in 
Montana. It is my understanding that an interim report is due soon 
on the flood control survey on the Sun River at Great Falls. It is 
quite important that this work be completed so that authorization 
can be granted and then getting the nin constructed in the not too 
distant future. 

These small flood-control projects are vitally important to the areas 
they serve and I urgently request that funds being appropriated for 
planning and construction on these projects be in sufficient amounts 
- insure that our flood-control program can go ahead unhampered 
by financial limitations. 

BILLINGS, MONT. 


During fiscal year 1956, the Chief of Engineers allotted $40,000 for 
planning on the authorized local flood-protection project at Billings, 


Mont. At the time this request was presented last year, the Corps 
indicated that these planning funds would carry the planning to the 
point where construction on one unit of the project could be started 
in fiseal year 1957. 

But, there is not a fiscal year 1957 budget request for construction 
funds on the Billings project. I am very anxious to see construction 
begun on this project at the very earliest time. 

This project is designed to protect the city of Billings from the 
floods on the Yellowstone River and small tributaries which ravage 
the area each year. 

Estimated Federal cost of the project is $3,941,000. In addition, 
local interests have indicated willingness to provide the usual co- 
operation required by law. 

It is heartening indeed to see these flood-control projects progress 
from planning stage into construction and then operation. 

The unfortunate aspect, as I have stated many times before, is that 
many of these projects come to a standstill after the planning is com- 
pleted. I certainly hope this is not going to be the case with the 
Billings flood protection project. 

The flooding conditions at Butte, Mont., this spring is a grim re- 
minder of the “severity of floods in areas unpr otected. 

Something must be done about these problems. ‘Temporary meas- 
ures and relief funds each year are costly and it is imperative that 
preventive measures be taken soon. 
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LIBBY DAM AND RESERVOIR 


Mr. Chairman, I wish to take this opportunity to make another plea 
in behalf of ms of the Corps of Army engineers most important 
projects—Libby Dam and Reservoir. 

Each year when I appear before the Appropriations Committee | 
think that perhaps this will be the last year before some actual con- 
crete progress can be made on Libby. After many years of work and 
study there still seems to be one more hurdle to cross. 

Originally, there was considerable dispute over the location and 
planning of the dam and reservoir. All of these difficulties have been 
resolved. Now everything depends on the completion of negotiations 
with Canada. 

As you know, the completed reservoir at the Libby dam site would 
back water into Canada, thereby requiring that it be presented to the 
International Joint Commission, where it remains today. 

Libby Dam was authorized for construction by the Corps of Army 
engineers at an estimated cost of $239 million in the Flood Control 
Act of 1950, for flood control, hydroelectric power, and related water 
use, as a part of the recommended plan for the comprehensive develop 
ment of the water resources of the Columbia River Basin. 

I do not want to labor over the other background material which 
has been presented to the committee many times before and is cur- 
rently available. 

In view of the fact that this multipurpose project is approved by 
the administration and departments concerned, it is disappointing th: ut 
the 1957 budget request does not include a request for cam in any 
amount, for this project. 


INTERIM LOW DAM 


In order to get this project off the ground, I wish to bring the sub- 
committee’s attention to a proposal mé ude recently by the distinguished 
Congressman from Montana’s First District, Lee Metcalf, to the effect 
that we proceed with the construction of Libby Dam on an interim 
basis, a construction of a low dam planned so that it would be a partial 
fulfillment of the high dam as planned. 

The goal of constructing a high dam would be sought after the in- 
ternational negotiations were completed. I believe that the plan for 
a low Libby Dam has a great deal of merit and may I suggest. that 
careful consideration be given to the remarks made earlier this week 
to the subcommittee by Mr. Metcalf. 

Libby Dam, when completed, will make a large contribution to the 
power supply of the region, and provide needed regulation of flood 
flows. 

Senator ELtenper. Senator, that would not entail the construction 
of two separate dams? 

Senator MansrieLp. No; a low dam and once the negotiations were 
completed—I might point out that the Canadians are about the tough- 
est bargainers 1 in the world. 

Senator ELienper. Could that low dam be utilized for the develop- 
ment of power? 

Senator Mansrrevp. Yes; but not anywhere to the same extent it 
could if the high dam was built, and the reservoir extended up into 


Canada. 
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It is anticipated that Libby Dam itself would be one of the great 
projects, that is the high dam, and would furnish in excess of 600,000 
Lilow atts of power in Montana alone, plus the firm-up of power down- 
stream. 

Senator ELLENpDER. I will give you assurances that just as soon as 
we complete the hearing of outside w itnesses, and hearing the United 
States engineers on the ‘projects that have been O. K.’d by the budget, 
we are going to get together with the engineers and go over these 
unbudgeted projects. 

BENEFIT-COST RATIO 


Now, Mr. Tofani, I would like to have the engineers state to us how 
the ratio of benefits-to-cost would compare if we proceeded along the 
lines suggested by Congressman Metcalf and Senator Mansfield—that 
is, to build a dam as high as we can so that it will not interfere with 
Canada, with the understanding that later on this dam can be height- 
ened so as to get maximum use out of it. 

So let us find out how it would affect the benefit-cost ratio in the 
event that Canada would decline to accept the high dam. 

Mr. Torani. You want the benefit-cost ratio for the first stage of 
a two-stage dam ¢ 

Senator ELLeNperR. That is right, and how much it would add by 
having Canada come into the picture. 

Senator MansrieLp. May I state that Congressman Metcalf has 
taken up this matter with the Corps of Engineers. He has received an 
answer which, of course, states that as far as the engineers are con- 
cerned they would prefer the high dam all the way and the “vy were not, 
as [ recall it, opposed to the idea of a low dam. 

In fact, as I recall, they were somewhat favorable toward it. 

Senator Exienper. As the Senator knows, there is a probability 
that we may never be able to get Canada to join. We do not know. 

Senator Mansrievp. That is correct. 

Senator ELLENpER. Yet, in order to be able to start the first stage, 
the project would have to be justified. That is why I am asking for 
that information. 

So if the Congressman should decide to make a start and later com- 
plete the project after Canada acts, why, we can at least justify the 
lirst stages of it. 

Senator Mansrieip. I appreciate the attitude of the chairman. | 
am delighted that he is going to get this information from the Corps 
of Engineers. 


BUREAU OF RECLAMATION PROJECTS 


Next I would like to perrees funds for various Bureau of Reclama- 
tion projects in Montana. I endorse the item of $3,105,000 for the 
Bureau of Reclamation’s investigation program for the Missouri River 
Basin project in fiscal year 1957. Two of the m: jor items under the 
unit investigation program will be the East Bench and Hardin units 
in Montans._ 

The studies on the East Bench unit are scheduled for completion 
in fiseal year 1957. 

Basin surveys will be continued on the Milk and Three Forks divi- 
sions in Montana, and planning will be resumed in the Helena-Great 
“alls division in the State. 
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Under the drainage and minor construction program budget request, 
I ask that approval be given to the $120,000 item for the Buffalo 
Rapids project in eastern Montana, and the allotment for the Sun 
River project, Greenfields division in the State. 

The allotment for the Buffalo Rapids project will provide for con 
struction of drainage ditches and drainage structures. 

The funds for the Sun River project will allow work to be continued 
on waterways and structures. Included will be structure modifica- 
tion, installation of new structures, and enlargement of a canal section 
to permit increasing the capacity of the canals. 

Coammanion of drains will be continued as studies point out the 
need for drainage or seeped areas. 

A $9,000 item for the — Creek pump unit in Montana under the 
Bureau’s minor construction program will provide for completion of 
all scheduled work on the unit, except drainage construction. 

Next I wish to discuss funds for the Helena Valley unit in western 
Montana, a unit in the Missouri River Basin project. I approve 
wholeheartedly of the request of $2,500,000 for this project. 

The budget request, combined with the unobligated prior year bal- 
ance of $1,500,000 will provide for continuation of work under going 
contracts for the Helena Valley pumping plant and tunnel. The 
funds to be made available will also provide for award of the prime 
contract for construction of the Helena Valley Dam and centl 
reservoir in the third quarter of fiscal year 1957. 

This project will contribute greatly to the stability of agriculture 
in the Helena Valley. The completion of this unit will also help to 
stabilize the surrounding livestock range country which is dependent 
upon it to a great extent for winter feed. 


ation 


The unit will be in the interests of the well-being of the city of 
Helena, which derives considerable portion of its business from the 
surrounding ranching and agricultural enterprises. 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


I have received the attached statement on Helena Valley project 
from Mr. W. A. Rossiter, president of commissioners, Helena Valley 
Irrigation District, Helena, and ask that it be made a part of the 
record. 


(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF W. A. ROSSITER, PRESIDENT OF COMMISSIONERS, HELENA VALLEY 
IRRIGATION DISTRICT 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, this is now the third year we 
have been before this committee in an attempt to secure funds and get construc 
tion started on the Helena Valley unit, of the Missouri River project. 

When we were before your committee 3 years ago, we were promised by the 
Bureau of Reclamation that, if an irrigation district was formed in Helena Val- 
ley, in order that the Government could have a body to contract with, and 
Congress would appropriate funds, the Bureau of Reclamation would build 
the Helena Valley unit. Proceeding on this basis, we came before you, pleading 
for the initial planning funds, which you graciously granted, and the project 
plans were drawn, surveys made, and land titles examined. 

In 1955, the proponents of this unit commenced an action in conformity with 
the laws of the State of Montana, and did initiate and form, under order of 
the District Court of Lewis and Clark County, an irrigation district. 

After formation of the district, final negotiations were entered into by the 
Bureau of Reclamation and the Commissioners for the Helena Valley Irrigation 
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District, on the terms of the repayment contract and a preliminary agreement 
was reached with the representative of the Bureau of Reclamation in Montana 
and submitted to the reclamation commissioner in Washington, and the Secre- 
tary of the Interior, for approval. 

Upon their review of the contract, we were informed for the first time that 
it would be necessary to obtain additional repayment contracts, either with the 
supplemental water users, or with the city of Helena, before construction would 
be initiated. This was accomplished by inserting an amendment to article No. 
17 of the repayment contract with the Helena Valley Irrigation District by add- 
ing the following language to article No. 17: 

“The commencement of construction of any works identified in this contract 
is contingent upon the conclusion of such further contractual arrangements as 
may be deemed by the Secretary to be necessary and satisfactory for the dis- 
position and employment of water, in addition to the district water supply, 
which it is contemplated will be available by unit works.” 

Up to that time, it had been our understanding that the only contract necessary 
would be with the Helena Valley Irrigation District. 

The Bureau of Reclamation, in setting up their original justification for the 
Helena Valley project, indicated that, at the outset, there would be only one 
contract with the full supply lands required for the formation of an irrigation 
district ; it being indicated that at some time subsequent, other contracts would 
be entered into with the supplemental lands and it was on this basis that we 
have proceeded all during the past 3 years, in connection with our negotiations. 

Mr. Dexheimer, when he added the new conditions to the contract, stated by 
way of letter to Senator Murray, under date of August 17, 1955 that: “Construc- 
tion of the Helena Valley unit will not be initiated until the requirements for 
water service and repayment arrangements in advance of construction, as pre- 
sented to and recognized by the Congress have been met. This would be ac- 
complished when suitable contracts have been negotiated with either the city 
of Helena, or the supplemental lands, or with both of them.” 

We attended a hearing before the Interior and Insular Affairs Committee of 
the Senate on September 29, 1955, wherein we protested this apparent change 
of position on the part of the Bureau but were unable to have the Commissioner 
retreat from his position. Even though we felt that we had been abused in this 
regard, we have continued to assist and endeavor to bring about a contract be- 
tween the city and the Bureau of Reclamation, in order to comply with their 
demands in this regard and at this time negotiations have resulted in a request 
on the part of the city for the Bureau to submit a form of repayment contract. 
Therefore, it is imminent that a contract is to be entered into between the city 
and the Bureau of Reclamation, to furnish water to the city of Helena and that 
the city has agreed on cost of repayment. 

We feel, therefore, that we have complied in every respect with all of the 
demands made upon us, even in face of the fact that we feel that we have been 
required to do more than was originally demanded of us, and that shortly all of 
the new requirements laid down by the Bureau will have been met and that 
this project should be started. 

We earnestly solicit your cooperation and assistance, and your approval of the 
present budget requests for this project, together with an authorization that 
immediate construction proceed. 


HELENA VALLEY PROJECT 


Senator Mansrrevp. The approval of the budget request of $2,500,- 
000 for Helena Valley will be a clear directive to the Bureau to begin 
construction of this project. 

As the members of the committee may know, there has been some 
problem of contract negotiation as explained more fully in Mr. Ros- 
siter’s statement. I strongly urge that the Senate Committee on 
Appropriations approve this request for the Helena Valley unit. 


TIBER DAM AND RESERVOIR 


The next item is the request of $155,000 which will provide for 
completion of cleanup work on Tiber Dam and Reservoir preparatory 
to transfer to an operation and maintenance status. 


75008—56—pt. 2——47 
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I would like to point out to the members of the committee that Tiber 
Dam will be operated for the first full year in fiscal year 1957. 


YELLOWTAIL UNIT 


Mr. Chairman, Yellowtail unit in Montana and Wyoming has its 
first major budget request in the appropriation bill the subcommittee 
is considering today. It has been a long, hard road since the project’s 
authorization 11 years ago. 

During the last session of Congress the first funds for construction 
were provided on the initiative of the Senate Appropriations Com- 
mittee. 

I strongly urge that this budget request for fiscal year 1957 of 
$10,850,000 be approved so that construction on Yellowtail Dam can be 
speeded along. 

These additional funds will be used for construction of the diversion 
tunnel, spillway, and access road. The grading and temporary sur- 
facing of the Yellowtail powerplant access road will be completed 
and powerplant foundation excavation initiated. Construction will 


be completed on the permanent residences and the administration and 
service buildings. 






















PENDING LEGISLATION 


As the committee knows, the question of right-of-way over Crow 
Indian lands—which has delayed start of construction—is in the 
process of being answered. The Senate has passed Senate Joint 
Resolution 135 providing for a $5 million payment to the Crow Indian 
Tribe for consent to transfer right-of-way for Yellowtail Dam and 
Reservoir. An amended resolution is now pending on the House 
Calendar. 

I sincerely hope that this matter of negotiation with the Crow 
Indians can be taken care of in the very near future, in a manner 
satisfactory to all—the Crow Indians, local interests, the Bureau 
of Reclamation, and the Congress—so that the funds for construction 
of the project can be utilized immediately. 




























MOORHEAD UNIT 


Now that we have a start made on the Yellowtail multipurpose unit, 
I would like very much to see an appropriation granted for the Moor- 
head unit, a Wyoming-Montana multiple-purpose river project. The 
Moorhead unit would provide storage on the Powder River at the 
Moorhead site, located in Montana near the Wyoming State boundary, 
for irrigation of some 58,000 acres along the lower Powder River and 
flood control, power, and silt retention. 

I sincerely hope that any difficulties that may exist can be worked 
out favorably so that work can be started on this project. 

Mr. Chairman, when Congressman Lee Metcalf, of Montana’s First 
District, appeared before the House Appropriations Committee in 
behalf of Bureau of Reclamation funds, he asked that consideration 
be given to making available funds for a loan to an irrigation unit in 
the Bitter Root Valley of western Montana. I wish to add my support 
to this plea in behalf of these people, and I ask consent, Mr. Chairman, 
that a letter I received from my colleague, Senator James Murray, 
relative to this matter likewise be made a part of the record. 
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LETTER FROM SENATOR MURRAY 


Senator ELLENDER. Without objection, it is so ordered. 
(The letter referred to follows :) 
UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
May 2, 1956. 
Mr. W. A. DEXHEIMER, 
Commissioner, Bureau of Reclamation, 
Department of the Interior, W ashington, D.C. 


DEAR Mr. DEXHEIMER: This letter regards funds to be made available for the 
Bitter Root Irrigation District in Montana. 

I am advised that representatives of the Bureau of Reclamation stated in 
Montana that they would recommend that $225,000 of additional funds be made 
available for work in the district. I am pleased to hear of this and presume that 
the Bureau will testify accordingly before the pertinent committees. 

Sincerely yours, 
JAMES KE. MURRAY. 
BITTER ROOT VALLEY PROJECT 


Senator MAns¥FieLp. The Bitter Root Valley was settled and irri- 
gated long before the turn of the century. At the time the depression 
hit in the. arly thirties, this irrigation system which had been built 
without Federal assistance was in need of funds to rehabilitate the 
irrigation system. 

At that time, the Federal Government was asked to help and in 1931 
the Federal Government spent $747,000 to rehabilitate the existing 
system. 

In 1936, and later, additional Federal money was spent to repair 
and rebuild the system. A total indebtedness of $1,052,741 resulted. 

The district’s 16,665 irrigable acres are assessed annually, with the 
indebtedness being repaid on the gross annual crop returns. 

Now, again, the Bitter Root needs an additional Federal boost 
one which will result in reducing the maintenance costs of the district, 
and also will increase the assurance of valley farmers that they will 
have reasonable uninterrupted delivery of irrigation water. 

The preliminary estimates of the costs involved in — proposed 
rehabilitation and repair work is $175,000. However, I understand 
that a more recent field survey has reported that this work would cost 
an additional $50,000. 

The irrigation district has proposed to repay this loan, if granted 
by the Congress, within the present life of the contract between the 
district and the Federal Government—42 years. 

According to information at my disposal, the payments to the 
United States would be approximately 33 cents per acre per year in 
addition to the payments currently being made on the existing contract. 

I am told that the district believes annual operation and main- 
tenance costs per acre could be reduced more than twice this amount 
after completion of the planned rehabilitation work. 

In addition, the information at my disposal indicates that Bureau 
of Reclamation officials feel that this proposal is worthwhile and 
practical, 

The facts at hand indicate to me that this would be a sound business 
venture on the part of the Federal Government in addition to being 
of service to the people in the Bitter Root Valley. 
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I strongly urge that the Senate Appropriations Committee place 
this additional local item in the provisions of this bill. 

In closing, Mr. Chairman, I wish to thank the members of the 
subcommittee for the opportunity to appear in behalf of these public 
works items this morning. 

We have come a long way in our development of natural resources; 
we have a long way to go before the still untapped energy of the 
rivers of America are put to work for democracy. We cannot afford 
to slow up now. 

An imaginative public works program must be spearheaded by the 
Congress with ample and speedy appropriations. 

Thank you very much 

Senator Ettenper. Thank you, Senator. 


MULTIPLE-PURPOSE PROJECTS 
NATIONAL RURAL ErrKerkic COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES A. ROBINSON, JR., STAFF ENGINEER 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Senator ELtenper. All right, Mr. Robinson, we will be glad to hear 
you. 

Mr. Rorrnson. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my 
name is Charles A. Robinson, Jr. Iam staff engineer of the National 

tural Electric Cooperative Association, a service organization of 
rural electric systems in the United States and Alaska. Approxi- 


mately 90 percent of all the REA electric type borrowers are members. 

The pur pose of our appearance before this subcommittee is to sup- 
port appropriations for construction of those Corps of Engineer 
multiple-purpose dams, including hydroelectric features, which our 
people feel are necessary and desirable for continued growth and de 
velopment of the rural electrification program. 

In general, we support the recommendations of the Bureau of the 
Budget, but in some instances, we feel that the recommended appro- 
priations are insufficient in view of particular circumstances affecting 
certain projects. In such cases, we are recommending increases in 
the Budget Bureau recommendation. 

Also, there are additional multiple-purpose projects, not included 
in the budget, which are needed by the farmers’ electric cooperatives 
in certain areas, and which, in our opinion, represent sound financial 
investments for the Government. For these facilities, we are recom- 
mending appropriations outside of the budget requests. 

This statement is divided into five major sections. Each of the 
first four encompasses those projects located in one of the Interior 
Department power marketing agency areas. The last section refers 
to the Allegheny Reservoir. 


THE SOUTHWESTERN POWER ADMINISTRATION AREA 


Substantial blocks of additional hydroelectric capacity are needed 
and can be economically utilized in the SPA area. As of November 
1947, hydroelectric capacity comprised 12.75 percent of total installed 
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in the Southwest. By November 1955, this ratio had dropped to 9.27 
percent. Experts tell us that a ratio of 25 percent hydro to 75 percent 
thermal would be appropriate for the SPA area. 

Electric cooperatives in the Southwest are undertaking vigorous 
sales programs to promote irrigation during the off peak hours of 
the summer days. As the increasing use of irrigation and air con- 
ditioning equipment pushes summer peak loads higher and well above 
winter peaks, the peaking capability of hydro resources becomes ex- 
tremely valuable. Private utility companies will not generally under- 
take multiple purpose project construction. Thus, the power from 
those Federal projects already under construction and those we hope 
will be started and completed in subsequent years is needed, and can 
be marketed without difficulty. 

The Bureau of the Budget has requested funds to continue construc- 
tion on the following two multiple-purpose power producing hydro- 
electric dams in the Southwest : 


Installed 


Project and State capacity 


1956 estimate | 1957 estimate 


Kilowatts 
Table Rock, Missouri-Arkansas_..- ae ae 100,000 | $11, 802,119 $14, 750, 0CO 
McGee Bend, Tex s 45,000 | 1, 478, 000 4, 022, 000 





AVAILABILITY OF POWER 


The Corps of Enginers now estimates that initial power will be 
available from the first 50-000-kilowatt unit at Table Rock in Decem- 
ber of 1958, and from McGee Bend in June of 1961. We urge the full 
amount for each of these dams. 

During fiscal 1955, the latest year for which REA figures are avail- 
able, 76 rural electric cooperatives purchased 362.3 million kilowatt- 
hours from the Southwestern Power Administration. ‘This is almost 
twice the 1953 figure. 

As we stated last year, there is no additional power available from 
the Southwestern Power Administration to meet the load growth of 
preference customers beyond the time when initial generation becomes 
available from Table Rock. 

Assuming the present rate of growth continues, the rural electric sys- 
tems alone will need the entire annual energy output of the Table Rock 
project by 1960. In other words, assuming the usual percentages of 
Government power will be sold to other preference customers and the 
private companies, we are headed for power-supply troubles. For 
this reason, we believe that additional dams should be placed under 
construction immediately. 

Last year, the Congress added $450,000 to the 1956 appropriations 
bill to begin construction of the 120,000-kilowatt Dardanelle Dam on 
the Arkansas River in Arkansas, and a like amount to begin construc- 
tion of the 30,000-kilowatt Eufaula Dam on the Canadian River in 
Oklahoma. 

PRESIDENT’S BUDGET MESSAGE 


The fiscal 1957 budget does not recommend funds to continue either 
Dardanelle or Eufaula. The President stated, in his budget message, 
that: 


: Funds were added by Congress to the 1956 budget to begin construction of the 
Eufaula Reservoir and Dardanelle lock and dam. This would, in effect, commit 
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the Federal Government to a cost of over $1 billion for the development of the 
Arkansas River for navigation, since the major benefits from these two structures 
could not be realized until the entire navigation development is completed. | 
regard the development of the Arkansas River for navigation as not being of 
sufficiently high priority at this time to justify this large financial commitment, 
Therefore, I am not requesting funds for continuation of work on these two 
structures. 

We do not agree that merely because the benefits of Dardanelle and 
Eufaula will not be fully realized until additional facilities are com- 
pleted, or because total development of the river is estimated to cost 
over $1 billion, is reason for not proceeding. Necessarily, full bene- 
fits of development for navigational purposes of many river basins 
cannot be realized until such facilities as substantially achieve navi- 
vability of the stream are completed. However, it is necessary, in 
undertaking such developments, to realize that a start must be made on 
some particular project and at some time. The argument of the Presi- 
dent, if sound, would seem to prevent construction on the initial phase 
of any plan for comprehensive river-basin development where navi- 
gation is basic. 

NAVIGABILITY OF ARKANSAS RIVER 


The Arkansas River rises in central Colorado and New Mexico. It 
flows past Pueblo, Colo., through southwestern and south-central 
Kansas, through northwestern Oklahoma and the city of Tulsa, and 
thence southeaste rly through central Arkansas to its confluence with 
the ate 

Last year, during the hearings, General Itschner testified for the 
Corps of aa rs that n: wvigability of the Arkansas, if developed, 
should extend initis uly as far as Tulsa, Okla. Such development 
would link the major cities of Tulsa and Little Rock with the entire 
system of navigable waterways centered about the Mississippi River. 

We do not pretend to be navigation experts. We are primarily in- 
terested in development of the Arkansas for additional sources of 
hydroelectric capacity in the Southwest. We feel that no project 
should be precluded merely because its full benefits must await con 
struction of additional works. 


SILT CONTROL 


Silt control is a major factor in determining the sequence of con- 
struction for the proposed reservoirs and locks and dams on the Ar- 
kansas. The Corps of Engineers tells us that Keystone Reservoir, 
on the main stem of the Ar kansas, just-above Tulsa, and Eufaula Res- 
ervoir, on the Canadian River, just above its confluence with the Ar- 
kansas in Oklahoma, should be closed before the downstream projects, 
including Dardanelle, are filled. Keystone and Eufala are designed to 
trap large volumes of silt. 

It is our information that the $450,000 appropriated last year for 
Dardanelle Dam will be sufficient to complete planning. 


EUFAULA PLANNING 


We also understand that the Corps of Engineers expects to complete 
planning on Eufaula before June 30, 1956. Congress approved 
$450,000 to begin construction on Eufaula in fiscal 1956. Expenditure 
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of this money awaits completion of planning under Budget Bureau 
criteria Completion of planning is scheduled for June 1956. It is 
presumed that at that time the Bureau of the Budget will release the 
$450,000 appropriated by the Congress last year. However, it is ap- 
pi arent that $450,000 will not be sufficient to enable the corps to negoti- 
ate economic contracts for actual construction on Eufaula. We, there- 
fore, recommend that an additional amount of between $3 million and 
$4 million be approved to begin construction on the Euf: 1ula Dam dur- 
ing fiscal 1957. 

Eufaula and Keystone are the two upstream silt-control projects 
that must be closed before the downstream Dardanelle Dam can be 
started. It is our understanding that $150,000 is required to complete 
the planning phase of the Keystone project, although no planning 
funds for it are included in the budget. According to ‘the 1955 annual 
report of the Chief of Engineers, approximately $648,000 has already 
been spent for planning on Keystone. We urge the subcommittee to 
recommend $150,000 in planning funds for the Keystone Dam in 
Oklahoma so that construction can be started on it in fiscal 1958. 

We contemplate that with $150,000 of additional planning funds 
for Keystone in fiscal 1957, and with the additional $3 million to $4 
million that would be available for initiation of construction on 
Eufaula in 1957 under our proposal, both of these projects would be 
in the construction stage within the next 2 or 3 years. At that time, 
we would anticipate that substantial construction money would be 
made available to begin the downstream Dardanelle project. in 
Arkansas. In the alternative, funds could be made available to also 
begin Dardanelle during fiscal 1957, with later year work scheduled 
so that both Eufaula and Keystone could be closed before work on 
Dardanelle progresses to the critical stage. If such a course is fol- 
lowed, we ask an additional $500,000 for Dardanelle this year. 


COMPARISON WITH TENNESSEE RIVER DEVELOPMENT 


It appears to us that the rural electric cooperatives and other citi- 
zens of the Arkansas Valley find themselves in much the same situa- 
tion as did the citizens of the Tennessee Valley 25 years ago. Devel- 
opment of the Arkansas River is admittedly a formidable task, but 
one which, when substantially complete, will afford the same type of 
benefit that has been realized from development of the Tennessee 
River. There are approximately 450,000 kilowatts of electrical 

capacity available from 7 multiple-purpose projects authorized as 
part of the plan for comprehensive development of the Arkansas. 

Last year, the Congress also appropriated $180,000 to continue 
planning Greers Ferry | Reservoir on the Little Red River in Arkansa 
with an installed capacity of 64,000 kilowatts, and $25,000 to e aiiiaiee 
planning on Beaver Dam and Reservoir on the White River in Arkan- 
sas also with an installed capacity of 64,000 kilowatts. 

It is our understanding that the planning phase of Greers Ferry is 
virtually complete and that the Cor ps of Engineers is ready to start 
construction on it as soon as funds are appropriated. We, therefore, 
urge that adequate construction funds to begin Greers Ferry be ree- 
ommended by this subeommittee for fiseal 1957. 

We also recommend that $100,000 in planning funds for the Beaver 
Dam and Reservoir also be included in the committee recommenda- 
tions, although the budget contains no request covering this. 
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THE SOUTHEASTERN POWER ADMINISTRATION AREA 


The Bureau of the Budget has requested the following funds for the 
Corps of Engineers to continue construction on multiple-purpose 
projects in the Southeast : 


Project and State Installed | 1956 estimate | 1957 estimate 


capacity 











Kilowatts 
Fort Gaines lock and dam, Alabama-Georgia_ _- : ‘ 130, 000 $1, 800, 000 $3, 000, 000 
Jim Woodruff lock and dam, Alabama-Florida-Georgia__ - 30, 000 2, 331, 613 2, 697, 000 
Buford Dam, Ga___- - Sacgate ce a 86, 000 10, 645, 462 4, 900, 000 
Haxtwell Reservair, GarB. ©. < . 2.2.5. . <-... co cnes ctmeee 330, 000 3, 000, 000 10, 000, 000 
Old Hickory lock and dam, Tennessee.__..____......---.----- 100, 000 7, 145, 628 3, 650, 000 
Cheatham lock and dam, Tennessee.--.......-.-....-..------ 36, 000 | 6, 139, 397 4, 200, 000 








We are deeply grateful for the action of the Congress last year 
in appropriating funds, despite lack of a budget request, to initiate 
construction on the Fort Gaines lock and dam and on the Hartwell 
Reservoir. We hope that the full amount asked by the Bureau of the 
Budget to continue construction on these facilities in 1957 will be 
recommended by this subcommittee. 

We also ask that the $200,000 in planning funds requested for the 
Lower Cumberland lock and dam be approved. 


THE BUREAU OF RECLAMATION AREA 


The Bureau of the Budget has requested fiscal 1957 funds to con- 


tinue construction on the following multiple-purpose Missouri River 
Dams as indicated. 












Installed : 
Project and State capacity 1956 estimate | 1957 estimate 
_ Kilowatts 
Gavins Point Reservoir, Nebr. and 8. Dak __-___- . 100,000 | $13, 433, 130 $1, 700, 000 
Reems MAMIE, TI ne ci di eve ati Shbdigkcbawdad 400, 000 14, 577, 244 16, 892, 400 
Fort Randall Reservoir, 8. Dak_................_...---_.---.- 320, 000 5, 022, 078 1, 097, 700 







paper pena OL die oe it Wii: 170, 000 29, 407, 764 $2, 000, 000 


FORT RANDALL RESERVOIR 


The Fort Randall Reservoir will be substantially complete in 1957. 
The Bureau of Reclamation has committed to preference customers 
in the eastern area of the eastern division of the Missouri River Basin 
system all firm power available from the Fort Randall, Garrison, and 
Gavins Point Dams. We urge that the subcommittee recommend 
the full amount requested by the Bureau of the Budget to maintain 
present construction schedules on these projects. 


FORT PECK POWERPLANT 


In addition, the President’s budget contains a request for $500,000 
to initiate construction on the second 80,000-kilowatt Fort Peck power- 
plant in Montana on the Missouri River. We understand it will take 
approximately 4 years to complete construction of this plant. We 
presume that the output of the second plant at Fort Peck will be in- 
tegrated with existing transmission system of the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion, and we urge the committee to recommend the full $500,000 for 
initiation of this construction. 
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BIG BEND RESERVOIR 


We also believe, Mr. Chairman, that the time has come to initiate 
construction on the Big Bend Reservoir in South Dakota. There is 
no budget item covering this project. Big Bend was authorized by 
the Flood Control Act of 1944 as part of the comprehensive plan for 
multiple-purpose development of the Missouri River Basin. 

The estimated cost of the Big Bend Reservoir is $73 million, accord- 
ing to the 1955 annual report of the Chief of Engineers, United States 
Army. The project provides for 120,000 kilowatts of hydroelectric 
machine capacity to be integrated with the existing Bureau of Recla- 
mation Missouri Basin transmission system. 

No work has been initiated on Big Bend. There are no funds 
contained in the 1957 budget for it. It is our understanding that 
$650,000 is required to complete planning and prepare the necessary 
plans and specifications to place the engineers in a position to start 
construction. The rural electric systems served by the Bureau of 
Reclamation’s eastern division system are absorbing firm power from 
Missouri River Basin dams as fast as it becomes available. The 
Bureau of Reclamation has reversed its former stand and is now ask- 
ing for a 230-kilovolt transmission line interconnecting the Missouri 
River Basin system and Grand Island, Nebr. An appreciable block 
of Oahe power will probably flow over this line, and there is every 
indication that the remaining firm power from the Oahe project, 
when it becomes available in 1960, will be absorbed in Iowa, the 
Dakotas, and Minnesota. Indeed the evidence indicates that the de- 
mands of the preference customers will continue to exceed the firm 
power available from the Missouri River Basin dams. 

For this reason, we are urging the appropriation of $650,000, or 
whatever substantial part of that amount can be economically used 
by the Corps of Engineers in fiscal 1957, for planning on the Big 
Bend Reservoir. We would anticipate asking for funds to begin con- 
struction on the project as soon as planning 1s complete and for suffi- 
cient funds to continue construction on an expeditious and economic 
schedule during successive years. 

Our people from South Dakota, and their Governor, Joe Foss, have 
already appeared before this subcommittee to urge an appropriation 
of funds for the planning phase of Big Bend. 


THE BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION AREA 


The Bureau of the Budget has requested funds for continuation of 
work on multiple-purpose hydroelectric projects in the Northwest as 
follows: 


| | 
| 

Project and State ipetelies [1966 estimate | 1957 estimate 
| 


Kilowatts 
Cougar Reservoir, Oreg 30, $500, 000 
Se cnn nnqeecncupennenacse ; 310, 000 
Detroit Reservoir, Oreg 338, 880 
MeNary lock and dam, Oregon- Washington : 7, 618, 778 
The Dalles lock and dam, Oregon-W ashington 51, 688, 790 
Chief Joseph Dam, Wash 12, 884, 080 
Ice Harbor lock and dam, Washington 1, 000, 000 
Lookout Point Reservoir, Oreg 2, 021, 379 


n 


a 


seu ge8s 
SEeE838 
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The 1955 advance program of the Bonneville Power Administra- 
tion indicates that all available hydro resources in the Northwest, plus 
imports of high steam generation from Utah, Idaho, Montana, and 
British Columbia, will be needed to meet firm loads under critical 
water conditions beginning with the peak of 1961-62. By 1965, the 
present consumption of electricity in the Northwest of 37 billion kilo- 
watt-hours per year will be doubled, according to Bonneville forecasts. 

The advance program also points out that unless new hydro projects 
are built, the area will, under critical year hydro conditions, experience 
a rapidly rising power deficiency beginning about 1962, reaching 
1.335.000 kilowatts by 1965-66. 

We ask that the subcommittee recommend the full amount requested 
for each of the above projects so that the approaching power shortage 
in the area will not be aggravated by failure to maintain present dates 
for scheduled operation of the capacity in these dams. 


JOHN DAY DAM 


In addition, the President has requested $500,000 in his budget to 
continue planning work on John Day Dam. The initial installed ca- 
pacity for John Day is planned at 1,190,000 kilowatts, with space re- 
served for additional units up to 1,700,000 kilowatts, as development 
of the Columbia River Basin proceeds and the additional capacity 
can be utilized. The project is located on the lower portion of the 
Columbia River just upstream from The Dalles. It is approximately 
SO miles downstream from the recently completed McNary Dam. 

As a downstream project, the hydroelectric installation at John Day 
will be able to take full advantage of any upstream storage that is 
made available in subsequent years. It is the next logical project for 
development as one unit of the Columbia River development plan. 

We are informed that approximately $1,450,000 is required to com- 
plete the planning phase on the John Day Dam. We do not know 
exactly how much can be economically utilized during fiscal 1957 by 
the Corps of Engineers, but believe it to be substantially above the 
$500,000 requested in the President’s budget. 

In view of the impending critical power situation in the Northwest, 
we are hopeful that the subcommittee will determine exactly how 
much planning funds can be efficiently utilized in planning work on 
John Day project during fiscal 1957. We believe this to be in excess 
of the $500,000 requested in the budget, and we ask that the subcom- 
mittee recommend an increase in this figure in conformance with the 
need. 

ALLEGHENY RESERVOIR 


It is our information that the Corps of Engineers, through the 
Bureau of the Budget, originally asked $100,000 for planning on the 
Allegheny Reservoir, sometimes known as Kinzua Dam. We are also 
informed by the office of Congressman Gavin of Pennsylvania that on 
April 17 of this year, the President asked for appropriation of an 
additional $284,000 for this reservoir. It is located on the New York- 
Pennsylvania State line, near Warren, Pa. 

The basic purpose of this project is flood control. It was originally 
authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1936 as part of the compre- 
hensive plan for the protection of Pittsburgh through the reduction 
of flood heights in the Allegheny and Ohio Valleys. 
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Pursuant to a resolution of the House Committee on Rivers and 
Harbors, adopted February 9, 1938, the project was reexamined by 
the Corps of the Engineers to determine whether or not it could be 
modified to operate in the interest of navigation and abatement of 
pollution as well as for flood control. 

The report from the Secretary of War submitted in 1939, pursuant 
to the 19388 House committee resolution, indicated that generation of 
electricity at the project incidental to flood control and pollution 
abatement would be feasible at that time. That study is now, how- 
ever, 17 years old. Fuel and construction costs have increased and 
recent occurrances of hurricanes in the area would seemingly make it 
advisable to restudy of the flood-control water-release schedule orig- 
inally contemplated. 

It is our understanding that the project authorization would allow 
installation of hydroelectric features at the discretion of the Corps of 
Engineers, but that at the present time, the corps has decided to build 
the project on a flood-control and pollution-abatement basis only 
without immediate installation of electric power facilities. Pro- 
vision might be included for the generation of power at some future 
time to be determined by the Corps of Engineers. 


INTEREST OF COOPERATIVES 


Some of the rural electric systems in Pennsylvania have expressed 
a keen interest in the Allegheny Reservoir, not only because of the 
flood-control benefits, but also with respect to the possible installation 
of Federal hydroelectric generating capacity in the dam at the time 
it is initially constructed. 

There are 25 cooperatives in Pennsylvania, Ohio, and New York 
within a 200-mile radius of the Allegheny Reservoir. They serve 
100,000 rural consumers and are anxious for an extension of the Fed- 
eral power yardstick into the northern seaboard States. The coopera 
tives in the New York-Pennsylvania area are paying between 8.2 and 
11.5 mills per kilowatt-hour on the average for wholesale electric 
energy. We are hopeful that it might be possible to generate sub- 
stantial blocks of power on an incremental cost basis at a basicly 
flood-control project, such as the proposed Allegheny Reservoir, at 
from 5 to 7.5 mills per kilowatt-hour. It is our opinion that the 
availability of such power for purchase by the cooperatives would 
tend to stabilize their wholesale energy costs at lower levels. 

We are not aware that the Corps of Engineers has conducted any 
comprehensive studies with respect to the installation of power at the 
Allegheny Reservoir subsequent to submission of the 1939 report. 

We do not wish in any way to delay work on this vital flood-control 
project. All we ask is that a portion of such planning funds as are 
made available to the Corps of Engineers for application to this proj- 
ect be used for the necessary field studies and calculations to determine 
whether or not commercial power features can be economically in- 
stalled at the time of construction. 

We, therefore, ask that the subcommittee include in its report such 
language as it deems necessary to secure full consideration by the 
Corps of Engineers for power installation at the Allegheny Reservoir. 
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SUMMARY 


In summary, the farmers’ rural electric systems, serving over 314 
million farm families in 45 States and Alaska, urge you to approve 
all the budget recommendations as indicated above, plus the following 
items not contained in the budget: 

1. Three to four million dollars to reinstate construction and plan- 
ning on development of the Arkansas River—page 6 above. 

2. Funds to initiate construction on the Greers Ferry Dam in Ar- 
kansas—page 7 above. 

3. $100,000 planning funds for Beaver Dam—page 8 above. 

4. $650,000 or a part thereof for planning on the Big Bend Dam in 
South Dakota—page 10 above. 

5. A speedup in the planning on the 1,190,000-kilowatt John Day 
project. The budget includes $500,000 for this item. We believe that 
substantially more than this can be economically utilized by the Corps 
of Engineers during fiscal 1957—page 12 above. 

6. Committee report language recommending use of a part of such 
Allegheny Reservoir planning funds as are appropriated to determine 
feasibility of including power in the project—page 18 above. 

For the information of the subcommittee, we are attaching hereto 
resolutions unanimously passed by the 1956 annual meeting of the 
National Rural Electric Cooperative Association on January 26, 1956, 
at St. Louis, Mo. These resolutions are all appropriate to the legisla- 
tion which we have requested. 

Senator Exxenper. All right, Mr. Robinson. The resolution will 
be placed in the record. 

Mr. Ropsrnson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

(The resolution referred to follows :) 


RESOLUTIONS UNANIMOUSLY ADOPTED BY THE 1956 ANNUAL MEETING OF THE 
NATIONAL RurRAL ELectric COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION JANUARY 26, 1956, Sr. 
Louts, Mo. 


Resolution No. 4-B 


“Be it resolved, That we members of NRECA urge Congress to appropriate 
necessary funds for the construction and completion of all multipurpose hydro 
projects approved by proper authorities and meeting the specifications laid down 
for feasible multipurpose dam construction.” 


Resolution No. 4-N 


“Whereas despite the lack of any formal request from Bureau of the Budget, 
the last Congress appropriated $1.8 million to start construction of the Fort 
Gaines multipurpose hydro project located on the Chattahoochee River between 
Alabama and Georgia; and 

“Whereas Bureau of the Budget has requested an appropriation of only $3 
niillion for this fiscal year for continuation of this construction work; and 

“Whereas the appropriation of such small amounts of funds will necessitate 
that the work on this project be extended over a period of many years, delay 
it unnecessarily beyond its scheduled completion date of 1962, and require a 
much heavier outlay of funds than if the work were carried out systematically, 
all of which would result in an unnaturally high cost of power which will be 
produced at the project: Be it 

“Resolved, That we urge the Bureau of the Budget to request, and the Congress 
to appropriate, adequate funds to enable construction of this project to bé car- 
ried through in a businesslike manner, and construction completed at the very 
earliest possible date.” 


(The following letter was received subsequent to the hearing :) 
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NATIONAL RUBAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION, 
Washington 6, D. C., May 4, 1956. 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Chairman, Public Works Subcommmittee, Appropriations Committee, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR ELLENDER: The two attached letters representing the views of 
this association with respect to inclusion of power features at the Allegheny 
Reservoir were brought to my attention subsequent to my appearance before 
your subcommittee yesterday. 

Mr. M. D. Rhodes is manager of the Warren Electric Cooperative, Inc., of 
Youngsville, Pa., which operates rural distribution facilities in the area immedi- 
ately surrounding the proposed Allegheny Reservoir at Kinzua, Pa. 

Mr. William C. Wenner is coordinator of the Allegheny Electric Cooperative, 
which is a statewide association of REA financed systems in Pennsylvania 
charged with the responsibility of investigating possible alternative sources of 
wholesale energy. Each of the letters ask that a portion of any planning funds 
made available for the Corps of Engineers for application to the Allegheny 
Reservoir project during fiscal 1957 be used to investigate the feasibility of 
installing power features in the project at the time of construction. 

I would appreciate it very much if these letters could be included in the record 
of testimony at the appropriate place. 

I deeply appreciate the opportunity of appearing before your subcommittee 
and for the courteous treatment you have afforded us over the years. 

Sincerely, 
CHARLES A. ROBINSON, Jr., 
Staff Engineer. 


WABREN ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, INC., 
Youngsville, Pa., April 30, 1956. 
Mr. CHARLES A. ROBINSON, Jr., 
Staff Engineer, National Rural Electric Cooperative Association, 
Washington, D. C. 

Desk MR. Ropinson: We are advised that the hearing relative to the appropria- 
tion of planning funds for the Allegheny Reservoir at Kinzua, Warren County, 
Pa., is to be held on May 8, 1956. 

Because a portion of our distribution system is located within about 3 miles 
of the proposed dam site, we would appreciate your appearing at the hearing 
in our behalf and request that the use of the planning funds include a restudy 
on present feasibility of power. 

If we can help you in any way please contact us. 


Very truly yours, 
M. D. RHopES, Manager. 





ALLEGHENY ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, 
May 1, 1956. 
Mr. CHARLES ROBINSON, 
National Rural Electric Cooperative Association, 
Washington, D. O. 

GENTLEMEN: We have learned that hearings are to be held with regard to 
planning-funds for the Allegheny River Reservoir project at Kinzua in Warren 
County, Pa. 

Since the previous study was made in 1937 farm electrification has increased 
from 23 percent to 97 percent of all farms in Pennsylvania. Most of this in- 
crease has come about since the REA program was started and most of the 
farms in northwestern Pennsylvania have been electrified by REA financed 
cooperatives. 

Our cooperatives, although located in the coalfields of the State, pay from 
8.4 to 11 mills for wholesale power. The average cost of power, for all REA on 
a national basis, is 7.4 mills. 

The average Pennsylvania farm is either a dairy or poultry farm and could 
use great amounts of electric power if it were available at a low rate. We 
have watched the level of electric rates go down as hydropower has been devel- 
oped and brought into use in other areas. 

We feel that the same benefits would come to our co-ops and our farms if the 
hydro potential in the Allegheny River project is harnessed and made available 
to our cooperatives. 
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On behalf of the 10 cooperatives which are members of the Allegheny Electric 
Generating and Transmission Cooperative I ask that you represent us and 
present our views in this matter to the appropriate committees of the Congress. 

Very truly yours, 
Wa. C. WENNER, Coordinator. 


Pactric Nortuwest Progects 


STATEMENT OF HON. RICHARD L. NEUBERGER, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF OREGON 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


Senator ELLenper. Senator Neuberger. 

Senator Neusercer. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity 
tocome here. I know time is of the essence. 

I have a statement that is quite comprehensive about our needs in 
the Pacific Northwest, and the State of Oregon. I will not read the 
whole statement. I will present it for the record, with the attached 
table and with your permission I hope it will be included in the 
record of the hearings. 


Senator ExLenper. It will be placed in the record at this point in 
your remarks. 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR RICHARD L. NEUBERGER OF OREGON ON FiscaL 1957 AppPrRo- 
PRIATIONS FOR ARMY CIVIL FUNCTIONS AND BUREAU RECLAMATION PROJECTS 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appreciate the opportunity to 
appear before the committee today to discuss some of the needs of the State of 
Oregon for projects to develop and improve the use of its water resources. We 
in Oregon are especially concerned this year about these projects because of 
the impending flood threat over vast areas of the Pacific Northwest. Not since 
1948 has the snow pack in the mountain regions held such potential danger to 
property and lives throughout the Columbia drainage. We all pray that weather 
conditions will be such that the runoff is gradual and that the rivers will not 
repeat the destruction of 1948, which inundated the city of Vanport. 

The people of Oregon are especially grateful to the chairman and members of 
this committee for the consideration given to their flood-prevention problems. 
As a result of action by this committee at the last session of Congress, appropria- 
tions were provided which brought to an end the no-new-starts policy of this 
administration. The farsighted decision by members of this committee to resume 
the construction of vitally needed multipurpose river projects in the Pacific 
Northwest deserves the commendation of all citizens of the Pacific Northwest. 
The congressional action breaking the logjam on new starts is greatly appre- 
ciated. 

FLOOD CONTROL SURVEYS 


There are, however, several areas in the State where accelerated flood-preven- 
tion projects need to be activated. Twice this winter, major floods occurred in 
Willamette, Rogue, Coquille, and Umpqua River Basins, and on several minor 
coastal streams. Flood damage aggregated more than $7 million in the 17-county 
disaster area designated by the President. Fourteen persons lost their lives. 

It is of the utmost significance that the river basins where the flood havoc was 
most damaging lack not only any basic flood-control facilities, but also do not 
have any completed flood-control survey reports by the Army engineers. The 
President’s budget for Oregon flood-control surveys included requests totaling 
only $13,800 for two projects. This is an inadequate amount and ignores com- 
pletely the serious problem which confronts the residents of these river basins 

On page 4 of the project summary which Senator Morse, Representative Green, 
and I are jointly presenting, we have listed in detail the amounts which we recom- 
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mend. The sums involved in the individual survey projects are not large. How- 
ever, need is acute for completion of studies on the basic engineering facts in- 
yolved in forestalling future floods and I urge the earmarking of sufficient funds 
to complete the flood surveys and investigations during the next fiscal year. 
This is the essential first step toward construction of the necessary protective 
works and should not be put off longer, lest the loss of income, tax revenues, 
public and private property, and lives continues to mount. 


GREEN PETER-WHITE BRIDGE PROJECT 


Another area which suffered from severe flood damage during recent months 
is in the vicinity of the confluence of the Santiam and Willamette Rivers. The 
authorized Green Peter-White Bridge project is the key flood-control unit which 
has been authorized to cope with the flood problem in the affected area. Last 
year Congress provided funds for a start on the completion of planning for the 
Green Peter-White Bridge project. A total of $735,000 is needed for comple- 
tion of the planning work so that the project can be readied for construction. 
Unfortunately, the administration apparently does not share our concern for 
alleviating flood conditions below Green Peter Dam. The budget requested 
only $100,000 for continuation of the planning. At that rate, it would take 
7 years to complete the plans. I urge the allocation of the full sum needed to 
permit the Corps of Engineers to complete the plans for this important link 
in the chain of Willamette Basin multiple-purpose dams. 


HOLLEY DAM 


In the same general vicinity—although designed to control the waters of 
another river—Congress has authorized the Holley Dam. Its reservoir would 
store 90,000 acre-feet of the waters of the Calapooya River and would prevent 
an estimated average annual damage of $578,900. I have been informed that it 
will require 2 years to complete the planning for Holley Dam and that $100,000 
can be used during the first year. I urge the fullest consideration to this schedule 
for project planning at Holley Dam. 


JOHN DAY DAM VITALLY NEEDED 


On the main stem of the Columbia River between Oregon and Washington, only 
one unit remains to be started to carry out recommendations of the Corps of 
Engineers for development of this section of the Columbia River. That unit is the 
John Day dam and lock, a project which would provide surcharge flood-control 
storage of a half million acre-feet, add 1,100,000 kilowatts of generating capac- 
ity to the Columbia River power system, and improve the navigation channel 
between the Dalles and McNary Dams. 

John Day Dam is urgently needed. Since loss of the Hells Canyon high 
dam site, there has been increasing pressure to build dams at alternative sites to 
pick up the power and flood control lost by this action. An alternative proposed 
at Bruces Eddy on the Clearwater River would adversely affect scenic, fish, and 
wildlife values. Part of the pressure to gain needed power and flood control at 
dam sites which harm fisheries can be offset by the early construction of John 
Day Dam. Unfortunately, the administration has also been dragging its feet 
and slowing progress on John Day Dam. 

This committee provided funds last year to start the planning work on John 
Day Dam. It appears that the plans could be completed within the next fiscal 
year if sufficient funds are provided The President’s budget message requested 
only $500,000, although $1,450,000 could be used for completion of the John Day 
plans during this period. The committee can assist in sound conservation prac- 
tices, if funds are provided for the completion of John Day Dam planning so 
the project will be ready for construction. 

I wish to express my concern about a $10 million supplemental appropriation 
which has been requested by the administration for start of John Day, Green 
Peter, and Bruces Eddy Dams as so-called partnership projects. This is an 
indefensible attempt to force a shot-gun marriage with private power companies 
onto the people of the Pacific Northwest. 

There is no defense for a policy which dangles a multi-million-dollar plum 
for submitting to the partnership scheme, but seeks to close off the appro- 
priations faucet for construction of these dams as wholly Federal projects. In 
effect, the administration says there is $10 million in the Treasury for these 
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dams if the power goes to private utilities, but only $600,000 for them as Federal 
projects. Such a double standard cannot be condoned. 

Inasmuch as the administration has proposed expenditure of $10 million for 
work on new dams in the Pacific Northwest, I urge the committee to allocate 
this amount toward construction starts of fully Federal dams at John Day 
and Green Peter sites as soon as planning can be completed. We must reject 
the unprincipled theory that there is money in the Treasury for needed multi- 
purpose development only if the private power companies can have the profitable 
power facilities. 

I do not wish to burden the committee with a detailed recital of the projects 
requiring development in the State of Oregon. However, I wish to join in sup- 
porting the remarks of Senator Morse at a previous session of the committee, 
and urge your consideration of the recommendations which we set forth in the 
Project Summary which I am submitting at this time. The summary represents 
a sound and economical program for carrying forward the growth of Oregon 
through sound resource development. 
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GENERAL STATEMENT 


Senator Neusercer. I want to highlight a few things, briefly. 1 
want to say particularly that we are grateful to you, Mr. Chairman, 
and members of the committee, for the consideration you gave last 
year to our water storage, flood prevention, power and navigation 
problems. I think the ee of my State are particularly concerned 
this year about the impending flood threat. 

As you know, with your knowledge of this situation, we had flood 
damage last year of over $7 million and 14 people lost their lives. 


WATER CONTENT OF SNOW PACK 


I understand that never in recent years has the snow pack in the 
mountains of the Northwest been as great, or its water content so 
high, as it is now. 

Only last night I was reading Hansard, which is the Canadian 
equivalent of our Congressional Record. I noticed a speech by a 
member of the Canadian Parliament from British Columbia, in which 
he said they had deepest snow in all his experience—and he said he 
had lived in that country for 50 years. 

Now, in the mountains like the Kootenay and Canadian Rockies are 
the snowfields which féed the Columbia River. So we are particularly 
aware of what this snow and flood problem is. We realize that nothing 
that the committee inaugurates or furthers this year could possibly 
have any minimizing effect on floods which will occur now; but I 
think what is happening this year and what happened last year in 
the disastrous floods emphasizes what can occur at any time, and the 
need for progress toward future flood prevention and protection. 


JOHN DAY DAM 


I want to emphasize briefly one highlight from my report. That is 
he great John Day project on the Columbia River, which is presently 

authorized. The President’s budget message recommended only 
$500,000 toward the planning for that project, although the Army 
engineers’ information was that actually $1,450,000 could be used for 
completing the John Day plans in this period. 

This is one of the greatest power sites remaining in the United States 
from the standpoint of a vast amount of power at a comparatively low 
cost per kilowatt-hour, as well as flood control. 

I understand power at John Day can be produced just under 3 mills 
per kilowatt-hour, which is remarkable in these times of high costs. 

The administration has said there is $10 million available for start- 
ing so-called partnership projects at John Day and Bruces Eddy and 
similar sites. 

I regrd this as an attempt to force the Congress into a shotgun 
marriage with private power companies in the Pacific Northwest. 

It seems to me that the Congress holds the purse strings, as you 
well know, Mr. Chairman, and the Congress ought to decide whether 
this $10 million is available for Federal power projects, or only for 
so-called partnerships with private utilities, in which the private 
utilities will get power and the people will get such non-revenue-pro- 
ducing features as th ~ fish ladders. 
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I am not going to burden you further with my testimony except 
to refer you ‘to my statement, and to say I support and endorse the 
testimony of Senator Morse at an earlier session concerning such 
projects as Green Peter, John Day, and others, and of the need for 
further planning and construction of these projects. 

I want to thank you for the courtesies you have always shown me 
in appearing before your committee, although I have only been a 
Member of the Senate a short time. 

Senator ELLenper. Senator, we will be glad to consider not only 
the projects for which we have budget estimates, but such others as 
we may feel justified in adding in conjunction with those. There are 
some unbudgeted projects that are required in various parts of the 
country. 

I will assure you that I shall recommend to the subcommittee that 
we add as many of these unbudgeted projects as possible and also 
supplement the budgeted amounts on others. 

Senator Nevpercer. I appreciate that position. TI still remember 
the very effective speech you made last year on the Senate floor when 
you presented the public works appropriations bill and in which you 
pointed out how your long experience in Congress and your experience 
as a resident of the lower “Mississippi River taught you the importance 
of wisely using our water resources. I still remember that. I know 
that if you apply that to these problems that the country will fare well. 

Senator ELtenper. Thank you, Senator. 

Senator Nevrercer. Thank you so much, Mr. Chairman. 


Paciric Nortiuwest Prosecrs 
STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE EDITH GREEN 


Senator ELLENpER. Congresswoman Green had planned to be here 
this morning, but was unable to make it and requested permission to 
file a statement. Her statement will be inserted at this point in the 
record. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., May 9, 1956. 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, Sr., 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Works, 
Senate Committee on Appropriations, 
The Capitol, Washington, D. C. 


DeAR SENATOR ELLENDER: I would like to take this opportunity to present to 
you recommendations for vital Oregon public works projects. I believe that 
Senator Morse in his recent testimony to you presented a detailed statement of 
recommendations on these projects in which I join with him. I would like, 
however, to add a few words of my own on particularly crucial needs of special 
significance to my own district. 

For channel dredging at the mouth of the Columbia the budget figure of 
$1,300,000 represents a minimum adequate figure (p. 1, attached chart). Deep- 
ening of this channel from 40 to 48 feet will be of inestimable value to the 
commerce of Portland and the other Columbia River ports. Benefit-cost ratio 
over a 50-year average on the Engineers’ project at the mouth of the Columbia 
is conservatively estimated at 1.68 to 1. If the Portland area is to have a fair 
opportunity in the competitive west coast shipping trade, early completion of 
this project is a vital necessity. 

The President’s inadequate budget request of $500,000 for John Day Dam for 
next year is completely incomprehensible. It will simply further delay this 
urgently needed project. According to the Corps of Engineers, John Day plan- 
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ning can be completed next year for $1,450,000 so that construction can begin 
in the fiscal year 1958. The people of the lower Columbia faced with the prospect 
h % of serious floods this year find it hard to understand why the future protection 
r i promised by John Day should be so inexplicably neglected. The power to be 
i venerated there is vital to meet our growing power shortage. I urgently 
y : recommend appropriation of adequate funds for completion of John Day plan- 
j ning the coming fiscal year (p. 3, chart). 
a ; The heavy floods in the Willamette Valley this past winter and the very grave 
; threat of floods on the lower Columbia in the weeks ahead underline the great 
y ; dependence of the people of Oregon on a wise and vigorous program for control 
es é and utilization of our water resources. The homes, the property, even the lives 
, of a great many of our people are heavily dependent upon adequate flood control 
e of our rivers. The city of Portland contains nearly a third of the State’s popu- 
e | = lation and, within the limited area of Multnomah County, a densely built-up ceu- 
| 3 ter of economic activity. I would like to emphasize to the committee the crucial 
t importance of several flood-control projects which are vital to this metropolitan 
j area. 
D An item of minor cost but very great worth for the city of Portland is the rec- 
ommendation of $150,000 for the Johnson Creek project (p. 1, chart). Johnson 
r Creek drains a heavily built-up residential and commercial area in the south- 
eastern portion of my city. Every year recurrent flooding does costly damage 
, to the homes and businesses of this area. This past year alone Army engineer 
l ; estimates show a preventable damage to homes and small business of at least 
e $100,000. As the secretary of the Willamette Basin project wrote me, “The 
e damage has been very heavy and anything we can do to help those folks out 
: | should be done.” The total cost of this project is only $522,000. The amount 


requested for this year will mean substantial progress toward elimination of 
? this annual damage. 

After several months of close consultation with the Corps of Engineers and 
responsible local groups, Senator Morse, Senator Neuberger, and I, on April 26, 
submitted an additional recommendation to the House Appropriations Committee 
for funds for flood-control projects on the lower Columbia authorized in 1950 but 
; for which no money has every been spent. The president of the Portland Chamber 

4 of Commerce in a letter to Chairman Cannon of the House Appropriations Com- 
mittee dated April 23 has expressed the chamber’s support for this recommenda- 
tion. Numerous other local citizens and local organizations have given me sim- 

» ilar assurances of their great interest in these proposals. These projects devel- 
oped by the corps in the light of experience of the 1948 flood are badly needed to 
improve existing inadequate diking in order to afford real flood protection to 
this area. In the case of Multnomah County Drainage District No. 1, for in- 
stance, the Portland International Airport with present and projected invest- 
ment running into many millions of dollars, is directly dependent upon these 
protective works. 

The Corps of Engineers recognizing the gravity of the present situation has 
taken the unusual step of allocating flood emergency funds for immediate repair 
and strengthening of present diking works. However, statutory limitation pre- 
vents these funds from being used for any new work of a permanent nature. 

Supplementary appropriations made promptly can permit whatever perma- 
nent work on these authorized projects the engineers feel is feasible in the cur- 
rent situation. Regular appropriations for fiscal 1957 should include the modest 
amounts necessary to initiate action on these projects if we are to have this 
imperative and, in the long run, economical protection they will afford (p. 3, 
chart). 
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i : In the present emergency much money and a great deal of emergency activity 
q has been expended in an effort to improve protection against the imminent 
j floods. Construction of the projects here recommended, by eliminating the need 
E { for such emergency work in the future years, would in the long run prove by far 
: ; the more real economy. 
3 I know that the members of your committee, many of them, are from States 
i with similar experiences with the costly catastrophe of floods. I know, too, from 
. a your sound and farsighted recommendations of last year that you are fully 
i aware of the vital importance of flood control, and the urgent need for further 
¥ power development for the progress and well-being of the Northwest area. Eco- 


nomical and beneficial use of our water resources, our greatest single asset, will 
gain much from your sympathetic consideration and understanding of our 
problems. 

Sincerely, 


SOB. 5 


EpItH GREEN. 
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FRIDAY, MAY 4, 1956 


Untrep States SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, D. C. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 10:15 a. m., in room 
F-39, the Capitol, Senator Allen J. Ellender (chairman of the sub- 
committee) presiding. 
Present: Senators Ellender, Magnuson, and Young. 


CIVIL FUNCTIONS—DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
PaciFICc AMERICAN STEAMSHIP ASSOCIATION 


STATEMENT OF RALPH B. DEWEY, VICE PRESIDENT 
SACRAMENTO DEEPWATER CHANNEL 


Senator ELtenprr. Mr. Dewey, will you step forward, please. We 
had hearings some time ago on the Sacramento deepwater channel. 
I understand you are going to speak in opposition to it. 

Mr. Dewey. Yes, sir. 

Senator Exienper. Where are you from, Mr. Dewey ? 

Mr. Dewey. Mr. Chairman, my name is Ralph B. Dewey, vice 
president of the Pacific American Steamship Association, with head- 
quarters in San Francisco, Calif. 

Senator Extenper. Did you appear last year ! 

Mr. Dewey. I did, sir. I have a 3-page statement, if I could read 

it. 
OPPOSITION TO PROJECT 


My appearance at this hearing is to express opposition to further 
expenditure of Federal funds for the construction of the Sacramento 
ship channel. As has been the basis of our past opposition to this 
project, so at the present we feel obligated to call to the attention 
of the members of this committee the economic fallacies upon which 
the project was originally based, and upon which it seems to move 
forward each year in Congress. 

In previous testimony on this matter, our association has called to 
the attention of the committee the distortion in the Army engineers’ 
benefit potential which arises from a miscalculation of steamship oper- 
ating cost and lack of understanding of shipping economics and the 
traffic pattern involved. 

In our view, if the Congress does not call a halt to the Sacramento 
Ship Channel project, there will one day be created one of the most 
expensive and unemployed waterways in our inland waterway system. 
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POSTWAR TRAFFIC PROBLEMS 


Unfortunately, the original survey of the Sacramento Ship Channel 
made in 1946 was based on 1939 traffic patterns. Anyone familiar 
with postwar Pacific coast traffic patterns is aware of the drastic 
differences from prewar patterns. In determining the traffic poten- 
tial of Sacramento Ship Channel a complete review is called for and 
our association has asked this committee for such a review since 1954. 
We again urge such a review, based on currently available data and 
not on prewar data. 

In 1954, the Department of Engineers did amend its 1946 study, 
but in doing so simply brought up to date the economic data they had 
presented in 1946, which, in turn, was based upon prewar patterns 
which do not. now exist. 

Therefore, the 1954 study by the Department. of Engineers, in our 
view, simply perpetuated the original fallacies and made no contribu- 
tion to determining the true traffic potential of this $30 million water- 
way. 

STANFORD RESEARCH INSTITUTE SURVEY 


Being disturbed at the lack of accurate data available to the Ap- 
propriations Committee, certain maritime interests commissioned the 
Stanford Research Institute, a nonprofit organization connected with 
Stanford University, to conduct. an impartial survey of the ocean 
traffic potential for the Central Valley of California. 

I am attaching herewith tables A, B, and C, summarized from the 
more complete study of the Stanford group, which study has been 
furnished for the files of the Senate Appropriations Committee. 

In table A, the conclusion of the Stanford Research Institute is that 
the cost-benefit ratio, in accordance with March 15, 1956, calculations, 
yields a cost-benefit ratio of 0.88 to 1, which is in sharp contrast to 
the cost-benefit ratio of 1.12 to 1 offered by the United States Army 
engineers in 1954. 

The primary factors which resulted in the lower cost-benefit ratio 
in the SRI study were (1) more careful appraisal of tonnage potential 
of the principal commodities which are hkely to be moved through 
the port of Sacramento, and (b) a reappraisal of construction cost 
based upon the current Construction Cost Index. 

In this regard, it may be interesting to note that in the attached 
table C, the annual construction cost of the project has gone from 
an estimated $686,100 in 1946 to $1,692,300 in 1956. We find it diffi- 
cult to see how this fantastically increased annual cost can be justified 
on the basis of traffic potential shown in table B. 

In addition to providing a more realistic cost-benefit ratio, what 
this association has repeatedly stressed in hearings on this matter 
is that the future port at Sacramento will draw for its principal 
sustenance, cargoes which presently move through other San Fran- 
cisco Bay area ports. 

These ports are currently, and have for a long time been, operating 
at far less than capacity, and it seems incredible that the Federal 
Government should spend $30 million to create another port in the 
same general area where 5 or 6 other ports already exist. 

It is not too late, nor would it hold up any honest progress of Cali- 
fornia’s industrial future, to withhold appropriations for this proj- 
ect until a check can be made of the validity of the new figures pre- 
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sented in the Stanford Research report. Before acting in this matter, 
we sincerely urge that the committee seek from the Department of 
Engineers their expert opinion concerning this recent independent 
study. 

TOTAL ESTIMATED COST 


Senator ELLenvER. The cost of it is $37,500,000 and not $30 million 
as indicated. 

Mr. Dewey. I am probably calling upon figures that I have seen 
referred to in previous testimony, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator ELLENDER. Can you make available to this committee the 
figures upon which the study of the Stanford University was based ‘ 

Mr. Dewey. Yes, sir; I have done that. Mr. Bousquet has a copy. 

Senator ExLenper. Mr. Tofani, I wish you would use this state- 
ment and find out wherein the figures are different from the ones you 
used. 

I can see your argument there, Mr. Dewey. How are the products 
from the Sacramento area brought to the seacoast for transshipment 
abroad ¢ 

Mr. Dewey. At the present time, you mean / 

Senator ELLENDER. Yes. 


PRESENT MOVEMENT THROUGH PORT OF STOCKTON 


Mr. Dewey. The port of Stockton is less than 100 miles from Sacra- 
mento, and in many cases the commodities that are produced in the 
area adjacent to Sacramento move through the port of Stockton. 

Senator ELLENpDER. How ? 

Mr. Dewey. It would be by land transportation to the port. 

Senator ELLENpDER. How about railroads ! 

Mr. Dewey. Railroad and truck. I imagine it is principally truck. 
Also, from the area now that would be served by the port of Sacra- 
inento cargoes move by truck and rail and barge down the Sacramento 
River to the five principal ports in the central part of the San Fran- 
Cisco Bay. 

Senator ELLenper. How much of the tonnage that comes from that 
area is utilized for shipping abroad, foreign shipments? Do you 
know ¢ 

Mr. Dewey. No, but I can supply the figures for the record. 

Senator ELLENDER. Do you have them there? 

Mr. Dewey. They are either in this report or in the material that 
is in our files. 

Senator ELtenper. I wish you would furnish that. 

Mr. Dewey. We will. 

Senator ELLeNpER. In other words, what percentage of the business, 
let us say, is now transacted in foreign shipments in the San Francisco 
urea: that is, where you have ports established at the moment. 

What percentage of the present shipments originate in the Sacra- 
Inento area ¢ 

Mr. Dewey. Would you like that confined to foreign trade, or would 
you include intercoastal and domestic water trade ? 

Senator ELienper. You might submit both domestic and foreign, 
to get the full picture, because this is quite an expenditure to build 
a brandnew canal. 
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Of course, this committee, I presume, will go along provided it can 
he justified. If it cannot, why I will be the first. one to raise a voice 
against it. 

Mr. Dewey. Yes, sir. We appreciate that. We simply feel that 
we should call these things to the attention of the committee. 

Senator Evtenper. Mr. Tofani, I would like you to take the figures 
that this gentleman will make available to you and tell us how they 
differ from the ones that you used. Necessarily, you must have differ- 
ent figures if their ratio 1s .83 to 1 and yours is 1.12 to 1. 

Is there anything else you desire to submit, Mr. Dewey ? 

Mr. Dewey. No; thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

(Tables A, B, and C and the mformation requested follows :) 


TaBLe A.—Sacramento ship channel—reduced cost-benefit ratio resulting from 
Stanford Research Institute’s 1956 survey of Central Valley cargo tonnage ' 





Revised Mar. 





“eer 15, 1956, per 
see results Stan- 
neers study < Research 
revised as of nstitute 
Jan. 8, 1954 findings and 

co increased con- 
struction costs 
ania aaa —_———— ] ———_—_———_—|———_ 

DO dic Gacicinciccqnnstiinh+chibbind «sedankdekdeone $1, 810, 000 $1, 404, 800 

ie i oc cedis ph das bemecahaeneedbieb anneal 1, 612, 000 1, 692, 300 

ear OE CORIID . .. 5 onadtpanncehanecsencdsscpsdctsapepered 198, 000 (287, 500 

a ii ik it ct hi La sitesi deen deaacdibdee L12to 1.00| 0.83 to 1.00 








1 Annual benefits revised to conform with Stanford Research Institute findings (future Ocean Traffic for 
the Central Valley of California, February 1956) of potential deep draft tonnage for year 1960. Costs revised 
to reflect 5-percent increase in construction costs between 1954 and 1956 per Engineering News Record 
Construction Cost Index. 


TaBLE B.—Sacramento ship channel—Comparative analysis of transportation benefils 
submitied by Department of Engineers and by Stanford Research Institute ! 
BASED ON U. 8. ARMY ENGINEERS STUDY REVISED AS OF JAN, 8, 1954 


1, Transportation savings: 














. - —- Unit Anne 
ommodity annua a annu: 
tonnage a benefits 

Done 

Sc Sis betas cone subvepuenebasdegupeasbees 225, 000 $1. 59 $343, 000 
I ie De tS ee caraeebmobion 125, 000 1.17 140, 000 
Canned goods. -__._.__....__-. eee cet ake 185, 000 2. 22 391, 000 
TN tnt 5 cay a hukaedun koe bee 78, 000 1.72 125, 000 
I eee ancca oe eae ae 61, 000 2.01 113, 000 
I anc cdivaedebananseewee Lh ees a 67, 000 1.74 111, 000 
Subtotal......._. oe seth cael 741, 000 1.74 | 1,223,000 
=——————S==_=_—————— >| Oe: 

Shallow draft: 

Rr nae eines cess okies seks ee 2, 100, 000 . 102 194, 000 

nhc. ovat atakeopmicon ents 1, 000, 000 . 102 92, 000 

General cargo... --- ; 200, 000 . 120 24, 000 
} 

PN co loss eat 3, 300, 000 103 | 310, 000 

ee a ar a | 4,041, 000° [== oe --f- oaetice : 

a, 888,00 
DN oo ans aw cckae bt ibdskul uhibocesbbeuts Mw ddatecadlontsoetshweecchudcavenwune 122, 000 
na cn UR esd seb chee bedbos depal <o+6hendedudcbe-aboegey 115, 000 
4. Savings in flood-control project costs. ...................----.------------- sae go acnue 40, 000 

RN cae WN al a ie eins rales neice noe - 1,810,000 


1 Future ocean traffic for the Central Valley of California. 
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BASED ON RESULTS OF STANFORD RESEARCH INSTITUTE STUDY OF POTENTIAL 
TONNAGE OF FEBRUARY 19562 
1, Transportation savings: 











| 
| 1960 avail- | Uni 
Commodity | able ton- | ’ nit : Savings 
nage savings 
Deep draft: | 
SEDs Ane chee oencee dap cue sadocegnal seis PO MMOII ook cc chectenamees 
IN che cities ancinweeng seatweusces ---| 6 
eee a ay oc mah ps reese 115, 000 | 
Beans.----- Sgn ac bonbuaee tues aoamcreee Pe 15, 000 | : 
Ce INES 5 5 oc cwieckbacnerenencs : 60, 000 
ae ot aida senbeg 10, 000 | 


10, 000 | 
25, 000 


Se ech un decease hmante 
PN ooo sok cer sencapenessmnen 





a oe cea | 470, 000 3 $1.74 $817, 800 
Shallow draft: | | | 

SIN ce ae necnnen mci ahi ition ies ae anc has as . 102 | 194, 000 

Other petroum....................... =idsacsee| Sten 102 92. 000 

General cargo : Bed ween ee 200, 000 . 120 24, 000 

te re eo dekcckeacdcss. cnc eclaiinaemienwe wisi! aaa 103 310, 000 

Re eet semi ines is ee Sem ake 3, 770, 000 

—_——— een cE $1, 127, 800 
2. Flood control Lintaskinwessietots a saa a lad ae : A ; 122. 000 
}. Delta Island reclamation-- : ‘ ce ane “ ; a 115. 000 
4, Savings in flood-contro) project costs_-_..........-...-.----.----- ‘ : 7 40, 000 
CCG TORE oss ccccicciaaiunes wguleiwbais pata ; _. 1,404,800 


2 Only deep-draft tonnage benefits have been amended ard these have been changed only to conform 
with findings of Stanford Research Institute as to potential tonrage for year 19€0. This year most favor- 
able to Sacramento project according to SRI findings. Other benefits or conclusions of United States 
engineers 1954 project review, while questionable, have not been amended for purposes of this comparison. 

3’ Average unit saving per ton as per United States engineer project study. 


TaBLE C.—Comparison of construction costs of Sacramento ship channel, as sub- 
mitted by Army Engineers, 1946 and 1954, and revised to 1956 





A B ( 
1. Federal investment: 
(a) Total estimated first cost Oak creas $34,670,000 | $36, 403, 000 
(6) Interest during construction _-_-__- cae 2, 127, 000 2, 333, 700 
(c) Total estimated investment __- ‘ : $10, 810, 000 36, 797, 000 38. 636. 700 
2. Non-Federal investment: 
(ce) Total estimated first cost : oa 2, 760, 000 2, 898, 000 
(b) Interest during construction ----- Ne 200, 000 20.9, 800 
(c) Total estimated investment__.............-..------| 3, 140, 000 2, 960, 000 3, 107, 800 
3. Federal annual cost: 
(a) Interest, 242 percent on 1 (c)---_-- 338, 990 919, 900 965, 800 
(6) Amortization (1.026 on 1 (c))-_ ‘ 100, 200 377, 500 396, 400 
(c) Maintenance and operation - - -_-- 74, 000 204, 600 214, 890 
(d) Total annual first cost...............-.-- sees 513, 100 1, 502, 000 1, 577, 000 
4. Non-Federal annual cost: 
(a) Interest 244 percent on 2 (c)____--- deseo | 133, 200 74, 000 77, 890 
(b) Amortization (1.026 on 2 (c)) es ‘ 21, 800 30, 400 31, 900 
(c) Maintenance and operation 


18, 000 5, 600 5, 600 


(d) Total non-Federal annual cost...........-...------ | 173, 000 


110, 000 115, 300 


Total annual cost_._.....-.---- ; a 686, 100 1, 612, 000 1, 692, 300 


A: Per original report 1946 8. Doe. 142 79th Cong., 2d sess. Note: This column represents original esti- 
mated costs of project upon which project was approved in 1946. 

B: Per review of project by U.S. Army Engineers January, 1954. Note: This column shows revised costs 
of project as of January 1954 as determined by U.S. Army Engineers review of project design memorandum 
No. 1 Jan. 8, 1954. 

C: Revision of 1954 estimates to reflect increased cost of construction as of 1956 per Engineering News 
Record. Note: This column revises January 1954 costs to 1956 basis to reflect 5 percent increase in construc- 
tion cost per Engineering News Record construction cost index. 
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PaciFIc AMERICAN STEAMSHIP ASSOCIATION, 
Washington 6, D.C., May 9, 1956. 
Re public works appropriations, Sacramento ship channel. 


Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Works, Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 

My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: In my testimony on May 4, 1956, concerning th: 
Sacramento ship channel, you asked me to furnish for the record the portion 
of oceangoing cargo through the ports of the San Francisco Bay area, which orig- 
inates in the area tributary to the port of Sacramento. I am informed by the 
Marine Exchange, San Francisco, that a total of 14,928,000 tons of dry cargo moved 
through the San Francisco Bay area in the year 1955. This figure is for dr) 
cargo only and excludes bulk petroleum. It includes inbound and outbound car- 
goes. Statistics are not retained in a fashion to absolutely determine the amount 
of inbound and outbound tonnage which is contributed by the Sacramento terri- 
tory. However, the best available analysis would indicate that approximately 
875,000 tons, or 2%4 percent of the total dry cargo movement of the bay aren, 
was contributed by the Sacramento area. 

Even if the percentage attributable to the Sacramento area were double the 
above amount, it would seem that there is need for the most careful scrutiny 
by your committee of a port project which would cost $37 million and which is 
designed to service such a fractional part of the total dry cargo tonnage of the 
San Francisco Bay area. Your interest in delving into this aspect of the Sac- 
ramento project is most timely. We are convinced that a complete and thorough 
reassessment of the economic benefits of this project is very much in order, and I 
hope that steps may be taken to develop sound facts before proceeding further 
with this huge expenditure. 

Very truly yours, 
RALPH B. Dewey, Vice President. 


COMMENTS OF CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


The report, prepared for the board of port commissioners, Stockton Port 
Authority, makes the following findings: 

(a) With the port of Stockton the only deepwater port in the Central 
Valley, ocean traffic for 1960 and 1965 is estimated to average 1 million 
tons. This is at the same level as for the years 1952-55. 

(b) With the addition of a deepwater port at Sacramento, ocean traffic via 
Stockton and Sacramento together would be 1,350,000 tons in 1960, and 
1,170,000 tons by 1965. 

(c) The port of Sacramento would divert about 285,000 tons of ocean 
traflic from Stockton in 1960 and 225,000 tons in 1965. 

(d) That the projected decline in ocean traffic from the Central Valley 
between 1960 and 1965 may be offset by the development of new tonnages not 
considered or analyzed. 

The sponsoring agency (Stockton Port Authority) using the conclusions of 
the subject report, makes the following additional findings in an inserted 
statement : 

(a) That the Central Valley of California cannot support two deepwater 
ports. 

(6b) That the prospective ocean traffic via Sacramento for 1960 would 
not justify its construction. 

It should be noted that the sponsoring agency uses the estimate of prospective 
ocean traffic for 1 year, 1960, to compute a benefit-cost ratio. Since the subject 
report assumed that the port of Sacramento could be made navigable by 1960, 
this would be its first year of operation. The Corps of Engineers, on the other 
hand, used average annual prospective ocean commerce over the 50-year period 
1960-2010, in its study of 1954. It has been corps experience that naviagtion 
projects require 10 to 20 years to develop prospecttive traffic. It considers a 
l-year test inadequate. It is believed that it would have been more appropriate 
to test economic justification by an analysis comparable with that of the corps. 
The type of analysis employed by the sponsoring agency illustrates the inherent 
danger of attempting to measure the economic justification of a navigation 
project based on prospective traffic during the first few years of its operation. 
To illustrate, the corps estimated in 1954 that deep-sea traffic via the port of 
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Sacramento would average 714,000 tons over the life of the project, and that 
the benefit-cost ratio would be 1.12. At the same time it estimated propective 
average annual ocean traffic would be 590,000 tons in 1960; based on that 
estimate solely, the project would have had a benefit-cost ratio of less than one. 

The Corps of Engineers has been reasonably successful in forecasting pro- 
spective waterborne traffic. To illustrate, the Corps estimated in 1933 that deep- 
sea traffic via the port of Stockton would average approximately 1 million tons 
annually (Senate Committee Print, 73d Cong., 1st sess., San Joaquin River and 
Stockton Channel, Calif.). The 30-foot channel to Stockton was completed dur- 
ing 1934-35 and the widening in 1940. According to the subject report, ocean 
traftic at Stockton during the period 1950-55 was as follows: 


Year: Tons |Year—Continued Tons 
I i a 579, 0OO | RR Rs an a 8 1, 286, 000 
ie 2S TO9, OOO | es eee ae oy S96, 000 
Rg ale RD ONE Sa es ee 1, 030, 000 


As the above tabulation reveals, annual ocean traffic via Stockton has averaged 
approximately 1 million tons during the period 1952-55, indicating that the 
corps estimate of prospective ocean traffic was reached within a period of 17 
years after the opening of the deep-sea port at Stockton. 

It is noted also that the subject report estimates prospective ocean traffic via 
Sacramento during 1965 to be less than 1960. Based on previous experience, it 
would be most unusual to anticipate that a navigation project would handle less 
traffic during its sixth year of operation, than in its first year. 


Beacu Erosion, Woopmont Bracu, Conn. 
LETTER FROM SENATOR BUSH 


Senator ELLenprr. I have received a letter from Senator Bush, rel- 
ative to a beach-erosion project at Woodmont Beach for which funds 
were appropriated last year. His letter and the text of the accom- 
panying petition will be placed in the record at this point. 

(The material referred to follows :) 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WorKs, 
April 23, 1956. 
Hon. CARL HAYDEN, 
Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR HAYDEN: In the 1956 Public Works appropriation bill was in- 
cluded an item of $42,000 for the Federal share of the Woodmont Beach, Conn., 
beach-erosion project. 

However, because of delays in working out the administrative details of local 
participation, this money has not been used. For this reason, I hope your com- 
mittee will allow a similar amount in the 1957 appropriation bill. Am enclosing 
a petition signed by Woodmont residents, who are very much interested in this 
appropriation because of the dire need for the protection of their shores and 
homes caused by the erosion of the beach. 

With respect, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
Prescott BusH, United States Senator. 


PETITION FOR WOODMONT BEACH EROSION PROJECT 


We the undersigned do petition the Honorable Senator Prescott Bush to appeal 
to the House and Senate Appropriations Committee for the $42,000 unused Fed- 
eral appropriation to be included in the fiscal 1957 budget to carry out the Wood- 
mont Beach erosion project. We beg your earnest attention to this matter 
because of the dire need for the protection of our shores, homes, and people 
caused by the erosion. 
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QUILLAYUTE RIVER PROJECT 


STATEMENT OF HON. HENRY M. JACKSON, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Senator ELLenper. Senator Jackson. 

Senator Jackson. Mr. Chairman, I am presiding at another com- 
mittee this morning. It will not be possible for me to be here when 
Mr. Jack Hogan of the Port Angeles Port Commission will appear 
to testify on the Quillayute project. 

He will be here shortly with Senator Magnuson. He is familiar 
with the details. I merely wanted to make this statement, however. 
This project relates to the development of the mouth of the Quillayute 
River, which is located at La Push, Wash., on the Pacific Ocean 
side. It is the main harbor for all of our fishing operations north of 
Grays Harbor, Wash., to Neah Bay. 

Senator ELtenper. How far is that from the Columbia ? 

Senator Jackson. It is 150 miles; at least that far. It is the only 
sanctuary for over 150 miles between Grays Harbor, which is the next 
point down, then the Columbia River and the Straits of Juan de Fuca, 
which is the entranceway into Puget Sound. 

This is an emergency situation that has developed because of ter- 
rible storms that occurred during the past year. It is very important 
not only from the standpoint of the commercial fishing operations. 
It is equally important because at the mouth of the Quillayute we 
have our Coast Guard life saving station which operates out of that 
area. 

Mr. Hogan will have all the details and will submit a complete and 
detailed statement when he appears with Senator Magnuson. [| 
merely wanted to state to the chairman and members of the com- 
mittee that it is a very important project that affects the entire 
Northwest. 

It is not adjacent to any city. It is merely a key part of our harbor 
system on the coast which is in a very isolated area and it has im- 
portance not only to the people who fish in the Northwest, but for 
any oceangoing transportation that would have to come in, in the 
event of a storm. 

Thank you very much. 

Senator Exitenpver. All right, Senator. We are glad to have had 
you. 

" The Chair recognizes Senator Magnuson. 

Senator Maenuson. Mr. Chairman, we have here Mr. Jack Hogan, 
who runs the port of Port Angeles, and the area involved here in the 
Quillayute River, the port district. This became an emergency matter 
last year. The engineers will testify highly in favor of it. I would 
like to have Mr. Hogan briefly tell the committee the problem. He 
has a map there. 

Senator Exrenper. All right, Mr. Hogan. 
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Port OF Port ANGELES 
STATEMENT OF JACK HOGAN, MANAGER 
SUPPORT OF QUILLAYUTE PROJECT 


Mr. Hocan. Iam Jack Hogan, manager of the port of Port Angeles, 
under the direction of Mr. Hayes Evans, Fred Strains, and Burke 
Bach. We are generally consider the local cooperative agency on the 
(uillayute River project. 

The existing project was formed in the year 1930, amended i in 1945, 
by Document 579 presented to the 81st Congress, 2d session, with 

10difications which you are considering now. The modifications are 
that the river channel be dredged to a minus 10 feet and a jetty be 
constructed 15 feet in height. 


TOTAL COST OF PROJECT 


The total appropriation requested is $440,000. This is the Pacific 
Ocean, a very rugged coastline. Here is what is known as Cape Flat- 
tery and here is Grays Harbor, a total distance of 100 miles, with the 
(QJuillayute River being 35 miles from Cape Flattery and. approxi- 
mately 70 miles from Grays Harbor. The majority of the Washington 
fishing area encompasses this area right out here. Many, many boats, 
when storms come up, either have to go to Cape Flattery or go to 
Grays Harbor in order to seek a haven of refuge. 

Senator ELLenper. How far is it to the north? 

Mr. Hogan. Thirty-five miles, sir. 

Senator Exenver. Is that a good, safe harbor up there? 

Mr. Hogan. It isastrait. It is more protected, sir. 

Senator ELLENpER. How deep is the water there? 

Mr. Hocan. Here we have 105 fathoms. 

Senator Ettenper. This is merely a convenience you want for the 
fishermen in the area ? 

Mr. Hocan. Convenience, sir; yes, sir, and also we want to save 
their lives. 

Senator ELLENpER. What is the benefit-to-cost ratio, Mr. Tofani ? 

Mr. B. J. Torani (Corps of Engineers). I don’t have it with me. 


BENEFIT-COST RATIO 


Mr. Hogan. I have it sir. It is 1.33 to 1. In Document 579, they 
list the intangible items that are not considered in that and which are 
very vital to this case. In the harbor itself we have a life-saving station 
there and in a period of 3 months there were logged 25,000 crossings 
of small vessels. 

SIZE OF COAST GUARD VESSELS 


Senator Etienper. Is the Coast Guard there now? 

Mr, Hogan. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLenpEr. How do they get in and out ? 

Mr. Hogan. They have small life-saving boats. 

Senator ELLenper. Smaller than the boats that fish in that locality ? 
Mr. Hogan. About equal, sir. 
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Senator Eitenper. If they get in and out, what is the reason to 
deepen the harbor for simil: wr boats ? 

Mr. Hocan. It is equal to those that can get in. It isequalindraft | 
to the boats that can enter the harbor, but not the medium-draft ves- 
sels. 

Senator ELttenper. What do you mean by medium draft? 

Mr. Hogan. We call the draft the distance from the water to below 
the keel. The small-draft vessels can get in, the medium fishing boats 
can’t. 

Senator ELLtenper. You did not understand my question awhile ago. 
How much larger or smaller are the Coast Guard vessels that go in 
there than those that do the fishing ? 

Senator Magnuson. They are much smaller than the fishing boats. 
They are built only for rescue purposes. The fishing boats must have 
a deeper draft to continue to stay out. 

Senator ELienper. In other words, the draft of the fishing boats are 
such that they cannot use the same facilities that the Coast Guard uses; 
isthat right? 

Mr. Hoeay. Yes, sir. 

Senator Macnuson. The Coast Guard can launch life-saving boats 
to go out and pick them up, the way it is now. 

Rianioe ELLenpeER. You say the entire cost is—— 

Mr. Hocan. $440,000, approximately. 

Senator ELxLenver. When was that estimate made? 

Mr. Hogan. That is this year’s estimate. 


tm 


LOCAL CONTRIBUTION 


Senator Youna. What is the local contribution ? 

Mr. Hocan. The local contribution is $20,000 although we have spent 
in that area $50,000 in making a channel already. 

Senator Maenuson. I think I can help clear this up for the com- 
mittee. What happened there, they had this station. The Coast 
Guard has an investment in there of approximately a half million 
dollars. If you will turn to your book here, Senator Ellender, what 
happened is this is a project which has been well established for a long 
time. 

You see where the river comes down there? Thisishigh up. You 
can see how big that river is. There is part of the Coast Guard and 
fishing unit. 

Jack, you correct me if Iam wrong. You see where the river broke 
through’ the sand bar, making it impossible now? The silt comes 
down here to get in here. That is over half of the project and this 
was a disaster which occurred last: fall. 

The river smashed right through that big sand bar. They want to 
clear that up. That is about half the project or more, to clear that up 
so that river will continue to run out, to clean the channel out. You 
see, the chanel is about closed here because of that breakthrough. 

That was due to high storms. Of course, we would lose this whole 
Coast Guard unit there unless we did something about it. 








» 
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EMERGENCY WORK 


Did they do any emergency work after I left? 

Mr. Hoean. I spent $20,000 and I repaired the breech and now 
the Corps of Engineers are in dredging the channel down to a minus 
6 feet, which was the normal channel. 

Senator Magnuson. They brought a dredge up the Pacific and went 
in there because the river was running mad over that sand bar and 
washing everything out. 

Senator YouNG. Where did the river run before? 

Senator Maanuson. You see where it has been filling? It used 
to come out here. 

Mr. Hoean. From this point here to here, it all broke through. 
They are dredging this out to minus 6 feet. 

Senator Magnuson. This is where the boats want to come in from 
the lee of this island up the river. 

Mr. Hoean. The jetties right here, we are going to raise to a plus 
15 feet. 

Senator Macnuson. That will give them what we fishermen call 
a snug harbor. 

FISHING AREA 


Now, I want to point out there that the Columbia River is right 
below this map here, the mouth of the Columbia, I would say another 
60 or 70 miles, and actually all the fishing is done off that coast, it is 
all rugged. This is the only haven between Cape Flattery. That is 
the farthest northwest point in the United States. That is not very 
good. 

They can come in there, but they get bounced around pretty good 
when there are storms. The straits get really rugged. They can’t 
get across most of the time to Canada. 

We have been going along with it for years and kind of take it for 
granted, but the importance of it was actually highlighted when the 
river broke through last year when we found that we could not use it. 


SIZE OF COAST GUARD STATION 


Senator Youne. How big a Coast Guard installation do you have 
there? 


Mr. Hoean. In men, sir? 

Senator Youna. Yes. 

Mr. Hocan. There are 15 men at the lifesaving station. 

Senator Maenuson. This is the most rugged coast in the United 
States. 

Senator Ex1renper. Mr. Tofani, if this project is so important 
according to the estimates by the engineers, why didn’t you ask for 
some money ? 

Mr. Torani. There is no doubt this is a very worth-while project. 
Some of the factors that Senator Magnuson pointed out came up rather 
late, as I reeall. 

Senator Magnuson. Let me interrupt here. It has not been com- 
pletely adequate, but there was some adequacy for the station there. 
hen in November this happened. Then we found out. 

Mr. Torant. That is correct, Senator. 

Senator Ettenper. Allright. Is that all, Mr. Hogan? 
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Mr. Hocan. Along the same line, I would like to state the fact that 
they assisted 124 vessels, the Coast Guard assisted 124 vessels in a 
period of 15 months; 3 lives were lost; they saved 11; 204 people were 
involved ; they assisted vessels with a value of $888,000 in a period of 
15 months. 

The usage is terrific. It is expanding each year. The port of Port 
Angeles is going to put $20,000 on this project. We built a mooring 
area for them; we built floats and so forth. The fishing industry of 
the Northwest realizes that it is a very necessary project. So do the 
people in my own area. 

Senator ELtenper. All right, sir. 


TOTAL INDIANS IN AREA 


Senator Magnuson. I just want to add this, too. The Indians over 
there need some of this help, too. They are always going out in all 
kinds of boats. They are the La Push Indians. There is their reser- 
vation [indicating]. 

Senator Youne. How many Indians are there? 

Mr. Hocan. Between 300 and 400, I would estimate. 

Senator Youne. Is fishing their main occupation ? 

Mr. Hogan. Fishing and some woodwork. 

Senator Magnuson. But the Olympic Mountains rise behind this, 
and every year we have this problem unless we do something about it. 
We never know when the snow conditions again will cause this prob- 
lem. We have been lucky. 

Mr. Hocan. In 1952 they burned the mountains in the background. 
A forest fire extended a great distance up there and there are no trees 
now to hold the water from coming rapidly down to the 4 rivers that 
form this 1 river. So that problem we have to eliminate as soon as 
we can. 

Senator Macnuson. That is right; in 1952 we had a big burn. 

Senator Exienper. All right, Mr. Hogan. 

Mr. Hoean. Thank you for your time, sir. 


OLYMPIC NATIONAL PARK AREA 


Senator Magnuson. Mr. Chairman, one thing that was not men- 
tioned is that this is also the Olympic National Park area; it is a 
recreational area, too. I do not have the figures, but I would say that 
several thousand fishermen use that for sport fishing. This is the 
only harbor they can go to along that whole coast. 

I would say over several thousand go out. It is the finest salmon 
fishing in that area. 

Senator Youne. That project has a fine cost-benefit ratio. 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


Senator Magnuson. Yes. May I ask that the record on this be 
opened so that Mr. Hogan can put some more facts and figures in ? 

Senator Ettenver. Yes. In that connection the committee has re- 
ceived 49 letters in support of this project. 
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(The information referred to follows :) 


STATE OF WASHINGTON, 
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT, 
Olympia, April 30, 1956. 
Be proposed works by the Corps of Engineers at the Mouth of the Quillayute 
River, Wash. 
Hon. WILLIAM F.. KNOWLAND, 
Senate Appropriations Committee, 
Congress of United States, Washington, D. C.: 

On January 25, 1956, the director of the Department of Conservation and 
Development of the State of Washington made favorable recommendations on 
the reports of the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors and of the district 
and division engineers on a review of reports on the Quillayute River, State of 
Washington. Since that time the need for this proposed construction has be- 
come increasingly more necessary. 

There is much more traffic in the area than when the original recommenda- 
tion was made and a large amount of damage resulted from high water of the 
Quillayute River last fall. It is also the only safe harbor for shelter between 
Cape Flattery and Westport. 

I understand that the Port Angeles Chamber of Commerce is urging passage 
of an appropriation bill now before Congress in the amount of $440,000 for the 
dredging of the mouth of the Quillayute River and the construction of a small- 
boat harbor at La Push. We strongly endorse this project and sincerely urge 
the passage of the requested appropriation. 

Sincerely, 
ARTHUR B. LANGLIE, Governor. 





QUILLAYUTE RIverR, WASH., MopIFIED PROJECT 


Existing project adopted by River and Harbor Act of July 30, 1930, and 
umended by Rivers and Harbors Act of March 2, 1945, modifications as reported 
in document No. 579 of the Sist Congress, 2d session, and passed in Omnibus 
Rivers and Harbors bill of 1954. 


MODIFIED PROJECT 


To dredge a channel to minus 10 feet mean lower low water a width of 100 
feet and approximately 2,000 feet in length and to dredge a mooring area to a 
minus 10 feet mean lower low water varying in width from 325 feet to 450 feet 
for an approximate length of 2,400 feet. Also to raise the existing south rock 
jetty to a plus 15 feet in elevation. 


EXISTING PROJECT AND CONDITIONS 


The existing project requires the channel to be dredged and maintained to a 
minus 6 feet mean lower low water for approximately 2,400 feet in length and 
100 feet in width. The existing rock jetty is to approximately a plus 5 feet 
in elevation. 


LOCATION 
The Quillayute River enters the Pacific Ocean 35 miles south of Cape Flattery, 


Wash., and 70 miles north of Grays Harbor, Wash. There are no other harbors 
in this section of the Pacific Ocean which is approximately 105 miles long. 


USE OF HARBOR 


Each year this harbor has increased in number of bar crossings which are 
recorded by the United States Coast Guard life saving station located at the 
mouth of the Quillayute River at La Push, Wash. For example: 


The bar crossings: 


a IN cs es ces a ee Pec Jon ars 12, 984 
a a ln he wna 20,000 
rerieg trom wo 4. seco, to Bent. $0, 1666. ......___......_...__.. 25, 000 


It is estimated these crossings in 1955 were made up by 400 commercial fishing 
boats and 1,200 pleasure crafts. All boats entering are considered that of shallow 
draft, boats of medium draft are unable to enter this harbor. 
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FACILITIES 





In 1932 the United States Coast Guard constructed a lifesaving station at the | 2 
mouth of the Quillayute River at La Push, Wash., the value of said structure to i 
be $157,000. This station has performed a needed and worthwhile service to ; 
vessels in this area, for example: 


Total | 


| Value of 











. Lives bi Persons | : 
Year cases |Lives lost! | | equipment 
| handled saved | involved | assisted 
on ise ieee 
SEE eee oes eT rd ae 64 | 1 | 9 | 96| $516, 00 | 
July 1, 1955, to Sept. 30, 1955.---- 22222222222. .--- 60 | 2 2 | 108 | 372, 001 
OR Rak BB IIR ccs anism ecstetsinn sn | 124 | 3 Pie 11 | 204 | 888, 00 





Note.—These figures ts renee from official United States Coast Guard records. 


FISH-BUYING STATIONS 


wo fish-buying stations are located in this harbor, purchasing approximately 
2 milion pounds of fish during the fiscal year of 1955. 


RESORTS AND PLEASURE FISHING 


Several thousand pleasure and recreational fishermen use this area each year, 
showing a phenomenal increase each year. There are three resorts located ad- 
jacent to this harbor and the Department of the Interior, specifically, the Olympic 
National Park, are constructing a large recreational area here. 


WEATHER CONDITIONS 


Winter storms: Severe easterly winds and southerly wnids reach 70 miles per 
hour in velocity during this period. 

Summer winds are southerly and southwesterly in varying degrees of velocity 
and in many cases these summer storms have not been predicted by the United 
States Weather Bureau and come up without warning. 


COMMERCIAL FISHING 


The Quillayute River is strategically located with respect to the fishing banks 
and substantial savings could be realized by fishermen with medium draft vessels 
in landing their catch at this harbor rather than proceeding to more distant ports. 

Delivery to distant ports cause a loss of from 1 to 2 days in fishing time which 
can be a loss of many hundreds of dollars to an individual or many hundreds of 
thousands to the whole fishing fleet. 

Due to storms at sea medium-sized fishing vessels are required to travel many 
hours to reach port of refuge due to inadequate depth of the Quillayute River 
channel. 


LOCAL COOPERATION 


The port of Port Angeles is generally considered the local cooperation agency 
and has spent, itself, up to and including the year 1955, a total of $28,000 in repair 
and maintenance work on the Quillayute River Harbor. Due to a storm on 
November 3, 1955, it has been necessary for the port of Port Angeles to expend an 
additional $20,000 in repairing and maintaining the sand spit which exists be- 
tween the river channel and the Pacific Ocean on the westerly side of the Quil- 
layute River. If modified project is funded the port of Port Angeles, in addi- 4 
tion to supplying the required subparagraphs a, b, and ¢, required by cooperating ; 
agencies, is required to supply in cash an additional $20,000. This, the port 
commission is ready and willing ot expend. 


tho Mat! 


ANACORTES, WASH., March 22, 1956. 
Senator ALLEN ELLENDER, : 


United States Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR ELLENDER: AS executive secretary of the Washington Trollers % 
Industries, an organization representing all troll fishing vessels and their crews 


in Washington, I am writing you in hope that you may help correct or improve a 
serious situation on our coast. 








4 
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The waters most fished by our fleet are between Cape Flattery in Washington 
and San Francisco. The coast of Oregon has at least six harbors in which we may 
seek refuge or supplies. The California coast also has six harbors between Cape 
Blanco and San Francisco that are usable by us. Unfortunately however the 
Washington coast affords little shelter and fewer sources of supplies. 

From Neah Bay to Grays Harbor is the longest section of our 
where there is little protection and no port facilities. Often we are forced to sail 
many hours through violent weather to seek safety. Always we must waste val- 
uable fishing time in sailing to Neah Bay or Westport to deliver our fish and pur- 
chase supplies. 

The tragedy of this waste of time and endangering lives is that half way be- 
tween Neah Bay and Westport is a fine natural harbor in the mouth of the Quil- 
layute River at Lapush, Wash. Due to damaging storms and temporary engi- 
neering, the Quillayute is now at best, unsafe and unusable for the great majority 
of our boats and is hazardous for even our smallest vessels. 

If a program of permanent improvements in the way of jetties and dredging 
could be carried out, the fishing fleet and all vessels of 10-foot draft and under, 
would benefit immensely. Safety would be manifoldly increased, the Coast Guard 
could be more efficient and by greatly increased revenue to seamen, the entire 
Washington economy would be sizably enlarged. 

May I urge you in behalf of our organization and all seafaring men, to consider 
carefully this critical situation and to take the action necessary for the permanent 
repair and maintenance of the Quillayute Harbor. 

Very sincerely yours, 


-acific coast 


Puiuip F. Cope, 
Ezecutive Secretary, Washington Trollers Industries. 





[Excerpts from letter of March 21, 1956] 
INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATION MASTERS, MATES AND PiLots, INc., Locat No. 6 


SEATTLE, WASH. 
Hon. Don MAGNUSON, 


Congressman, State of Washington, 
United States Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN MAGNUSON: The Quillayute River is the only protected 
haven for small craft between Grays Harbor to the south, a distance of 70 miles, 
and Neah Bay to the north, a distance of 35 miles. The coast of Washington, as 
you both know, is not only subject to our winter storms but also the strong wester- 
lies which prevail during the summer months. The Quillayute River provides 
the only haven for shelter for small craft. The closure of the river would compel 
small craft to make the run for Grays Harbor or Neah Bay. 

We have been advised by the Washington State Department of Fisheries that 
this particular area is a large producer of salmon and during the commercial 
fishing season this area is fished by as many as 300 boats. The fishing regulations 
do not permit fishing during the nighttime hours; consequently, all of these fish- 
ing boats use the Quillayute River at night so as to get an early start in the 
morning. All of the fish that are caught in this area are landed in the fish buyers’ 
facilities which are located about half a mile up the Quillayute River. 

Sport fishing on the coastal waters is developing very rapidly. Lapush now 
ranks second to Westport for coast fishing by salt water fishing sportsmen. 
Yachtsmen who have never in the past ventured into this area are now being 
attracted by this fishing and all must use the Quillayute River for night anchor- 
ing and during bad weather. 

From a professional standpoint, the members of local No. 6, Masters, Mates 
and Pilots engaged on tugs in the coastwise trade are especially concerned in the 
improvement of the Quillayute River. The United States Coast Guard rescue sta- 
tion is located approximately one-half mile up the Quillayute River. This is the 
only station between Cape Flattery and Grays Harbor, a distance of approxi- 
mately 100 miles. Should a serious flood occur, as was the case last winter, this 
station could not get its boat out of the river and would be compelled to launch 
from the beach against strong breakers. 

We have been provided with statistics which show that the Coast Guard sta- 
tion at Lapush between June 1, 1934, through June 30, 1955, was called upon to 
assist in 64 incidents and that the «quipment which was assisted totaled in value 
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$516,155. They have saved more equipment costwise than the appropriations 
asked for in your legislation. 

Copies of this letter are being sent to Senators and Congressmen who are 
members of their respective Appropriations Committees, Subcommittees on Public 
Works, with the hope that it will assist in their approval of this project. 

Respectfully, 
MERLE D. ADLUM, 
Assistant Buiness Manager, Local No. 6, of Seattle. 


SUMMARY 
BENEFITS AND NEED 


We must first remember that the Quillayute River Harbor is located on the 
Pacific Ocean on a rugged coastline in an area where many storms exist and that 
it is not considered a winter storage area for mooring boats, rather, it is an 
operational ocean harbor and if modified project is funded fishermen with medium 
draft boats would be able to be on adjacent fishing banks a much greater time 
than they now are permitted to be. Secondly, that they would be able to sell 
their catch at this harbor and eliminate many hours of travel to more distant 
ports. 

Most important of all is the fact that these boats, during the period of stormy 
conditions on the ocean, could find a haven of rest without having to travel 
these many additional miles and, also, it would not be necessary for them to ride 
out these severe storms seeking refuge. 

The ratio of benefits to cost of this project is now 1.33 to 1 without taking 
into into consideration many of the all important intangible benefits. 

(1) Lack of harbor for one hundred coastal miles. 
2) Loss of life or limb of vessels seeking entry to harbor in its present 
state. 
(3) The difficulties and delays to the United States Coast Guard life 
saving station in rescue of vessels in distress. 
(4) Use of dredged material to strengthen existing sand spit between 
westerly boundary of river channel and Pacific Ocean. 

It is our belief and the belief of the commercial fishermen of the Pacific Ocean 
and the Pacific Ocean maritime industry that funding of this project is of vital 
importance to the entire coast and that the sum of $440,000 is a very small 
amount considering the lives that could be saved and the vessels that would 
not be damaged were this project funded. 

Sincerely, 
Port OF PorT ANGELES, 
JacK P. Hoean, Manager. 


Prine AND Maruews Canyon Dams, NEv. 
STATEMENT OF SENATOR MALONE 


Senator Ex.ienper. Senator Malone had intended to be here this 
morning in support of Pine and Mathews Canyon Reservoirs. Since 
his other work prevented his personal appearance his statement will 
be placed in the record at this point. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF HON. GEORGE MALONE, UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM NEVADA 


Mr. Chairman, I want to associate myself with the facts in the case that has 
been presented to your committee, and emphasize my interest in the appropria- 
tion of funds for construction of two small projects in the Meadow Valley Wash 
Basin in Nevada. 

These projects were authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1950. They are 
located on tributaries of Clover Creek, a tributary of Meadow Valley Wash, which 
is in turn a tributary of Virgin River, which flows into an arm of Lake Mead. 
The basis of their authorization is the report of the Chief of Engineers printed 
in House Document 530 of the 81st Congress. 
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We residents of the West have learned to take our water problems seriously. 
We have droughts and we have floods. We have to conserve our water carefully 
for domestic and industrial consumption and for growing our crops and sustain- 
ing our livestock industry. 

I have advocated and worked all my life for full development of the water 
resources of this Nation. For many years I was State engineer for the State of 
Nevada and I am thoroughly familiar with the water problems in that State, as 
well as in other States of the West and the entire country. 

Since coming to Congress I have continued to work for further development 
of these water resources. I was a member of the Committee on Public Works 
when the projects on Meadow Valley Wash were authorized. Year by year 
| have voted for appropriations for construction of tlood control, river and harbor, 
and irrigation projects all over the country. 

Of course there are no river and harbor projects in Nevada. We only have a 
few authorized flood-control projects in the State. We do have cities and other 
localities subject to severe and damaging floods. Investigations are underway on 
many of the streams in the State. We hope to get those projects authorized in 
the near future. 

1 would like to point out that we do not have a single flood-control project 
in Nevada under construction at this time. I am particularly interested in 
getting the two small projects in the Meadow Valley Wash Watershed under 
construction in fiscal year 1957. They are discussed separately as follows: 


MATHEWS CANYON RESERVOIR 


he site of Mathews Canyon Reservoir is about 20 miles east of Caliente, 
Nev., in Mathews Canyon, a tributary of Clover Creek. The dam would have 
a height of 68 feet and the reservoir would have a total capacity of 6,260 acre- 
feet, including 1,000 acre-feet for sedimentation purposes. The reservoir would 
regulate the runoff from an area of 34 square miles and would reduce the 
maximum flood from 8,500 cubic feet per second to about 220 cubic feet per 
second. 

The estimated cost of this project is $772,000. There has been appropriated 
to date $57,000 for advanced planning work and the project is ready for con- 
struction. I would like for the committee to include at least $300,000 in the 
appropriation bill for fiscal year 1957 for initiation of construction on this 
project. 

PINE CANYON RESERVOIR 


The site of Pine Canyon Reservoir is about 17 miles east of Caliente, Nev.. 
in Pine Canyon, a tributary of Clover Creek. The dam would have a height 
of 97 feet and the reservoir would have a total capacity of 7,840 acre-feet, in- 
cluding 1,400 acre-feet reserved for sediment. The opration of the reservoir 
would regulate the runoff from a tributary area of 45 square miles, and would 
reduce the maximum flood from 10,500 cubic feet per second to 318 cubic feet 
per second. 

The estimated cost of this project is $1,570,000. The committee included 
$65,000 in the civil-functions bill last year for planning work on the dam and 
reservoir, and construction thereon can be initiated when funds are available. 
I request that the committee include $500,000 for initiation of construction on 
this project. 

These projects can be constructed separately, but their operation will be 
coordinated to provide the maximum benefits downstream. The two reservoirs 
operating as a unit have a benefit-cost ratio of 1.25. 

The valleys downstream from the reservoirs are subject to intense flash 
floods. Being in the mountainous headwaters they would control the runoff from 
melting snows. 

The main damages in the valley occur to the main transcontinental line of 
the Union Pacific Railroad, highways, developed agricultural lands, and the 
city of Caliente. Several years ago a single flood caused damages exceeding 
$2 million, almost equal to the total cost of these 2 small projects. Flood damages 
in the past 25 or 30 years have totaled in excess of $7 million. 

These improvements would create important intangible benefits that can- 
not be evaluated and included in the monetary benefits. These are reduction 
in hazard to human life elimination of menaces to health, preservation of 
community morale, and improvement in irrigation and water supply. 
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The transcontinental railroad is a very important line, and its interruption 
of operation during a national emergency might be vital. 

In this arid region, flash floods and cloudbursts in the canyons cause flood 
damage, but unfortunately the water runs off and is completely lost for all 
useful purposes. If caught and held temporarily in these flood-control reservoirs, 
it would be very beneficial for irrigation uses and not interfere with the flood- 
control operation of the reservoirs. 


I earnestly urge that the Committee include funds for beginning construction 
of the Pine Canyon and Mathews Canyon Reservoirs in the civil-functions bill 
for fiscal year 1957. 


BRAZOS ISLAND HARBOR 


STATEMENT OF ARTHUR PERRY, ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT 
TO SENATOR LYNDON B. JOHNSON 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Mr. Perry. Mr. Chairman, Senator Johnson had hoped to be here 
today, but was prevented. He has asked me to read a short statement. 

Senator Extenper. Is that on the Brazos Island Harbor? 

Mr. Perry. Brazos Island and also the San Antonio River. 

Senator ELtenper. All right. 

Mr. Perry. Gentlemen, the project now under consideration is one 
of the most deserving in this year’s budget, and I can’t emphasize 
enough its importance to the region. 

Local interests have managed to do a splendid job without Federal 
assistance in developing the port of Brownsville which is the lone 
outlet of goods for one of the richest agricultural regions in this coun- 
try—the Rio Grande Valley of Texas. 

One hundred million dollars worth of industry has been attracted 
here because of the port, but if the area’s rich promise is to be ful- 
filled—if the port is to be adequate to the big job in years to come— 
widening and deepening of the channel connecting it with the Gulf 
of Mexico must be completed. 

The need is immediate and most urgent, and I commend the budget 
request of $400,000 to the favorable consideration of the committee. 


SAN ANTONIO RIVER CHANNEL 


And then on the San Antonio River Channel, this project now being 
studied by the committee is of vast importance and significance to the 
citizens of south Texas. Much of the region is referred to by people 
back home as “droughty.” 

Ranchers have been in distress for 5 years now for lack of water. 
But when it does rain in Texas, this region is particularly vulnerable 
to flash floods. Every creek and gully and arroyo along the flatlands 
is swollen with water, and the major drainage channels are inadequate. 
Property damage is enormous; the threat to human life always 
present. 

Local sources have contributed _a great deal of time, money, and 
work in meeting these dangers. Improvements embodied in the San 
Antonio River project are part of the comprehensive plan of develop- 
ment for the Guadalupe-San Antonio River Basin program—designed 
to relieve the city’s and the area’s flood problem. 
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Total length of the improved channel is about 31 miles, and I can 
assure you that every Texan along this reach of the river and every 
citizen 1n the area will benefit from this project. 

I request the committee to look with favor on this and to see that 
the $800,000 appropriation requested by the budget remains in the 
bill. 

Senator ELLENpeER. That is San Antonio? 

Mr. Perry. That is right. 

Senator ELtenper. That is in the budget and $36,000 is also in the 
budget for Escondido Creek for study. 

Mr. Perry. Yes. The mayor of Kennedy had expected to come up 
and testify on that, but when we notified 

Senator ELLeNper. What you are asking of the committee is to ap- 
prove the budget request ? 

Mr. Perry. Yes. 

Senator ELLENpER. Well, you do not have to waste too much breath 
on that. 

Mr. Perry. Thank you. 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR DANIEL 


Senator ELLenprer. Senator Daniel is also very interested in these 
projects. He could not be here this morning, and has requested that 
his statements be placed in the record. Without objection Senator 
Daniel’s statements will be placed in the record at this point. 

(The statements referred to follow :) 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR PRICE DANIEL 
SAN ANTONIO RIVER, TEX. 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I strongly recommend approval 
of the $800,000 requested in the budget for the start of construction on the San 
Antonio River flood-control project. 

Authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1954, the plan of improvement in- 
cludes clearing, widening, deepening, and straightening approximately 31 miles 
of the river and creek channels to carry the standard project flood discharges, 
and construction and alteration of railroad bridges. The San Antonio River 
Authority, a duly authorized State agency, is ready and willing to comply 
promptly with the requirements of local cooperation. 

In a bond election held January 10, 1956, San Antonio voters approved 3-to-1 
the issuance of $10 million in bonds to finance the local cost. Through a contract 
with the Commissioners’ Court of Bexar County, there is available to the 
authority an adequate income necessary to support the bond issue, and the 
authority’s cash contribution of $400,000 is now in the bank. 

Local witnesses had planned to appear before your committee today because 
of the urgent need to start work on this project. However, since it has been the 
policy of the committee to hold oral testimony to a minimum for budgeted items, 
they have requested that I present this brief statement in their behalf. 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR PRICE DANIEL 
RBAZOS ISLAND HARBOR, TEX. 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I heartily endorse the budget 
request of $400,000 for improvement of the Brownsville, Tex., ship channel, or 
what is known as the Brazos Island Harbor. 

This project, approved in 1947 and authorized in 1950, calls for the widening 
f the existing channel from Brazos-Santiago Pass to the Brownsville turning 
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basin, from 100 feet to 200 feet, and deepening the entire channel and turning 
basin from 32 feet to 36 feet plus necessary overdraft. 

Because of the urgent need for this work, representatives of the Brownsville 
Navigation District and the port of Brownsville planned to appear before your 
committee today in behalf of the project even though it was included in the 
budget this year. However, since it has been the policy of the committee to 
concentrate mainly on unbudgeted items and to hold oral testimony to a mini- 
mum for projects contained in the budget, they have requested instead that I 
submit for them a brief, letter of transmittal, letter from the Brazos-Santiago 
Pilots, and a map for the record. 

As these documents will indicate, the planned improvement is of the utmost 
importance now and the need is becoming more acute from day to day. Increased 
tonnage, vessel traffic, investment in land holdings and port-owned and privately 
owned facilities; construction of a separate fishing harbor; numerous ground- 
ings, congestion, time-consuming delays, and collisions with consequent diversion 
of traffic to more distant ports require the immediate start of construction. 

Local funds that would have been used for docks and other badly needed 
facilities have been diverted to pay for dredging normally done by the Federal 
Government because of the lack of Federal appropriations. This, of course, 
compelled the navigation district to extend its credit to the limit, and the port 
must now look to the Federal Government to assume its responsibility or further 
expansion will be stifled. 

With an improved channel and turning basin will come more industry, addi- 
tional payrolls and business, greater income to the farmers in the Rio Grande 
Valley, and a further increase in the rapidly growing population. I strongly 
urge that the committee include the $400,000 recommended for this work. 


PoRT OF BROWNSVILLE, 
Brownsville, Ter., April 30, 1956. 
CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS, 
Public Works Subcommittee, 
Senate Appropriations Committee, 
Washington, D. C. 


GENTLEMEN: There is in the 1957 fiscal year budget an item that will start a 
much needed improvement for the Brownsville ship channel. This widening and 
deepening project, which was justified and approved in 1947 and authorized in 
1950, is desperately needed by Brownsville now. We ask your cooperation in 
seeing that the appropriation stays in the budget. 

We are convinced that the United States Government could make no better in- 
vestment than in this channel improvement project which will support the 
facilities created by local interests that turned a prairie into a thriving port 
Local money has done wonders in developing Port Brownsville—including paying 
for much dredging normally done by the Federal Government—but our resources 
for this purpose are exhausted. Now, it is up to the Federal Government. 

An inspection of the brief, letter, and map will show you how much we have 
done on our own to improve the port, and how tight our situation is today with 
an inadequate channel. The letter from the Brazos-Santiago Pilots attached to 
the brief is the most recent of many, many complaints we have received. The 
map will show you how much we have grown since this channel improvement was 
first justified and approved. 

We would like to emphasize again the importance of getting our channel im- 
provement underway promptly. With deeper water the Rio Grande Valley can 
continue to grow; without it, we will be unable to get ships to use the fine docks 
we have provided. The one thing certain is that commerce will not wait longer 
for the improvement. Your kind consideration and favorable action to insure 
that this project will be carried out will be sincerely appreciated. 

Respectfully yours, 
F. W. HorMoxKeEt, 
General Manager. 
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BRIEF OF THE BROWNSVILLE NAVIGATION DISTRICT OF CAMERON COUNTY, TEX., 
AND PoRT OF BROWNSVILLE, BROWNSVILLE, TEX., IN SUPPORT OF APPROPRIATION 
or $400,000 ror THE BrAzos ISLAND HARBOR PROJECT IN CAMERON COUNTY, TEX. 


This brief is submitted on behalf of the Brownsville Navigation District of 
Cameron County, Tex., and port of Brownsville, headquarters in the Navigation 
District Building in the city of Brownsville, Cameron County, Tex., in support of 
appropriation in amount of $400,000 in the current budget for the Brazos Island 
Harbor project in Cameron County, Tex. 

The Brownsville Navigation District is a political subdivision of the State of 
Texas, created by a special act of the Texas State Legislature under authority 
of section 59, article 16, of the Constitution of the State of Texas. It is the 
parent agency for, and owns and operates the port of Brownsville, a deepwater 
seaport located near the city of Brownsville, Tex., and connected with the Gulf 
of Mexico at Brazos-Santiago Pass by a 17-mile channel. 


HISTORY OF THE PROJECT 


Details of, and a complete history of the project here involved are found in 
Reports on Brazos Island Harbor, House Document No. 192, 81st Congress, 1st 
session. This document contains: Comments from the Governor of the State 
of Texas; comments of the United States Department of the Interior; report of 
the Chief of Engineers, United States Army; report of the Board of Engineers for 
Rivers and Harbors, Department of the Army; and a comprehensive report of 
the Corps of Engineers, United States Army, district engineer, Galveston district, 
Galveston, Texas. 

This project, speaking in a general sense, provides for the widening of the 
existing channel from Brazos-Santiago Pass to the Brownsville turning basin, 
from a present bottom width of 100 feet to 200 feet, and deepening the entire 
channel and turning basin from a present depth of 32 feet to projected depth of 
36 feet plus necessary overdraft. 

The project was approved and authorized under the above-cited document; 
however, it was not completed because of lack of appropriations due to Presi- 
dential moratorium on work of this type declared during the Korean emergency. 


NECESSITY FOR THE PROJECT 


Widening and deepening of the channel and turning basin is of utmost im- 
portance at this time, and the need is increasing from day to day. 

Tonnage figures and estimates used by the Corps of Engineers and others in 
arriving at figures used in House Document No. 192, above, were based upon 
the then existing conditions, and no one could foresee the tremendous growth 
that Brownsville and the entire Brownsville trade territory was to have over the 
ensuing years. Since figures used in this document were based upon 1947 
estimates, we have taken actual figures for that year and compared them with 
actual figures and conditions at the close of the year 1955. 

Below is a tabulation showing export-import movement of the more important 
items of commerce moving through the port of Brownsville, also miscellaneous 
cargo and total cargo for the year 1947 compared with 1955, with the percentage 
of increase (or decrease) indicated. 


TABLE A 


Exports-imports Year 1947 


Year 1955 Increase 


i 
| Percent 


Cotton and cotton linters 
Do 
Cottonseed cake and meal 
Metals, minerals, and ores 
Citrus fruits 
lropical fruits 
eafoods, fresh 


Miscellaneous cargo 
Total all cargo...---- 


81,414 | 
19, 280 | 


48, 108 


cet 56, 034 
do____| 23, 579 | 


do 


104, 423 
895, 786 
582, 368 

59, 687 
893, 927 


677, 
171, 
101, 
249, 
13, 
324 
12, 707, 
717, 
140, 

1, 415, 


186 | 732 
832 791 
861 | 112 
330 | 345 
212 286 


, 334 


114 
205 
836 
014 


' Decrease caused by disastrous freezes in this area during 1949 and 1951 (export movement is gradually 


returning) 
2 December. 


Decrease caused by severe storms and floods in producing areas during 1955 


30,821 tons per year for 5-year period preceding 1955. 
75008—56—pt. 2 50 


Movement averaged 
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An interesting fact in connection with the movement of cotton and cotton linters 
is that the Brownsville figure of 677,186 bales as shown for the year 1955, 
ranks this port second highest among all seaports in the Nation, being second 
only to the port of Galveston, Tex. 

Another tabulation shows vessel traffic in the channel. The tremendous 
increase in vessel traffic is largely attributable to the industry that has gravi- 
tated to this new port. 


TABLE B 


Year 1955 | Increase 


Vessel traffic: 
Trawlers-_-_- 
Other 


General information Ee Year 1947 wir | Ye 
| 


Percent 
6, 981 5 
11,180 


8, 161 | 


131 
1 830 | 


999 


ee 961 


1 Includes all vessels, deep-sea, tugs, 


barges, yachts and other craft except fishing trawlers and small 
motorboats. 


Private industry located on port-owned property includes oil refinery ; chemical 
plants; cotton compress-warehousing facilities (2 in operation and 1 under 
construction) ; machine shops; marine way; ice plants, quick-freeze plants; bulk 
oil terminals; a glass processing plant; seafood-processing plants, and others. 


PORT EXPANSION 


The investment in port-owned facilities has doubled since this project was 
originally approved. While investments in the port area by private industry were 
given as $5 million in 1947, they now actually exceed $100 million. 

In short, for every dollar invested by the Federal Government in dredging and 
maintenance in the Brownsville ship channel and turning basin, the Brownsville 
Navigation District has invested $3 in docks and other facilities. while private 
industry has invested almost $25. 

As was noted in table A, tonnage through Port Brownsville has increased 58 
percent since the widening and deepening of the channel was first approved. 
While cargo-vessel traffic over the channel increased 42 percent, fishing-vessel 
traffic has increased 5,229 percent. 

This increased commerce created an urgent demand for increased facilities. 
Land holdings by the port alone have increased 460 percent, with corresponding 
increases in many other categories such as railroad trackage, improved water- 
frontage, linear feet of docking space, closed wharfsheds and open dock areas, 
and many other items. 

Table C is presented to show various phases of the tremendous growth: 


TABLE C 


; ene sengeeenmeserene 


General information 


| 


Year 1947 


Year 1955 


Increase 


| | Percent 
acres 5, 000 28 N00 460 
miles__| Ss 17 113 
linear feet _- 5, 900 27, 600 368 
Dockage space do 3, 300 | 13 000 | 294 
Closed wharf shed space square feet 150 000 1551 000 267 
Port investments in dredging, docks, and other facilities 7.000.000 | $14 000 000 100 
Investments by private industry on port-owned property $5, 000, 000 |>$100,000,000 2, 000 


Total port-owned and controlled lands 
Port-owned railroad trackage 
Improved water frontage 


Includes the closed wharf shed space now under construction and scheduled for completion by August 
1956, 


The rapid growth of the fishing industry in the Brownsville area forced the 
navigation district to proceed on its own, without Federal aid, in the construc- 
tion of a separate fishing harbor, at a cost of approximately $740,000, including 
dredging, docks, pavement, utilities, etc. The navigation district was forced 
to either construct this facility or see the local fishing industry collapse. This 
harbor, incidentally, is approximately five times larger than the small boat basin 
originally provided for in House Document 192, above cited, being longer, wider, 
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and deeper. Creation of this independent fishing harbor, one of the finest facili- 
ties of its type in the country, eliminated the chaotic conditions that resulted 
from the operation of hundreds of small craft in an already overcrowded deep-sea 
harbor basin. The new harbor facilitates the handling of deep-sea ships in 
the turning basin while safeguarding small craft. Further, the construction of 
this Separate harbor permitted development of a multimillion-dollar fishing in- 
dustry to the point where such boat traffic has increased 5,229 percent, and produc- 
tion of seafoods increased 1,319 percent. Fishing now adds over $10 million 
annually to the economy of south Texas. 

Increased cargo traffic has made it imperative to greatly expand the cargo 
docks and wharf sheds. A new wharf 1,000 feet in length and 140 feet wide was 
added in 1948, being subsequently equipped with two wharf sheds totalling 100,000 
square feet. Two open docks for bulk handling were completed in 1951, providing 
a total of 140,000 square feet of cargo-handling space. One of these docks was 
equipped with a 25,000-square-foot transfer-storage shed. In addition, 2 tropical 
fruit-handling sheds fronted by a 500-foot reinforced concrete dock equipped 
with modern mechanical unloading machinery was provided. 

Finally, continued increase in port tonnage necessitated the construction of a 
completely new facility, now scheduled for completion in August 1956. This 
project will double the present shipside cargo handling capacity by adding 672,000 
square feet of dock space, of which 200,000 square feet will be under cover. This 
new project together with the new fishing harbor cost the Brownsville Navigation 
District $4,254,000, which included the dredging of 114 million cubic yards of 
material at an expense to the district of $354,000. 


URGENCY 


With the close of World War II and the return of normal shipping, it immedi- 
ately became evident that the existing facilities at this port were grossly 
inadequate to handle the increasing flow of commerce. It was then that the 
nitial project was launched and investigations and surveys started which finally 
culminated in House Document 192. 

Practically all port expansion in recent years have been on an emergency 
hasis—either the necessary facilities must be provided or the commerce dis- 
appears. Construction has been financed through the sale of revenue bonds 
secured by mortgage against revenues obtained from the revenue-bearing facili- 
ties. In the case of the fishing harbor as well as the new 2,400-foot wharf now 
inder construction, together with a few other smaller items of emergency dredging 
since 1947, it was necessary for the navigation district to take $504,000 of the 
money that would have been used for docks and other badly needed facilities and 
use it to pay for dredging. This dredging should have been done by the Federal 
Government, but was not done due to lack of Federal funds. The urgency was 
so great that the board of commissioners of the navigation district was forced 
to do-what normally would be a Federal project. This, of course, created a pre- 
carious situation since it has compelled the district to extend its credit to its 
very limits. 

During, and since World War II, shipyards have been turning out larger and 
deeper draft vessels, both tankers and dry-cargo type. Many of these vessels, 
and particularly the tankers, when loaded to maximum capacity, draw in excess 
of 30 feet of water. Even with the very close cooperation which we have received 
av the hands of the Corps of Engineers, it has been practically impossible to main- 
tain a constant 32-foot depth throughout the Brownsville ship channel. This has 
resulted in numerous groundings, and in many instances, especially in connection 
with the heavy tankers, the owners have withdrawn their vessels from service 
nto this port. They rightfully consider Port Brownsville unsafe for fully loaded 
tankers, and uneconomical if forced to limit their draft to the available depth. 

The existing 100-foot channel actually amounts to a 1-way street. With the 
imount of vessel traffic Port Brownsville now has, the inevitable result has been 
congestion, time-consuming delays, and numerous collisions. An average-size 
cargo vessel “crabbing” up this narrow channel literally fills it from bank to bank, 
leaving no room for safe passage of trawlers and other small craft, and certainly 
no room for human error in navigation. Complaints from vessel operators and 
harbor pilots in this connection are frequent and bitter. There is a constant 
danger of loss of life and property, and this hazard will continue to exist, and will 
nerease if Port Brownsville continues to grow without channel improvements. 
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PUBLIC BENEFITS 


The growth of the Port of Brownsville has far exceeded the expectations of 
those who attempted to estimate future tonnage and growth even back as close 
as 1946-47 when data in House Document 192 was being compiled. As pointed 
out previously, private industry attracted to the deep-water port at Brownsville 
is now in excess of $100 million. With an improved channel, permitting larger 
and heavier vessels to call, and permitting greater use of the port by small craft, 
this figure will undoubtedly increase manyfold in the years immediately follow 
ing completion of the project. This increased industry means additional payrolls, 
and generates additional business for local interests. A recent survey shows that 
Port Brownsville, together with private industry located thereon, generates 
annual payrolls in excess of $15 million, not including secondary or indirect pay- 
rolls inuring to the benefit of the community at large. The local population has 
more than doubled by reason of the creation and operation of this port. Cash 
income of the agricultural industry in this area has benefited by virtue of the fact 
that products moving in export channels such as cotton, citrus fruits, etc., may be 
moved direct to shipside at a fraction of the cost that would obtain in transport 
ing such commerce to the more distant ports for export. With the annual com- 
merce of Port Brownsville approaching the estimates given 9 years ago for the 
year 1960, we are faced with the problem of protecting the commerce Port 
Brownsville now has. No vessel operator wants to see his ship tied up waiting to 
get alongside a wharf for loading. No vessel operator likes the idea of waiting 4 
hours while another ship clears the channel so his vessel can proceed. No vessel 
operator wants to see his ship sail partially loaded because the channel is too 
shallow. Rising vessel operation costs make this combination of handicaps in 
creasingly more detrimental, and result in diversion of traffic to more distant 
ports more expensive for shippers and stifle the commerce the people of Browns- 
ville have labored so hard to build up. With heavier vessels being able to use 
the channel, and smaller craft assured of safe passage, Port Brownsville can con 
tinue to grow, bringing greater benefits directly and indirectly to the public, 
greatly adding to the economy and general welfare of Brownsville and the Rio 
Grande Valley at large. 


CONCLUSION 


In conclusion, we respectfully submit 

That there is an immediate and most urgent need for the work for which the 
subject appropriation is to be used; 

That this need existed even before the work was originally authorized per 
House Document Numbered 192, 81st Congress 1st session : 

That this need is even greater and more urgent at this time than it was at the 
time of the original authorization ; 

That the Corps of Engineers, United States Army, are fully aware of these 
needs ; 

That the Brownsville Navigation District and port of Brownsville have been 
handicapped in providing needed berthing and cargo handling facilities and 
space by being forced to divert building funds to dredging work due to lack 
of Federal funds for such work ; 

That the port of Brownsville has actually suffered heavy loss in tonnage 
and vessel traffic due to lack of proper depth and width in the channel to permit 
larger or heavier vessels to operate into and out of this port: 

That this appropriation and proposed expenditure is in the public interest and 
the general public will derive substantial benefits therefrom ; 

Wherefore, it is respectfully requested and urged that the proposed amount 
of $400,000 be given favorable consideration by your honorable committee and 
be allowed to remain in the budget, and that it be recommended to the Congress 
for its approval. 

Respectfully submitted. 

BROWNSVILLE NAVIGATION DISTRICT OF 
CAMERON County, TEx. 
By G. EB. Dopp, 

Chairman, Board of Navigation and Canal Commissioners. 


Dated at Brownsville, Tex., April 30, 1956. 
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BROWNSVILLE, TEx., March 19, 1956. 
Mr. F. W. HorMOKEL, 


General Manager, Brownsville Navigation District, 
Brownsville, Tez. 

DEAR Mr. HOFMOKEL: Subsequent to the previous 15 reports of groundings in 
the Brownsville Ship Channel reported to you in the past 8 months, we submit 3 
additional groundings in the last 10 days. 

1. On March 6 the American tanker Atlantic Voyager proceeding outbound 
drawing 30 feet, 2 inches at approximately 1200 grounded at station 75, and con- 
tinued on through mud until fetching up hard at station 71. 

2. On March 8 the Japanese ship Yasushima Maru drawing 28 feet, 8 inches 
outbound at 1200 (which was peak high tide) grounded in the same location. 


2d 


3. On March 17 the Norwegian motor vessel Fernmoor inbound drawing 29 
feet also grounded at the same station as the above vessels. 

This, you must admit, is a deplorable situation. In fact, it becomes untenable 
when you consider not only the time lost and the expense of freeing a vessel, but 
especially the hazard and danger to vessel and cargo, and last but not least the 
reputation of the port. 

This now makes 18 groundings in 8 months’ time—which in every instance has 
been reported to the United States engineers. The engineers report they have 
no money to correct this deplorable situation, which to us seems incomprehensible, 
since it amounts to closing the port to ships drawing over 25 feet of water. 

Apparently, nothing has resulted from our previous reports of groundings to 
you. Will you please tell us if anything is being done to correct this situation be- 
fore the business of this port is seriously impaired. 

Yours very truly, 
BRAZOS-SANTIAGO PILOTS, 
By N. G. Corer, Secretary Attorney. 


Witmineton, Harpor,S. C. 


STATEMENT OF HON. SAM J. ERVIN, JR., A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Senator ELLenper. Senator Ervin. 

Senator Ervin. I am interested in provision in the revised budget 
for $1,543,000 for Wilmington Harbor. 

I wanted to ask the committee to approve that item. 

Senator Exienper. Senator, with all due respect, do not waste 
your time on budgeted items. 

Senator Ervin. I thought that was so. 

Senator Eiienper. That is one that was put in last year. 

Senator Ervin. That is right. 

Senator Ex.enper. In other words, we got our foot in the door 
last year. 

Senator Ervin. We are getting the camel under the tent this time ? 

Senator ELLenper. Yes. 

Senator Ervin. I appreciate that. 

Senator ELtenper. Thank you, Senator. 


STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE ROBESON 


Senator Robertson has requested that the statement of Congress- 
man Robeson be placed in the record. Without objection, that state- 
ment will be placed in the record. 
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(The statement referred to follows :) 
STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE EDWARD J. ROBESON, JR., OF VIRGINIA 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to appear before this subcom- 
mittee and I appreciate the necessity for limitation of time which the subcom- 
mittee can grant for consideration of the many requests before it. Consequently, 
I am appearing in the interest of a large number of individual citizens and 
organizations in the tidewater area of the First Congressional District of 
Virginia and particularly for those located in the two counties of the peninsula 
area extending from Maryland to Cape Charles, Va., bounded on the east by 
the Atlantic Ocean and on the west by the Chesapeake Bay. 

I might also mention that the congressional district I represent is frequently 
referred to as the tidewater area of Virginia since my district starts with the 
North Carolina line and extends on the seacoast to the Maryland line, embracing 
the Hampton Roads and James River to Henrico County near Richmond and the 
western side of the Chesapeake Bay from Old Point Comfort to the Rappahannock 
River, including the York River and the many creeks, estuaries, and bays, as 
well as the Eastern Shore Peninsula to which I have referred, including numer- 
ous creeks, estuaries, and bays and more particularly that part of the inland 
waterway along the Atlantic coast between the shore and the several islands 
along the shore. I, of course, would appreciate your attention to and appropri- 
ations for all of the authorized projects for which funds have not been provided, 
and I am listing here these projects : 

Kings Creek, Northampton County, Va.—Authorized in Public Law 516, 81st 
Congress; House Document No. 193, 81st Congress. Estimated cost: $144,000. 

Rappahannock River at Bowlers wharf, Essex County, Va.—Authorized in 
Public Law 516, 8ist Congress; House Document No. 109, 8lst Congress. Esti- 
mated cost: $184,000. 

Parrotts Creek, Middlesex County, Va.—Authorized in Public Law 780, 83d 
Congress; House Document No. 46, 82d Congress. Estimated cost: $42,000. 

The following are preliminary examination and survey projects in my district 
which have been authorized, but for which funds have not as yet been appro 
priated : 

Chincoteague Bay, Accomack County, Va.—Authorized in Public Law 516, 81st 
Congress. Estimated cost : $8,000. 

Powells Bay, Accomack County, Va—Authorized in Public Law 858, 80th 
Congress. Estimated cost : $6,000. 

However, I direct your attention particularly to what I consider the most 
important authorized project and that is the inland waterway from Chesapeake 
Bay to Chincoteague Bay, Va., authorized in Public Law 14, 79th Congress, House 
Document No. 268, 76th Congress, 1st session. The original authorization for this 
project was included in the River and Harbor Act of August 30, 1935. This 
project will be of great benefit, not only to the economy and well-being of the 
citizens of my district, but also to the many citizens of other States who are 
engaged in businesses which operate boats and other vessels along this section of 
the Atlantic coast and Chesapeake Bay. I am, therefore, requesting an appro- 
priation for the inland waterway from the Chesapeake Bay along the coast to 
Chincoteague Bay, Va., at the Maryland line, which is in my district. 

I want to say in this connection that my distinguished colleague, the Honorable 
Edward T. Miller of Maryland, who represents the Maryland district adjoining 
the First Congressional District of Virginia, intended to be here but requested 
me in his absence to state that he joins with me in this request and desires per 
mission to file a statement in support of an appropriation. The commissioner of 
fisheries, Mr. Charles M. Lankford, Jr., would have appeared if arrangements 
to hear witnesses could have been made. 

The authorized project for which appropriation is requested will deepen the 
channel in several areas and allow passage for boats which are now forced to 
travel outside, as well as allow the many boats in the seafood industry to come in 
loaded to the harbors along this coast. 

I have previously filed with the committee other letters and statements. With 
your permission, Mr. Chairman, I will read into the record a statement addressed 
to your committee and signed for the Eastern Shore of Virginia Chamber of 
Commerce, Inc., Cedar Island Lot Owners Association, the Quinby Harbor Com- 
mittee, and the Chincoteague Bay-Chesapeake Bay Inland Waterway Committee. 
The statement appears on p. 2182.) 
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The total cost of this project is estimated to be $750,000. However, $98,000 
of this work has been completed, leaving a total balance of cost of $652,000. The 
amount requested for the first year of construction in the fiscal year of 1957 is 
$300,000. 

I solicit your favorable action on this request for an appropriation of $300,000 
for the fiscal year 1957. 


Paciric NortHwest ProJects 


AMERICAN PUBLIC POWER ASSOCIATION 
STATEMENT OF ALEX RADIN, REPRESENTATIVE 
PREPARED STATEMENT 


Senator ELtenper. Mr. Radin, will you come forward, please ? 

Mr. Radin, I notice you have a prepared statement. if you wish to, 
the statement will be placed in the record and you may highlight it for 
us. 

Mr. Raprn. Yes, I will be pleased to do so. 

Senator ELLenper. Your statement will be put in the record. 

Mr. Rapin. Thank you. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT BY ALEX RADIN, GENERAL MANAGER, AMERICAN PUBLIC POWER ASSOCIATION 


My name is Alex Radin. I am general manager of the American Public Power 
Association, a national trade organization which represents more than 800 local 
publicly owned electric utilities in 40 States, Puerto Rico, and Alaska. 

A substantial number of the member systems of this association purchase power 
at wholesale from Federal power projects, or are prospective purchasers of 
Federal power. We therefore have a direct interest in plans and projects of 
Federal agencies which construct or market power from multipurpose hydro- 
electrie projects. 

In view of the limited time available, I would like to confine my testimony to 
comments on a relatively few projects and programs which are of greatest con- 
cern to our association. 

One area of special interest is the Pacific Northwest, where a substantial por- 
tion of our membership is located. Practically all of the major municipally owned 
electric utilities and public utility districts of that region are members of this 
association, and in the calendar year 1955 the total purchases of the municipal 
systems and public utility districts from Bonneville Power Administration ag- 
gregated some 6,051,663,000 kilowatt-hours, or almost one-fourth of BPA’s total 
sales of electric energy. The local public agencies, moreover, have a substantial 
financial stake in the Federal power projects in the Pacific Northwest, inasmuch 
as their purchases of electric power at wholesale from BPA totaled $16,292,669 
in 1955. 

Despite the fact that the local public agencies in the Pacific Northwest are 
going ahead with planning and actual construction of a number of projects, there 
is an urgent need for continued development of multipurpose projects by the 
Federal Government. 

In this connection, it is of interest to note that Bonneville Power Administra- 
tion’s 1955 advance program, published in November 1955, points out that under 
the more favorable median month hydro conditions (such conditions or better oc- 
cur on the average 3 out of 4 years), the Federal power system in the Pacific 
Northwest will be able to meet all requirements of firm power customers, includ- 
ing the private utilities, through 1961-62, and also deliver considerable amounts 
of interruntible energy to industrial customers. 

“Beginning in 1961-62, however, even under median month conditions in- 
terruptible loads will have to be curtailed,’ according to the BPA report (see 
p. 26). 

“By using all available resources in the west group area, including high-cost 
steam generation and imports of surplus power from the east group and British 
Columbia, all firm loads will be served through 1960-61 under critical year 
hydro conditions. Beginning with 1961-62, under critical year hydro condi- 
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tions, the area will experience a rapidly rising power deficiency, reaching 1,335,- 
000 kilowatts in 1965-66,” the report continues. 

While 45 projects under most active consideration would add 8.1 million 
kilowatts of capacity, in the case of nearly every one of these projects “further 
planning is needed or serious problems must be solved,” according to the BPA 
advance report. “As a consequence, the 8.1 million kilowatts are significant 
only as a measure of the utilities’ interest in power development. Some of the 
projects will probably prove to be infeasible.” 

It should be noted that BPA has based the above projections on a most con- 
servative estimate of future power requirements. BPA has estimated that in the 
next 10 years total energy requirements in the Pacific Northwest, excluding new 
large industrial loads, will increase by about 6 percent annually—about the 
same rate as forecast for the country by the Federal Power Commission, but 
less than the 7.5 percent rate predicted by Electrical World, a trade publica- 
tion. It should be pointed out that not only have FPC estimates of load growth 
consistently been proven too conservative, but that the application of a low 
national average to the Pacific Northwest is unrealistic in that since 1940 the 
rate of load growth in the Pacific Northwest has been double that of the national 
average. 

In view of the projections of estimated requirements and capacity, it is abun- 
dantly clear that continuation of the Federal power program is urgently needed 
if the future development of the Pacific Northwest is not be stifled. 

We therefore urge the following: 

1. Budget appropriations for Chief Joseph, McNary, the Dalles, Hills Creck 
and Cougar Dams.—These projects would add a total of 3,178,000 kilowatts of 
urgently needed capacity, and the budget appropriations requested should be 
approved in order to permit construction to proceed on an orderly basis. 

In this connection, it is our understanding that the Corps of Engineers, in 
an amended budget for fiscal year 1957, has requested reductions in appropria- 
tions for some of these projects, in order to permit the availability of funds 
for initiating new projects. We respectfully suggest that your committee ascer- 
tain whether or not the proposed reductions would result in delays in any of the 
projects named. If such reductions would cause delays, we urge that the full 
appropriations originally requested in the President’s budget be granted, in 
view of the necessity of keeping construction on schedule. 

2. Increase in funds for the Ice Harbor project from $5 million to $8 million.— 
It is my understanding, from information received by some of our member sys- 
tems in the area, that the $5 million appropriation for Ice Harbor will not 
permit construction to proceed throughout the fiscal year, and would necessitate 
a lapse of 4 to 5 months in the construction of this dam. We therefore urge 
that the appropriation for Ice Harbor be increased by $3 million, to a total of 
$8 million, which we understand would be sufficient to permit construction to 
proceed throughout the 1957 fiscal year. 

3. Increase in planning funds for the John Day project from $500,000 to 
$1,450,000.—John Day is one of the most important remaining hydro sites in the 
Pacific Northwest. The dam at this site would ultimately have a capacity of 
1,105,000 kilowatts. The increase in planning funds by the amount noted above 
would, we understand, save 1 year’s time in the construction of this project, 
the planning for which is already well underway. For your further informa- 
tion on this subject, I am appending, as exhibit A, a copy of Resolution No. 8, 
on the subject of the John Day Dam, which was adopted by unanimous vote on 
April 26, 1956, at our association’s annual convention in Los Angeles, Calif. 

4. Budget estimates of $18,700,000 for construction and $7,400,000 for operation 
and maintenance for the Bonneville Power Administration.—It is our under- 
standing that the funds requested for both operation and maintenance and con- 
struction have been reviewed by officials of the local public power agencies of 
the Pacific Northwest, and that these budget items meet with the approval of 
the local agencies. Since the Bonneville customers, through their power bills, 
must in the final analysis bear the costs of these items, it is obvious that they 
would not approve of these budget requests if they were not essential to the 
electric service of the area. 

The additional funds being requested this year for operation and maintenance 
are needed because of the expanded system which must be serviced, while the 
larger amount being requested for construction is needed to provide facilities 
that will deliver power from new generating units being added to the Federal 
power system in the Pacific Northwest. 
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Through appropriations of the Congress, the Federal Government, as part of 
its multiple-purpose resource development program, has built in the Pacific 
Northwest power facilities which are an asset not only to that section of the 
country but to the entire Nation. As of June 30, 1955, repayment of the power 
capital investments in the Northwest reached 17.11 percent of the total and was 
approximately $68 million ahead of schedule. We urge you, through the 1957 
fiscal year budget, to keep this program on schedule and to provide the funds 
that are required for the necessary operation and maintenance of this invaluable 
asset. 


Fort Randall-Grand Island transmission line 


I would also like to take this occasion to call your attention particularly to 
the necessity for an appropriation for construction of the 230-kilovolt trans- 
mission line from Fort Randall Dam, on the Missouri River, to Grand Island, 
Nebr. Our association has adopted resolutions at its last two annual conven- 
tions in support of this appropriation, and for your further information I am 
attaching, as exhibit B, a resolution on this subject which was adopted on April 
26, 1956, at our most recent annual convention at Los Angeles, Calif. 

The necessity for this line has been strongly urged by many groups in the 
State of Nebraska, and additional confirmation of the need for this line has 
been indicated in recent weeks in the announcement of the Department of the 
Interior of its support for the construction of this transmission facility. As 
was pointed out by the Department of the Interior in its statement of February 
21, 1956, the transmission line will provide a means of supplying power for 
irrigation pumping loads in central and eastern Nebraska as well as supplying 
firm power to existing customers in the area. 

“The Missouri River Basin project has seasonal firm power usable for special 
summer loads and its availability for use depends only on a means of supplying 
power to the needed areas,” the statement from the Department of the Interior 
declared. 

The urgent need for this souree of power is shown graphically in a study of 
the tremendous load growth in Nebraska, particularly in the area served by the 
Nebraska Public Power System. While the use of electricity in Nebraska has 
been doubling every ten years since the early twenties, the load growth in the 
area serviced by the Nebraska Public Power System has been at a greater rate 
because of the new loads in the rural areas. In the last few years this has 
been particularly true because of the increasing use of electricity to tap 
Nebraska’s underground water resources for irrigation and for processing of 
crops, such as drying grains and alfalfa. 

As an illustration of the tremendous growth in demand for power in Nebraska, 
it should be noted that by the end of 1951 the power demand had reached 220,000 
kilowatts, or more than double the demand just 4 years earlier. It now appears 
that the 1957 demand will double that of 1951. 

Indicative of the increased demand for power for pump irrigation is the fact 
that during 1954 and 1955 the peak demands have occurred in the summer rather 
than in the winter, these summer peaks being 15 percent higher than the winter 
peaks. 

The Nebraska Public Power System expects this trend to continue. If it 
does, the summer peak in 1958 will be approximately 100,000 kilowatts higher 
than the winter peak for that year. 

Fortunately, the characteristics of the Missouri River Basin project are such 
that there will be large quantities of secondary or “summer” power available 
coincident with the increased water releases made necessary by navigation re- 
quirements on the Missouri River. The availability of this power during the 
summer months coincides with the increased requirements of Nebraska for 
pump irrigation and air conditioning. However, to bring this needed power to 
Nebraska, it is imperative that the 230-kilovolt line be built. 

We therefore urge that the Congress appropriate funds for the construction of 
this line for, among others, the following reasons: 

1. It would provide for the most effective use of the power potential of Fort 
Randall Dam, making maximum utilization and hence bringing maximum re- 
turns to the Government from the sale of seasonal energy for which there is no 
other foreseeable market at the present time except at dump rates (construction 
of the line will increase income to the Federal Treasury by an estimated $175,000 
in 1958, and thereafter increasing yearly to a total of approximately $300,000 
per year by 1962, above the amount which would be realized from sale of Missouri 
Basin power as dump power) ; 
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2. It would provide a stimulant to the agricultural economy of Nebraska 
by permitting the increased use of abundant ground water resources which 
presently are not being fully utilized ; and 

3. The construction of this line would be in accord with the traditional policies 
which have been followed by the Congress in providing funds for the marketing 
of federally produced power. 

Additionally, it should be pointed out that the East River Electric Cooperative 
in South Dakota has indicated a desire to enter into an agreement with the 
Nebraska Public Power System under which the Nebraska system would supply 
needed winter power to supplement Bureau power when it is inadequate for 
East River requirements. The construction of this 230-kilovolt line would make 
it practical to enter into a reciprocal arrangement whereby steam plants in 
Nebraska would be used to firm up hydro power, resulting in additional firm 
Bureau power in South Dakota. 

For the above reasons, we urge your support of an appropriation for this needed 
line. 

We wish to express our appreciation to your committee for this opportunity 
to present our views on subjects of vital interest to member utilities of our 
organization. The appropriations we have requested would not only benefit 
the areas most immediately affected, but would be a sound investment for the 
United States Government—an investment that would be repaid in full, with in- 
terest, and would produce new wealth for the country. 

Mr. Gus Norwood, executive secretary of the Northwest Public Power Asso- 
ciation, and Mr. Ken Billington, executive secretary of the Washington Public 
Utility Districts Association, have asked me to submit, in their behalf, the 
appended statements. Neither Mr. Billington nor Mr. Norwood were able to be 
here to present these statements in person, and I would therefore appreciate 
your including their statements in the record of the hearing, following the 
printing of my own prepared statement. Both the Northwest Public Power As- 
sociation and the Washington Public Utility Districts Association are affiliates 
of the American Public Power Association. 


ExHIBIT A 


RESOLUTION No. 8. SupPoRTING FEDERAL CONSTRUCTION OF JOHN Day Dam 


Whereas the Pacific Northwest faces a power shortage starting in 1960; and 

Whereas, the million-kilowatt John Day Dam and navigation locks has been 
authorized by Congress and is now in the final planning stage preparatory to con- 
struction: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the American Public Power Association endorses the earliest 
feasible start of Federal construction of the John Day Dam. 


ExHrsit B 


RESOLUTION No. 6. Favortna CONSTRUCTION OF ForT RANDALL-GRAND ISLAND 
230-KILOVOLT TRANSMISSION LINE 


Whereas the State of Nebraska, an all-public-power State, is primarily engaged 
in agricultural pursuits and has an abundant natural resource in its extensive 
ground-water supply ; and 

Whereas the full and beneficial development of this natural resource is depend- 
ent upon the availability of ample quantities of low-cost electric power for pump 
irrigation purposes; and 

Whereas the Missouri River Basin project on the main stem of the Missouri 
River will soon have available large quantities of secondary power during the 
summer months, which power will not be available during other months of the 
year and for which power there is no foreseeable market except at dump rates 
unless such power is utilized for pump-irrigation purposes during said summer 
months; and 

Whereas the utilization of said secondary or seasonal power for irrigation 
purposes will result in a twofold benefit—(1) it will conserve and put to beneficial 
use for agricultural production the abundant supply of ground water in Nebraska 
now largely unused, and (2) it will provide a ready market at reasonable rates 
for large blocks of power produced by the Government to help repay the cost of 
the Missouri Basin project ; and 
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Whereas the Bureau of the Budget has recommended budgetary funds for the 
construction of a 230-kilovolt transmission line by the Bureau of Reclamation 
from Fort Randall powerplant to Grand Island, Nebr., and the President has ree- 
ommended to the Congress that such line be constructed, thereby making it pos- 
sible to achieve the aforesaid purposes: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the American Public Power Association favors the construc- 
tion of said transmission line by the Bureau of Reclamation and urges the Con- 
gress to authorize such construction. 


STATEMENT BY KEN BILLINGTON, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY 


Twenty-two member public utility districts, serving in excess 225,000 customers 
in over one-half land area of State of Washington, support President’s original 
budget request for Northwest projects Corps of Engineers and Bonneville Power. 
Respectfully cite excellent repayment record now substantially ahead of sched- 
ule of Federal funds invested in such projects. Over $52 million last year includ- 
ing $16 million of interest returned to Treasury on such investment. We would 
make seven specific comments or recommendations relative to budget considera- 
tion: 

1. Under most conservative load-growth estimation without any special indus- 
trial loads power needs very stringent requiring full active partnership between 
Federal and local groups to prevent brownouts. All projects must be kept on 
schedule. 


2. Ice Harbor Dam needs at least $8 million to prevent inefficient time loss in 
construction schedule. 

3. Substantial savings are possible by permitting joint work on rail relocation 
work at Ice Harbor and lower Monumental Dams. This would be in line with 
original authorization of the projects. 

4. Speedup of John Day planning needed looking to earlier start of such project 
as a unit in the Federal program ; recommending $1,450,000. 

5. Supplemental budget cuts at the Dalles and McNary Dams should be 
checked to make certain present schedule of generation is not delayed as local 
utilities have no way of picking up slack on such short notice. 

6. BPA budget analyzed by local groups. Since all funds are repaid with inter- 
est to Federal Treasury from local power bills considerable care exercised to 
make certain no waste or unfeasible lines included. 

7. Local public utility districts strenuously working on self-owned generation 
totaling over 2% million kilowatts but would stress need for continuing Federal 
program to guarantee full river development especially on projects where full 
navigation, flood control, and reclamation benefits might be sacrificed if develop- 
ment limited to local agency or private company resources and needs. 

We appreciate the role of Congress as board of directors of the Columbia River 
power system. We feel that the wisdom of investments made by Congress in 
the development of one of the last remaining great public water resources of our 
Nation was substantiated when need for electric power during World War II 
for the atom bomb, aluminum, and airplanes was answered by Federal Northwest 
power projects. We feel Congress should not be unmindful of the lesson thus 
taught in the light of present world economy and cold war competition from 
Russia. Sound Government investment in the public works program is man- 
datory. 


STATEMENT ON BEHALF OF THE NORTHWEST PUBLIC POWER ASSOCIATION, VAN- 
COUVER, WASH., RELATING TO PACIFIC NORTHWEST HYDROELECTRIC PROJECTS 


My name is Gus Norwood. I serve as executive secretary of the Northwest 
Publie Power Association comprising 100 consumer-owned electric distribution 
systems in Alaska, Montana, Idaho, Oregon, and Washington, including rural 
electric cooperatives, municipal electric distribution systems and utility districts 
serving about 1,800,000 people with electricity. 

I have read and concur in the statement which is being submitted to your com- 
mittee by Mr. Ken Billington for the Washington Publie Utility Districts Associ- 
ation, I regret my inability to come to Washington, D. C., to appear in person. 

Our electric systems have a great stake in the budget for Federal dams. 
Through the purchase of electricity at wholesale our systems pay into the United 
States Treasury about $15 million per year increasing by 1960 to about $30 mil- 
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lion. These funds go largely to repay the Federal investment in the dams to 
gether with all expenses of operation, maintenance, and interest. Through our 
power rates we also pay a heavy tax as a subsidy for irrigation. 

The financial success story of the Columbia River power system is well told in 
the recently issued 18th Annual Report of the Bonneville Power Administration 
which shows under the strict standards of the Federal Power Commission uni- 
form system of accounts an accumulated net income of $110 million. This sur 
plus has been used to repay Federal power investment ahead of depreciation 
requirements. 

In its short 18-year history the Columbia River power system has sold $402 
million worth of electricity. Roughly a half of this revenue has been used to 
repay investment, a quarter for interest and a quarter for operations including 
maintenance and administration. The investment as of June 30, 1955 was 17.11 
percent repaid. The total repayment of $192,188,387 is about $68,100,000 ahead 
of schedule. 

Because we follow this program quite carefully and have a direct stake therein, 
we wish to submit the following recommendations : 


SUPPORT BUDGET REQUESTS 


We endorse the following budget recommendations as submitted by the Pres!- 
dent : 


Alaska power surveys Hills Creek Dam 
2d Fort Peck powerhouse_ 5 Cougar Dam 
Yellowtail Dam The Dalles Dam 
MeNary Dam Green Peter Dam 
Chief Joseph Dam 


However, we are advised that the Army could effectively use $2.45 million at 
Cougar Dam, $2.9 million at Hills Creek Dam, and $735,000 for completing plan- 
ning of Green Peter Dam. 


II, INCREASE JOHN DAY DAM FUNDS 


The budget recommendation of $500,000 of planning at John Day Dam should 
be increased to $1,450,000 as needed to complete planning in fiscal year 1957. 

This association is on record in favor of Federal construction of John Day 
Dam and urges construction funds as soon as feasible. Planning funds of $500,000 
have been available during the current fiscal year. 

The increase in planning funds will save 1 year’s time in the schedule for 
building this million-kilowatt project. The power is urgently needed and is as 
good as sold as soon as the generators are installed. 


Ill, INCREASE ICE HARBOR DAM FUNDS 


The budget recommendation for Ice Harbor Dam should be increased from 
$5 million to at least $8 million as a safeguard to keep this 540,000-kilowatt power 
and navigation project on schedule. 

We have had experience in schedule slippage at McNary and Chief Joseph 
Dams and can testify that there is no economy in getting generators on the line 
a year late. Because we must pay for all interest during the construction period, 
we favor the most economical and expeditious construction schedule. Another 
factor is the need for power. Third, and from the standpoint of the United States 
Treasury, the revenues start coming in only when the generators start spinning. 


Iv. LOWER MONUMENTAL DAM 


The committee should give careful attention to the possible economies of 
several million dollars by combining the highway and railroad relocation work 
of Ice Harbor Dam and lower Monumental Dam just upstream. These dams are 
the 2 lowermost of the 4 lower Snake River Dams authorized in the River and 
Harbor Act of 1945 to provide 14-foot navigation from Lewiston, Idaho, 495 
miles to the Pacific Ocean. 

The navigation benefit does not result until all four dams are built. Therefore 
the projects should be systematically prosecuted. Several years ago I urged that 
the 4 dams be built as 1 project but found this would be without precedent. 

At any rate the highway and rail relocation work at lower Monumental should 
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be authorized now as part of preconstruction activity at lower Monumental. At 
the same time adequate planning funds of at least $200,000 should be provided 
for lower Monumental so it can be placed in active construction so as to be 2 
years behind Ice Harbor. 

SUMMARY 


The Northwest Public Power Association endorses the President’s budget for 
Federal dams in the Pacific Northwest. Second, we urge a 1-year speedup of 
John Day Dam planning by increasing funds from $500,000 to $1,450,000 and 
possibly adding some construction funds. Third, we favor increasing Ice Harbor 
Dam funds from 5 to 8 million dollars. Fourth, we urge preconstruction highway 
and rail relocation work at lower Monumental Dam in order to achieve important 
economies in the building of that project. 

Through your recommendations your committee has built in the Pacific North- 
west one of the finest and most economical electric power systems in the world. 
Weare grateful for your leadership and sound business approach. 

Thank you. 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Mr. Rapin. My name is Alex Radin. I am general manager of the 
American Public Power Association, a national trade organization 
which represents more than 800 local publicly owned electric utilities 
in 40 States, Puerto Rico, and Alaska. 

We represent primarily municipally owned utilities and public- 
utility districts. 

We do not represent any Federal power systems although many of 
our members purchase power at wholesale from the Federal utilities. 


TRANSMISSION LINE, FORT RANDALL TO GRAND ISLAND 


I would like to confine my testimony, Senator, to two areas in par- 


ticular which are of great interest to many of the members of our 
association, the first being the Pacific Northwest and the second being 
the Missouri Basin, and in the latter I am referring particularly to 
the transmission line from Fort Randall to Grand Isi: and, Nebr. 

In connection with the Pacific Northwest situation, the local public 
agencies there are proceeding at a fine pace with projects of their own. 

For example, the city of Seattle is continuing with its Skagit River 
development; the city of Tacoma is proceeding with the Cowlitz 
River project; the C helan County Public Utility “District is proceed- 

ing with its Rocky Reach project ; the Douglas County PUD is going 
ahead with the Wells project, and so forth. But there is still a con- 
tinuing need for Federal power projects in that area. 

The most recent advance report of the Bonneville Power Adminis- 
tration points out that beginning in 1961-62, even under the more 
favorable median month conditions interruptible loads will have to 
be curtailed. 

Under critical year hydro conditions, beginning with 1961-62 
- area will experience a rapidly rising power deficiency reaching 

1,335,000 kilowatts in 1965-66. 

These assumptions are based on what I regard as very conservative 
estimates of load growth. For example, the Bonneville Power Admin- 
istration has predicted these loads on the basis of normal national load 
crowth whereas the experience in the Pacific Northwest since 1940 has 
been that their load has grown at a rate double that of the national 
average, so that I think “that. these predictions bemg made by the 
Bonneville Administration are extremely conservative. They show 





2148 PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 


that even with the work that is in progress at the local level there wil] 
be a deficiency in that area in 1961 and 1962. 

We would, therefore, like to urge the following appropriations: 

We would like to support, first, the budget request for Chiet 
Joseph, McNary, The Dalles, Hills Creek, and Cougar Dams. 


REDUCTION IN FUNDS 


In this connection it is our understanding that the Corps of Engi- 
neers has prepared an amendment to the budget request for some of 
these projects. This amendment would provide for a reduction in 
funds for some of the projects in order to make funds available fo. 
new starts on other projects. 

We would like to suggest, Senator, that the committee investigate 
carefully whether any of these reductions would result in curtail- 
ment of work on some of these projects that I have mentioned. 

Senator Exienper. The committee has taken that matter up as to 
all projects in which there was either an increase or decrease. We 
shall be glad to check as to any projects in which there is a decrease 
or even an increase where that is being done. 

Mr. Raprn. I think that is true, particularly in the case of the 
Chief Joseph and The Dalles project. The Corps of Engineers have 
voluntarily come in and asked for a reduction in appropriations for 
those projects. 

Senator ELLenper. That was because in most cases, of favorable 
bids. But it will not change the time table. 

Mr. Rapin. The time table is a matter that is of principal concer 
to us. 

Senator E.tenper. It will not change it at all. 


ICE HARBOR PROJECT 


Mr. Rapin. That is fine. We are glad to know that. 

Now, the second item in the Pacific Northwest that we are interested 
in is an increase in funds for the Ice Harbor project from $5 million 
to $8 million. 

Senator Etienper. I think you were lucky to get that in last year. 
So let us go easy on that. You have your foot in the door now. 

Mr. Raptr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Extenper. Let us not be too greedy because there are other 
projects, you fee. 

Mr. Raprn. Our only concern there is that progress continue at a 
normal face. While I must say that the information comes to me 
second-hand, it is my understanding that the $5 million level of ap- 
propriations would require a shutdown of operations for a period of 
time during the fiscal year. 

Senator Extenper. You are the first witness to ask for an increase. 

Mr. Rapin. I think others will ask for an increase. 

Senator Exrtenper. Maybe they will. That is a project for which 
this committee recommended funds last year without a budget estimate. 
Mr. Ravtn. Weare most appreciative of the start. 

Senator Exrtenver. This committee assisted quite a few projects in 
your area last year, maybe not all, but including multiple projects, your 
harbor facilities, flood control, and others. I am glad to say that not 
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only have we succeeded in getting the money, but I was pleased to learn 
that as to most of the projects that we put in last year, that is these 
little flood control projects and harbor projects, many of them will be 
completed this fiscal year and in others sufficient money is being asked 
for next fiscal year to ‘complete them. 

Mr. Rapin. Yes, sir. We think the Congress has done a fine job 
in connection with the projects in that area. 

Senator ELLenper. Give credit to the committee, first. 

Mr. Raptn. Yes, sir. We include the committee as part of Congress 
in initiating the work in that area. We are very much appreciative 
of that. Our only concern with the Ice Harbor project is that there 
be no lapse in the work. 

Senator ELLenprer. You do not need to worry about that. You can 
do a lot with $5 million, particularly at the beginning of the operation. 
Later on when you start the closure, when you want to work on the dam 
itself, there will be time enough to get the money necessary to keep this 
project moving, so that it will be completed by the target date. 

Mr. Rapin. Yes. 

JOHN DAY PROJECT 


The third item we are interested in in the Pacific Northwest is plan- 
ning funds for the John Day project. I believe the budget calls for 
$500,000. There again we believe that an increase would fi oer the 
planning and would speed up construction by about 1 ye That is 
the information that we have and in view of the necessity for this proj- 
ect both from the standpoint of power and other purposes we would 
like to see that project speeded up, if at all possible. 


BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION 


The fourth item in which we are interested is the budget estimate of 
$18,700,000 for construction and $7,400,000 for operation and main- 
tenance for the Bonneville Administration. We support the budget 
request for those items. 

Senator ELienper. That will come up under a special subcommittee 
of this subcommittee. Senator Hayden has that special subcommittee. 

Mr. Rapin. I am sorry; I understood that this subcommittee covers 
all public works. 

Senator EL.enper. It does, but I am chairman of the subcommittee 
as a whole, but we have two other special subcommittees of the subcom- 
mittee that deal with TVA, Atomic Energy, and the power marketing 
agencies that you are talking about now. 

Mr. Raprn. I see. 

Senator Etienper. And the facilities are under the direction and 
supervision of the Department of the Interior. But the testimony is 
in the proper place. We will see to it that it gets attention. 

Mr. Raptn. Our member agencies in that area have reviewed budget 
estimates for Bonneville. Since they ultimately must pay the bills 
anyhow, they have approved these items and we assume they are all 
necessary because they certainly would not want to approve items that 
would raise their power bills. 
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FORT RANDALL-GRAND ISLAND TRANSMISSION 


In connection with Fort Randall-Grand Island transmission line, 
I am sure you and the other members of the committee are familiar 
with that situation, but to review it very briefly, the ground-water re- 
sources in Nebraska are one of that State’s most important assets and 
those resources presently are not being utilized fully. They are only 
being partially utilized. 

There is a very fortunate situation in the Missouri Basin in that the 
Bureau of Reclamation must release water from some of the projects 
in the summertime and that makes summer firm power available. 

At the present time, that power is being sold at dump rates. The 
Department of the Interior has now approved the economic feasibility 
of this 230-kilovolt transmission line from Fort Randall to Grand 
Island, which would bring this power down to the heart of the irriga- 
tion pumping load. So we strongly support an appropriation for this 
purpose. We believe it is necessary for the following reasons: 

First, as I mentioned, it would provide a higher rate of return to the 
Government on this summer firm power. 

Secondly, it would provide a stimulant to the agricultural economy 
of Nebraska by permitting the increased use of the abundant under- 
ground water resources of the State. 

Thirdly, the construction of this line would be in accord with the 
traditional policies of the Federal Government in providing facilities 
of that nature. 

Additionally, I think it is of interest to the committee to know that 
the East River Electric Cooperative, which is a transmission coopera- 
tive in South Dakota, has approached the Nebraska Public Power 
System about a quantity of steam power which it requires in the winter 
months to firm up some of the hydropower from the Missouri Basin. 

If this line were built it would not only provide the power for 
Nebraska, but also provide facilities for additional power for South 
Dakota in the wintertime. 

Mr. Chairman, that completes my testimony. I would like to make 
this request of the committee. I have appended to my statement state- 
ments which have been sent to me by Gus Norwood, executive secre- 
tary of the Northwest Public Power Association, and Ken Billington, 
executive secretary of the Washington Public Utility Districts As- 
sociation. Neither one of these gentlemen was able to be present. 
They have asked me to file their statements in the record. 

Senator Ettenper. We will file those for the record. 

Mr. Raptn. We would like, if it meets with your approval, to have 
those published in the hearing following my statement. 

Senator ELLenper. There will be no duplication ? 

Mr. Raptn. No. 

Senator E:.tenper. Then they will be printed in connection with 
your testimony. 

Mr. Rapin. Thank you, sir. 
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SMALL FLoop-Controt Progects 
LETTER FROM SENATOR CASE OF SOUTH DAKOTA 


Senator Ex.enper. I have received a letter from Senator Case of 
South Dakota relative to small flood-control projects which will be 
placed in the record at this point. 

(The letter referred to follows :) 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC Works, 
Washington 25, D. C., April 20, 1956. 
Hon, ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Chairman, Senate Appropriations Subcommittee for Public Works, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: As you know, the Senate has passed S. 3272 which 
would increase to $500,000 from $150,000 the amount which the Army engineers 
may expend on a flood-control project without specific congressional authoriza- 
tion, under section 212 of the Flood Control Act of 1950. 

The bill as it passed the Senate authorizes an increase to $15 million from 
$3 million the amount that may be appropriated in any single year. 

I was particularly interested in seeing this bill reported out from the Com- 
mittee on Public Works and passed by the Senate because it is my observation 
that many relatively small projects have a maximum of benefit for smaller 
communities and suburban areas that are lost sight of in the drive for the big 
spectacular projects. 

I respectfully and earnestly urge that your subcommittee take note of the 
provisions of 8S. 3272 and increase the appropriation for these projects under sec- 
tion 212 of the Flood Control Act of 1950. 

Sincerely yours, 
FRANCIS CASE, 
Senator from South Dukota. 


Senator Ettenper. Are there any questions? 
If not, that completes the testimony for this morning. 
The committee will stand in recess until 2 p. m., Monday, May 7, 
1956. 

(Thereupon, at 11:25 a. m., Friday, May 4, 1956, the subcommittee 
was recessed, to reconvene at 2 p. m., Monday, May 7, 1956). 
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MONDAY, MAY 7, 1956 


Unirep States SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, D.C. 


The subcommittee met at 2 p. m., pursuant to call, in room F-39, the 
Capitol, Hon. Allen J. Ellender (chairman of the subcommittee) 
presiding. 

Present: Senators Ellender, Robertson, Mundt, Smith, and Dwor- 

3 ? ? ’ 
shak. 


CIVIL FUNCTION—DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
MANSFIELD RESERVOIR 
STATEMENT OF SENATOR CAPEHART 


Senator ELLENpvER. The committee will please come to order. 

Senator Capehart wished to appear for the Mansfield Reservoir, 
and I ask leave to place in the record at this point a statement from 
him with respect to that project. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF HON. HoMeErR E. CAPEHART, A UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF INDIANA 


In support of: 1. Mansfield Flood Control Reservoir on Raccoon Creek, Parke 
County, Ind.; 2. Navigation projects on the main stream of Ohio River; 3. 
Evansville waterfront protection survey 


MANSFIELD FLOOD CONTROL RESERVOIR 


I wish to submit this statement to your subcommittee to support appropria- 
tions for flood control and navigation projects which affect ny State of Indiana. 

On February 1, 1956, I wrote to each member of this committee advising 
them of the great need that funds be provided to start construction on the Mans 
field Flood Control Reservoir on Raccoon Creek, Varke County, Ind. As you 
may recall, construction p!ans on this project will be completed July 1, 1956. 
The Indiana Flood Control and Water Resources Commission has discussed 
with the Corps of Army Engineers the urgency of starting construction as soon 
as possible. Together they have estimated that an appropriation of $500,000 
in the budget for the fiscal year of 1957 is required to begin actual ¢ onstruction. 
President Eisenhower has requested the House Public Works Subcommittee 
to add this project to the 1957 budget. 

Of course, the overall cost of this project, some $7,500,000, would be spread 
over a period of years. 

The operation of the reservoir will substantially increase the degree of pro- 
tection afforded by many small levees constructed by Indiana landowners at 
their own expense, and will materially reduce flood stages along unprotected 
areas. 
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It is an integral part of the authorized comprehensive plan for flood control 
in the Ohio River Basin. In addition to the important benefits from its primary 
purpose of flood control, it will provide badly needed incidental benefits for 
recreation and water conservation. 

I am advised by the Corps of Engineers that they consider it a worthy project; 
that its ratio of benefits to costs is 1.4 to 1, and that planning has progressed so 
that they could economically utilize $500,000 in fiscal year 1957, if it were avail- 
able for beginning construction. 


NAVIGATION PROJECTS ON THE MAIN STREAM OF OHIO RIVER 


On March 22, 1956, I submitted a written statement to the public works sub- 
committee of the House advising them of my support of the following projects, 
I know this committee has held extensive hearings on these projects, and I only 
mention them again to keep you advised of my support for the need of these 
projects to promote industrial growth and general economic welfare in the Ohio 
River Basin. 


1. Locks and dam 41, Louisville, Ky., to complete advance engineer- 

ing and design and commerce reconstruction $1, 150, 000 
2. New Cumberland locks and dam, New Cumberland, W. Va., to 

continue construction 10, 000, 000 
. Greenup locks and dam, Greenup, Ky., to continue construction... 9, 900, 000 
. Markland locks and dam, Markland, Ind., to continue construc- 
; 5, 000, 000 
. New Richmond locks and dam, New Richmond, Ohio, for ad- 

vance engineering and design 


EVANSVILLE WATERFRONT PROTECTION SURVEY 


I would also like to urge this committee to include in the appropriation $50,000 
for the Army engineers to study flood-control protection needed by the city of 
Evansville, Ind., located in Vanderburgh County, Ind., along the Ohio River. I 
believe this study is urgently needed and support my recommendation that this 
amount be included in the budget with the attached telegrams from prominent 
citizens in Evansville. 

I appreciate very much having the opportunity to submit my statement on 
these projects for your consideration. 


EVANSVILLE, IND., April 18, 1956. 
Hon. HoMeR CAPEHART, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C.: 


Urge your immediate endeavor secure appropriation for Army engineers study 
protection Evansville during floodwaters present new sewers probably would 
result greater portion of Evansville being covered with flood exceeding 50 foot 
stage. 

STERLING BREWERS, INC., 
R. T. RINEy. 


EVANSVILLE, INnp., April 18, 1956. 
Senator Homer CAPEHART, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


Know you are familiar with urgency of including $50,000 in Army budget for 
Evansville waterfront protection. Evansville should have adequate flood protec- 
tion for citizens and further industrial development. We will all appreciate your 
efforts to accomplish first step in our flood-protection program, 


RALPH BECKER, 
Superintendent of Schools. 
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EVANSVILLE, INp., April 18, 1956. 
Hon. Homer CAPEHART, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

With reference to the $50,000 which is needed to make possible engineering 
survey of Evansville waterfront protection, respectfully urge your prompt efforts 
to secure approval of this item in the Army budget. Successful handling of this 
problem is of great importance from the standpoint of protection to our com- 
munity and is of special importance in the efforts which are being made to secure 
new industries in the city. Any occurrence of flood conditions here would hamper 
our chances of getting new industries to locate in this community. I understand 
that prompt approval of this item in the Army budget would gain valuable time 
and the solution of this problem. Regards. 

G. L. OGLE. 


EVANSVILLE, INbD., April 18, 1956. 
HoMER CAPEHART, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

The great Alcoa news makes progress on flood control in Evansville more timely 
and imperative. Urge every possible action to assure survey funds for water- 
front as requested by Mayor Hartke. 

RicHarp E. MEIER. 


ee 


EVANSVILLE, INp., April 19, 1956. 
Hon. HoMer E. CaPEHART, 
United States Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


We at Evansville College are much concerned about flood-control measures for 
the city. Strongly urge that $50,000 funds in Army budget for Evansville flood 
protection be allocated by Congress for specific study of situation. 

MELVIN W. Hype, 
President, Evansville College. 


EVANSVILLE, INpb., April 19, 1956. 
lion. HOMER CAPEHART, 
Senate Building, Washington, D. C. 


I know you are familiar with urgency of getting the Congress to include $50,000 
funds in the Army budget for Evansville’s waterfront protection. Sure you can 
concur that adequate protection to lives and prope:ty of our citizens and our 
best long-term interests in industrial development make prompt and vigorous 
action important. All worthwhile industrial prospects want assurances of 
protection against 1937 flood levels and they pass up Evansville when this can- 
not be provided. We have suffered far too long with this civie liability and 
deserve comparable flood protection to that provided by all other important Ohio 
River cities. 

SOUTHERN INDIANA GAs & ELEcTRIC Co., 
A. B. Brown, President. 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR WILLIAM E. JENNER 


Senator ELLENDER. Senator Jenner wished to appear in support of 
the Mansfield Reservoir and local flood protection at Evansville, and 
I ask leave to place in the record at this point statements by him with 
respect to those projects. 

(The statements referred to follow :) 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR WILLIAM E, JENNER 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the Committee on Appropriations, I appre- 
ciate the opportunity you have given me to come and speak on behalf of the 
Mansfield Flood Control Reservoir in Parke County, Ind. This project is essen- 
tial for the protection of the people living in the Wabash River Basin. 
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This committee already has the facts which show the real danger to which the 
people in the area have been exposed as a result of floods and the peril which 
they must continue to face unless this project is completed. 

The Mansfield Dam will be an earth-filled structure 112 feet high and 1,800 
feet long. It will be located at mile 32% on Raccoon Creek, near Ferndale, 
Ind. The permanent pool elevation of 640 feet will cover 1,200 acres and extend 
upstream for 6 miles. 

Flood control pool with a top storage at elevation 690, would cover 4,000 acres, 
but would not stay at this stage for any length of time. The permanent pool 
would hold 16,000 acre-feet of water. The flood storage at full usage would be 
116,000 acre-feet, making a total of 132,000 acre-feet for both permanent pool 
and flood storage at maximum periods of uSage. 

The Mansfield project was authorized by law almost 20 years ago, as an inte- 
gral part of the master plan for the control of flood damage in the Wabash 
Basin. As pointed out by the Corps of Engineers, the work on Mansfield can 
be started in July of this year once the appropriation of one-half million dollars 
is approved by Congress. The total cost of the project is estimated at only $7% 
million, a mere fraction of the cost of useless bathing houses and other projects 
built by appropriations of this Congress around the globe. 

I do not wish to take your time to discuss the vast expenditures of funds for 
projects which will bring no benefit whatsoever to a single American citizen. 
You know of these already. Our committee have studied these spending sprees 
in foreign lands and have reported to us the facts. 

I do want to urge you with ail the sincerity at my command to give at least 
equal attention, equal consideration to the people in our river valleys whose 
homes and families face daily threats from rampaging rivers. 

The Mansfield project will eliminate serious flood threats in the lower Raccoon 
Creek Valley over an area of about 7,000 acres of good Hoosier farm land, the 
kind of land that has made American agriculture the model of the world. The 
work will also make a suhstantial contribution to the controlling of floods on 
the main Wabash River and greatly aid in the regulation of stream flows on the 
Ohio River. It is well worth the small sum of money requested from this Con- 
gress by the people of Indiana. 


EVANSVILLE, IND., FLOOD CONTROL PROTECTION 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I appreciate the opportunity 
you have given me to come and speak on behalf of the flood control protec- 
tion needed by the city of Evansville, Ind., located in Vanderburgh County, along 
the Ohio River. 

As pointed out by the Corps of Engineers, none of the main portion of the city 
of Evansville is protected against a flood like that of 1937. Much of the area 
has no flood protection and the area in the Knight Township section, situated 
generally east of the city waterworks, has only partial protection against floods 
considerably smaller than that of 1937. 

It has been pointed out also, by the Corps of Engineers, that the flood protec- 
tion line from the lower end of the completed portion (Knight Township sec- 
tion) downstream to the mouth of Pigeon Creek is common to all plans con- 
sidered for completing the flood protection of Evansville. Prior to initiation of 
any construction, detailed plans will have to be developed. Advanced engineering 
funds are not available and funds will have to be appropriated. It is estimated 
that $50,000 will be required. 

This study is urgently needed and I am happy to support the recommenda- 
tion of the Corps of Engineers, that $50,000 be included in the budget for the 
advance planning of a portion of the flood wall in the city of Evansville, Ind. 





PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 2157 


Ditton Dam 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN W. BRICKER, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF OHIO 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Senator Errenper. The Dillon Dam. 

Senator Bricker. 

Senator Bricker. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
was over here in 1954 and presented the Dillon Dam project to your 
committee. Nothing was done on it at that time. It has again been 
brought forcibly to my attention because of the efforts of the Bank- 
ing and Currency C ommittee to find a solution to the terrific damage 
that comes from floods and winds and the like. 

To bring it back to my home State, this project we are interested in 
here is, I think, one of the most important remaining projects. 

It is on the Licking River and was authorized in 1938. There has 
been approximately 9 million spent on it. One dike has been built. 


RELOCATION OF RAILROAD TRACKS 


The relocation of railroad tracks has been partially completed. The 
piers have been constructed. The steel has been ordered and is now 
in warehouses at Marietta and Zanesville, waiting for the construc- 
tion of bridges across the river. 

Dillon Dam was part of the original Engineers’ program for the 


control of the Muskingum Valley. The Licking, on which this dam 
is located, flows into the Muskingum, and the Muskingum flows into 
the Ohio. 

This is not only important to the people of Ohio, down the Muskin- 
eum Valley, but also would control the hump on the Ohio River, which 
is very destructive practically every year We experience annual 
floods down there that cause great loss. This would be an important 
step in the control of the Ohio River floods, and of course the floods of 
the Mississippi River. 

JOINT STATEMENT 


[ have a statement that I have prepared in regard to the Dillon 
project in which Senator Bender joins me, asking for the appropria- 
tion of $2,600,000, which the Engineers estimate to be the amount 
they could use in the next year, practically and constructively, in 
extending this program. 

We cannot approach this as if it were a denovo program but we 
mys: consider that there has been approximatly $9 million spent on 
it, which is now being lost. The construction work that has been done 
is deteriorating. So there is an additional need to continue this 
program. 

The engineers are in favor of it. The people, of course, down 
the valley are very much in favor of it. The people in Zanesville 
are also. 
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OPPOSITION TO PROJECT 


There is some opposition in the upstream locations because there 
will be some flooding of land in the reservoir area. There will also be 


some easements necessary on adidtional land to provide for extremely 
heavy flooding at any time. 


With the permission of the chairman and the members of the com- 
mittee, I would like to submit a statement for the record, a history 
of this project, and some of the testimony that has been given in the 
past, as adduced by the Corps of Engineers. It is too long to read 
at this time, and unnecessary to do that, but the staff can digest it all 
and bring it to the attention of the committee. 


AMOUNT REQUESTED 


I strongly urge that the program for the construction of the Dillon 
Dam be continued and that the appropriation of $2,600,000, approxi- 
mately, be made available for this year. 

Sen: itor ELLenper. Your statement, Senator, will be placed in the 
record in full. 

Senator Bricker. Thank you very much. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT BY SENATOR JOHN W. BRICKER ON THE DILLON DAM 


The recent floods on both the east and west coasts have once again brought 
home the terrible destructive force of tioodwaters. These tragedies resulted in 
untold human misery and millions of dollars of property damage. In years 
past in Ohio, we have had our own bouts with rampaging rivers. 

The Banking and Currency Committee, of which I am a member, has made 
every effort to find a solution to aid the victims of these disasters, but better 
even than relief is prevention of flood disasters. 

I am appearing before this committee again as I did in 1954 to request your 
help in preventing or alleviating a future disaster in Ohio. I am requesting 
funds to complete a flood control project in Ohio. Specifically, construction of 
Dillon Dam on the Licking River in the southeastern part of my State. The 
Licking River is a tributary of the Muskingum River which in turn is tributary 
to the Ohio. The Muskingum River basin is the seventh largest of the 20 major 
drainage areas of 1,000 square miles or more directly tributary to the Ohio 
liver. 

Dillon Dam was authorized in 1938 at an estimated cost of $6,848,000 and was 
the last major unit in the comprehensive plan for flood control in the Ohio 
ltiver Basin. Fourteen other reservoirs in the Muskingum area have been com- 
pleted. This one project, which would control about 29 percent of the uncon- 
trolled drainage area above the city of Zanesville, has not been completed. 

Close to $9 million, or roughly one-third of the estimated total cost of 
$28,800,000, have been appropriated. No funds, however, have been available 
since the end of the Korean war although $2 million were requested for 1955. The 
project at its present stage of construction does not offer one cent of flood pro- 
tection for our investment. 

The project includes the construction of an earth-fill dam at a maximum height 
of 118 feet and with a top length of 1,350 feet. Four dikes will be needed for 
the reservoir. Railroad tracks, highways, and power, pipe, and telephone lines 
must he relocated. 

Some of the land has been acquired and one dike has been completed, but 
most of the work has been on the relocation of a railroad. The piers and abut- 
ments for three railroad bridges have been completed. Fabricated steel for two 
of the bridges has been stored in the area since 1948. The partially completed 
fills and cuts are now being damaged by the weather and lack of maintenance. 
The relocation, although about 77 percent complete, has not reached the stage 
where it can be turned over to the railroad. Most of the $2,600,000 which the 
engineers could utilize in the next fiscal year would be used for completion of 
the railroad relocation. 
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The project has been justified several times to Congress as part of the flood- 
control plan for the Ohio River Basin. Moreover, it is also very important to 
the residents of the Muskingum Valley. Both the Ohio and Muskingum Valleys 
are growing in industrial importance. The delay in securing adequate flood 
protection retards development and lowers the land values downstream and 
results in unsettled and uncertain conditions for the residents in the reservoir 
basin. It destroys incentive for the improvement of their property and impairs 
the market for its sale. 

There was some flooding in the city of Zanesville in 1945 and again in 1952. 
The Army engineers estimate this flood caused over one-half million dollars 
damage in the Muskingum Valley. The 14 existing reservoirs prevented some 
$706,000 additional damage in that flood. The one dam that has not been com- 
pleted, Dillon, would have prevented more than $200,000 in damages. As these 
figures are based upon 1952 prices it is pertinent to mention that a recurrence 
of such a flood, considering the present state of valley development and current 
prices, would cause substantially greater damages. 

The 14 existing reservoirs, although operating under normal procedures, were 
not sufficient to prevent the 1952 flood. General Itschner stated the 1952 flood 
occurred because heavy rainfall fell on the areas that were not controlled by 
existing dams, i. e., the areas of the Upper Muskingum below the existing dams 
and the area that would be controlled by the Dillon Reservoir on the Licking 
River. 

It would be unrealistic to weigh this project’s benefit-to-cost ratio as though 
no expenditures had already been made. On the basis of the cost of the work 
yet remaining to be done, the benefit-cost ratio is 1.83 to1. If we were to assume 
that no work had been done on this project, the benefit-to-cost ratio would still 
be 1.31 to1. These figures reflect July 1955 prices. 

There are 104 projects with flood-control benefits in the 1957 budvet request. 
For five of them no benefit-to-cost ratio has been determined. However, 70 of 
the other 99 have a benefit-to-cost ratio of less than 1.83 to 1, and 30 projects 
have a ratio of less than 1.31 to 1. Therefore, even if the imm2asurable element 
of human misery is not considered, this project’s relative economic benefits still 
justify its completion. 

The present budget request of nearly 306 million dollars for flood-control and 
multiple-purpose projects does not provide anything for these purposes in Ohio. 
In fact, less than a half-million dollars have been appropriated for these pur- 
poses in Ohio in the last 5 years. 

The Dillon Dam has been many times justified. Probably few other flood- 
ontrol projects have received such close scrutiny as has Dillon Dam. Under- 
standably the landowners above the dam object to their land being taken for 
the benefit of those living below the dam. This is almost always true when it 
is necessary to take property for public purposes. 

Dillon Dam is needed and the delay in its completion results in a continuing 
injustifiable and unexplainable waste of the Fedeval Government’s investment. 
I request that you recommend to the Senate the appropriation of $2,600,000 
to enable work to proceed on this project. 

I have with me a statement setting forth the background of the Dillon project 
and bringing its pertinent data up to date. Senator Bender joins me in sub- 
mitting the statement for the record. 

The Dillon Dam and Reservoir project, authorized in the Flood Control Act of 
June 28, 1938, provides for the construction of an earth-fill dam on the Licking 
River 5.8 miles above the confluence of the Licking and Muskingum Rivers at 
Zanesville, Ohio. Its chief purpose is for flood control. The maximum height 
of the dam will be 118 feet with a top length of 1,350 feet. An uncontrolled 
concrete-lined spillway will be provided in the left abutment and the outlet works 
will consist of two gate-controlled conduits near the right abutment. Four dikes 
will need to be constructed for the reservoir. The project also includes the relo- 
cation of 19.5 miles of tracks of the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad, 12.2 miles of 
highways, 32.7 miles of powerlines, 17.2 miles of pipelines, and 34.2 miles of tele- 
phone and telegraph lines. It also includes the relocation of 360 graves and the 
acquisition of 15,180 acres of land. 

General Chorpening wrote to me in 1954 giving more details as to the project 
and indicating its present status. 

“Construction of the project was initiated in June 1946 when relocation of the 
Baltimore & Ohio Railroad was commenced. This phase of the project has been 
brought to about 77 percent completion. Construction of Nashport Dike, to- 
gether with relocation of affected highway and utility facilities, is complete. 
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Relocation agreements have been entered into with the 18 owners having facili- 
ties affected by the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad relocation. Of the estimated 800 
tracts of land required for the project, 131 tracts have been acquired. The entire 
project is about 34 percent complete. 

“As presently planned, a permanent conservation pool will be maintained at 
elevation 734 mean sea level, extending up Licking River 10.3 miles, with a sur- 
face area of 1,500 acres. The volume of this conservation pool is 15,000 acre-feet, 
The net storage of 279,000 acre-feet which is available between the conservation 
pool and the spillway crest elevation 790 mean sea level is required for flood 
control. 

“Curves showing the frequency of filling of Dillon Reservoir have been prepared 
and the following tabulation lists pool elevation versus frequency of occurrence 
for various pool elevations in the reservoir: 

Frequency 
l’ool elevation, feet mean sea level: 
73 


THO 


1 Permanent pool. 


xyeneral Itschner expanded upon this information in a letter to me this year. 

“Of the estimated 800 tracts of land required for the project, 131 tracts have 
heen acquired consisting of 3.921 acres acquired in fee, and 531 acres for which 
flowage easements have been obtained. There remains an estimated 1,730 acres 
te be acquired in fee and 4,924 acres on which it is contemplated that flowage 
easements be secured. An estimate made in 1947 indicated that approximately 
1.200 people would be displaced as a result of the construction of the dam. 

“The bridge, superstructure, and railroad steel which was purchased in con- 
nection with the relocation work prior to suspension of the project is still in 
storage. The small steel is stored in a depot in Marietta; the big steel is stored 
in Zanesville.” 

The estimated cost of the entire project is $28,800,000 of which $8,824,000 has 
been expended. The Corps of Engineers estimate it could profitably utilize 
$2,600,000 during the first fiscal year in which construction is resumed. I am 
informed these funds would be used as follows: 


Continued land acquisition___- = _ ries S $190, 000 
Continued county road relocation es es ee 30, 000 
Initiate and complete track work and appurtenances, B. & O. RR. 

TRCN as ins aes t 2, 045, 000 
Continued utility relocations ; sealer & ; 60, 000 
Engineering and design 105, 000 
Supervision and administration__ 


Total 2, 600, 000 


The Dillon Dam has always been considered a project necessary for the con- 
trol of floods in the Muskingum and Ohio River Basins. 

General Itschner wrote me last year that “This office is of the opinion that 
Tillon Reservoir is necessary for the adequate control of Muskingum River 
floods.” Colonel Starbird of the engineers testified in 1954 that the Dillon proj 
ect is “one of the higher priority ones for completion.” General Chorpening 
also wrote in 1954. 

“The operation of this reservoir will serve as an essential supplement to the 
14 existing reservoirs in the Muskingum River Basin and is a meritorious unit 
in the system of reservoirs for reduction of floods on the Ohio River. The 
reservoir will control approximately 29 percent of the presently uncontrolled 
area above the highly industrialized city of Zanesville, Ohio, and will greatly 
decrease the hazards of heavy damages from extreme floods that still exist 
in the Muskingum River Valley. The benefits to be obtained will accrue largely 
along the Muskingum River below the mouth of the Licking River ineluding the 
towns of Zanesville, McConnelsville, and Marietta, Ohio. The area below Zanes- 
ville includes two large steam electric plants and expanding chemical and in- 
dustrial developments. In addition, benefits will be provided by the project to 
cities and towns, valuable farmlands, and railroads and highways along the 
Ohio River from Marietta, Ohio, to Cairo, Ill. Benefits will also accrue to the 
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project by operation of the conservation pool to provide increased low-water 
flow during dry periods.” 

Col. J. B. Arthur, the former district engineer in charge, testified at the hear- 
ing on this project in 1947 as did a number of others who had studied this project. 

“Colonel ARTHUR. First, as to the procedure under which the 14 dams referred 
to were built; and second, concerning the Dillon Dam. 

“As regards procedure, I was directed to prepare a program of flood control 
and water conservation in the Muskingum Valley in accordance with an agree- 
ment between the Muskingum Conservancy District and the Public Works Ad- 
ministration. The Public Works Administration made an allocation for this 
purpose of $32,500,000, which was subsequently increased. I conceived my 
function to be secure with those funds the maximum flood control which could 
be secured with that amount of money. 

“T was not directed nor authorized to prepare plans which provide complete 
flood control for the Muskingum Valley. For that reason a study was made of 
some 39 dam sites and of the relative benefits to the valley as a whole of each 
of the proposed dams. Among that number was Dillon. 

“Because there was a limit on the amount of money that could be spent, it was 
eventually decided that Dillon Dam would not be included in the original project, 
largely on account of the cost involved, and the feeling on my part that a better 
expenditure of funds would result in the construction of the 14 dams which were 
constructed. Subsequently the Congress directed and the Corps of Engineers 
prepared a comprehensive plan for the flood control in the Ohio River Valley in 
which there was no limitation on the total amount of money which might be 
included. 

“When that occurred a restudy was made of the Dillon Dam and its part in the 
entire Ohio River Basin project, and the Dillon Dam was recommended for 
construction by me as being necessary for full flood control in the Muskingum 
Valley, as well as for additional benefits on the Ohio and Mississippi Rivers below. 

“As for the statement that the people in the valley had no opportunity to be 
heard on this subject, why, I would like to say that I remember very distinctlyv— 
and I think the records will confirm me—that I had a public hearing in the city 
of Zanesville at which all opponents and proponents were given an opportunity 
to appear and say whatever they had to say on the subject. 

* * ¥ 4 * . ~ 


“Colonel ArrHurR. * * * there was greater benefit allowed for flood control on 
the Ohio and the Mississippi than was allowed on the lower Muskingum. So 
the Dillon Reservoir was selected as a unit in a comprehensive system for the 
entire Ohio River Basin prior to the time that the 14 other reservoirs, which 
were primarily for flood control. 

* « * 4 a * - 

“Mr. McGreeor. Colonel, why was not the Dillon Dam included in the original 
plan when the 14 dams were decided upon? And did you not decide at that 
time that it was too high a price, that the cost of construction would not justify 
the benefits? 

“Colonel ArTHuR. I explained at the time it was not included in the 14 original 
dams because I was sent to the Muskingum Valley not to prepare a comprehensive 
flood-control plan for the entire valley but to prepare the best plan that I could 
for the amount of money which was made available. And, because of the high 
costs relatively and this limitation on the amount of money that could be spent, 
it was my conclusion that the construction of the remaining dams would be more 
economical and give more for the money than would the construction of Dillon 
Dam. 

“That, however, was at a time when we were operating under agreement with 
the local political subdivisions, which also had certain obligations, which have 
subsequently been removed, and did not take into consideration the fact that 
Dillon Dam is an important unit in the Ohio River Basin flood control aside 
from the local benefits within the Muskingum Valley. 

“And I might add, as I believe I stated previously, that Dillon Dam was 
selected for construction in the Muskingum Valley by the Army engineers prior 
to the time that the Muskingum Conservancy District was authorized to build the 
14 dams that were built, because of its importance in the Ohio River system, 
and that the amount of storage behind the dam, in terms of acre-feet, determined 
its value. And Dillon Dam will store more water than any of the remaining 
14 dams in the area.” 

A Mr. Curphey, who was on the staff of the engineers during the time when 
the dam was designed and planned, stated: 
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“* * * As a matter of fact, I was in the Dam and Reservoir Section and 
wo'ked on the analyses of design. I know that the Dillon Dam site was 
seriously considered at that time, but due to insufficient funds it was not 
constructed. That was in 1932.” 

A telegram from Mr. Bryce Browning, from the Muskingum Conservancy Dis- 
trict, was included in the record. It stated: 

“Reference your request information Dillon Dam, our engineers advise all their 
studies indicate desi.ability of additional flood storage on Licking River for 
protection Zanesville and lower valley communities as provided by proposed 
Dillon Dam. Dillon Dam was unit in original flood-control plan of conservancy 
district but was eliminated because of high cost. Our engineers also advise re- 
cent flood further emphasizes necessity prompt completion Dillon Dam.” 

Colonel Person, the Deputy Director of Civil Works for the Army engineers, 
stated: 

“* * * The Dillon Reservoir will supplement the 14 existing flood-control and 
conservation reservoirs in the Muskingum River Basin. Through control of 
approximately 29 percent of the now uncontrolled area above Zanesville, the 
reservoir will greatly decrease flood damages in the Muskingum Valley and will 
effect marked reduction in floods on the Ohio River. It will also provide addi- 
tional conservation water for water supply, pollution abatement, navigation, 
and recreation and wildlife benefits. 

“The flood-control benefits are along the Muskingum below the mouth of 
the Licking River including the towns of Zanesville, McConnelsville, and 
Marietta, Ohio, and many cities and towns along 800 miles of the Ohio 
River from Marietta to Cairo. The Dillon Reservoir will reduce the crest 
of a flood equal to the 1913 flood by 4 feet at Zanesville, and will reduce the 
peak flow contributed to the Ohio River by 32,000 cubie feet per second.” 
A letter from General Wheeler, Chief of Engineers, stated: 

“The communities along the Muskingum River from Zanesville to Mari- 
etta, although protected to a considerable degree by the 14 existing reser- 
voirs, remain subject to a flood hazard because of the large uncontrolled 
watershed area and the possibility of a flood on the Licking River. The 
uncontrolled drainage area above Zanesville, including the 780 square miles 
of the watershed of the Licking River, is 2,572 square miles, or 37.6 percent 
of the total area above Zanesville. Although the existing reservoirs are ade- 
quate to reduce all but major floods on the Muskingum River below damage 
stage at the more important communities upstream from the influence of 
backwater from the Ohio River floods, heavy damage will result from extreme 
floods until additional protection is provided. 

“It is estimated that the present average frequency of damaging floods at 
Zanesville, as modified by the existing reservoirs, is equivalent to 1 occurrence 
in 10 years, and that if the Dillon Reservoir were constructed this frequency 
could be reduced to 1 recurrence in 50 years. Should a flood equivalent to that 
of the maximum of record (March 1913) occur, it is estimated that the crest 
at Zanesville as modified by the 14 existing reservoirs could be reduced by the 
operation of the Dillon Reservoir an additional 4 feet, or from a stage of 37.8 
feet to 33.8 feet. Flood stage at Zanesville is 28 feet. Flood reductions along 
the Ohio River would be significant during major floods. During a flood equiva- 
lent to that of 1913, the Dillon Reservoir could hold out a peak flow of 32,000 
cubic feet per second at the dam site and an average flow of 11,300 cubic feet 
per second during a period of 83 days before and 3 days after the Ohio River 
crested at the mouth of the Muskingum River. These estimates of holdout flow 
are considered conservative, in that they were nade on the assumption that 
a bankful stave of 7,000 cubie feet per second would be maintained at the 
proposed Dillon Dam during flood periods.” 

I have heard that the suggestion that a series of small dams be substituted 
for the Dillon Dam has been renewed. This idea also was considered in the 
1917 hearing and earlier. Colonel Person testified : 

“s 2 During the hearings before the Flood Control Committee, House of 
Representatives, in connection with the 1946 Flood Control Act, considerable dis- 
cussion was had concerning a proposal of the Licking Valley Protective Associ- 
ation for the substitution of a series of small dams for the authorized Dillon 
Dam. At that time, May 3, 1946, the Corps of Engineers testified that the cost 
of such a plan would be greatly in excess of the estimated cost of the Dillon Dam 
and its benefits would be materially less. The 1946 Flood Control Act, approved 
July 24, 1946, made no change in the authorized Dillon project.” 

It was further discussed : 
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“Mr. WHITTINGTON. * * * what you are saying to the committee is that in 
that area the good people of Ohio are rather running true to form; that, gen- 
erally speaking, in any improvement of an area the people at the dam or above 
the dam whose property is being taken, like other people whose property is being 
condemned for that purpose, would like to have some other solution found? 

“Mr. CLay Lirtick (of the Zanesville Publishing Co.). Yes. 

“Mr. WHITTINGTON. Whether it is for a dam or for a highway, they just rather 
have some other solution found to the prcblem. 

“Now is it not also true that before this project was finally approved, after 
it was included in the act of 19388, and renewed in 1946, that the recommendation 
of that Licking Valley Association, that small dams on the tributaries be 
explored 7 

“Mr. Lirrick. That is correct. 

“Mr. Wuittincron. And a nuinber of engineering proposals that had been 
made also be explored, and the engineers came to the conclusion that if the 
smaller dams shouid be constructed it would take more land and would cost the 
Government more money than to construct this single dam? 

“Mr. Lirtick. Yes; and that it would dislocate a great many more families.” 

It has been suggested that if the present facilities were operated properly 
there is no need fer the dam. There was some flooding in Zanesville in 1945. 
The suggestion was made in the 1947 hearings. There was flood damage again 
in Zanesville in 1952 and the same argument was made as to that flood. The 
engineers answered these arguments in 1947. 

“Mr. Witson. Colonel Arthur, yesterday witnesses testified to the effect that 
the water had not been properly released from some of these reservoirs in order 
to afford the maximum flood protection. Have you any comment to make on 
that testimony? 

“Colonel ARTHUR. Yes, I have, very definitely. 

“Mr. WILson. Has the water been properly released or has it not, 

“Colonel ARTHUR. I cannot say that it has, because I do not know how it is re- 
leased. But I will say the inference from the fact that the reservoir there, if there 
is over 25 percent of their capacity, does not justify the conclusion that the opera- 
tions were not as they should have been. In the operation of a reservoir no engi- 
neer would attempt to pass upon such matters unless he knew what the rainfall 
was for the various sections of the area sought to be protected by the reservoir, 
the predictions of the Weather Bureau as to what the subsequent rainfalls were 
going to be, and as to what space was available at the particular moment. All 
of those items would be necessary in a proper evaluation of the efficiency of the 
operation. 

“Mr. Wriison. Colonel Person, in your opinion, are the engineering facilities 
adequate for the proper release of the water, 

“Colonel Person. They are adequate fur the proper releasing of the water; al- 
though the projects now completed are not adequate to control floods in the 
Muskingum Valley. 


* * * * * * * 


“Mr. Witson. Then why is it that we have floods, Colonel Person, and do not 
hold the water in the reservoirs already built; is it because the water has not 
been released or that there has been improper operation of these reservoirs? 

“Colonel Person. No; it is not. It is a case of a flood. As Colonel Arthur 
explained, the very first time we get high water, the rainfall is heavy, we may 
have flood control, and we build the reservoirs without regard to what might 
happen in the future, and if we do that we will not have flood control. We must 
keep remembering the necessity of using the reservoirs for the purpose of flood 
control, and to the extent that the reservoirs are full at the time the flood occurs 
the reservoirs become useless insofar as furnishing an outlet for the floodwaters 
is concerned.” 


* * * * * * * 


“Colonel Person. And I would like to point out that the discharge in the 
1945 flood was 60,000 second-feet, whereas the discharge in 1913 flood was 250,000 
second-feet. 

“Colonel ArtuuR. I would like to add one comment on that statement, Mr. 
Chairman: While it is true that the probability of floods of such magnitude 
occurring is only once in about every 48 years, there is no assurance that any 
heavy storm is not that particular flood. In other words, when a very heavy 
rainfall starts in a basin the operators of the dams must assume that that rain- 
fall might develop into that 48-year flood, and it is therefore necessary that they 
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get out of the reservoir as rapidly as possible without causing any damage down- 
stream the water behind the dams, so that, if the additional rainfall occurs, 
there will be space still behind the dams to store and run off some of that 
additional rainfall. 

“And the mere fact that the 45 days of total rainfall in the Muskingum 
Valley might have been the greatest amount of rainfall, standing alone, does not 
have any significance. Floods are not caused by continuous rainfall of moderate 
intensity over a period of 45 days, but are caused by intensive rainfall over a 
short period of time. We never hear of floods occurring merely because there 
has been continuous and moderate rainfall over a watershed.” 

I have taken up the matter of the operation of the existing dams during the 
1952 flood with the engineers. General Itschner answered me. 

“The flood on the Muskingum River in January 1952, was caused, not by in- 
correct operation of the reservoirs in the Muskingum River Basin, but by heavy 
rainfall on areas not controlled by dams. The areas of the upper Muskingum 
below the dams and the watershed of the Licking River are completely uncon- 
trolled. The reservoirs were operated so as to produce the greatest possible 
reduction consistent with the requirement that the corps be prepared for the 
maximum possible flood. This requirement prevents some storage in the early 
stages of a flood and limits the reduction of moderate floods, while producing 
the greatest possible effect on more severe floods. The total runoff stored during 
the flood of 1952 by the 14-reservoir system amounted to 423,485 acre-feet or 
approximately 70 percent of the total storm runoff from the controlled drainage 
area, thereby reducing the flood stage at Zanesville by 2.7 feet. Since the 
heaviest rainfall occurred on the uncontrolled areas nearest to Zanesville, only 
limited reduction of the crest stage at Zanesville, was possible. The area on 
the Licking River that would be controlled by Dillon Reservoir was subjected to 
the heaviest rainfall. Control of this area would have completely prevented any 
flood at Zanesville and below on the Muskingum River upstream of Ohio River 
backwater. 

“Operation of the Muskingum Reservoir system was initiated promptly in 
accordance with standard operation procedure as soon as it became apparent 
that high stages would prevail at downstream points. The storage of virtually 
all rnnoff from the controlled areas indicates that there was no tardiness in 
effecting operation. A review of the reservoir operations confirms efficient 
operation.” 

Other facts abont the project were brought out in the 1947 hearing which 
may be of interest to the committee. 

“Mr. WHITTINGTON. It is true you have taken into consideration the housing 
situation in trying to do the spadework of relocating the railroads and displacing 
as few people as you could, or is it not true? 

“Colonel Person. Yes. Our plan is, we will not acquire the land in the reser- 
voir area until as late as possible before the time that they go into effect on 
the closure of the dam. 

“Mr. WHITTINGTON. Under the law you don’t have to actually close that reser- 
voir until you complete it; is that right? 

“Colonel PeErsoN. That is right, and we don’t plan to acquire the lands in that 
area unless we have to.” 

* % * * * * a 


“Colonel ArrHur. I started to say the statement was made by the Newark 
Chamber of Commerce spokesman that if the Dillon Dam were built the city of 
Newark would be flooded. That simply is not a fact. The elevation of the 
river at the approach to this dam was determined by levels, and it was actually 
determined and even if we assume that at some future date there will be a flood 
in the Licking River 25 percent in excess of what has ever occurred in the 
records of the river, the water would still lack something like one and a half 
miles of reaching the city of Newark.” 

+ * * » » a + 

“Colonel ArtuHur. * * * Another statement was made that 10,500 acres of 
agricultural and other lands would be taken out of cultivation as a result of this 
project. 

“T take exception to that statement because actually there will be really taken 
out of cultivation only 1,500 acres. The remainder of the acreage up to the 
spillway level will be affected only intermittently, and if the experience in the 
Miami conservancy district, or in the remaining dams in the Muskingum con- 
servancy district, is any criteria, cnly a small percentage of the acreage will be 
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covered. In fact in the 14 reservoirs the United States does not own much of 
the land within the reservoir area; there is only an easement to flood at certain 
irregular and unknown periods; and for that easement and for the damage 
which might result from such floods the proper owner has been paid in the fourm 
of an easement agreement; so that the permanent area that is taken out of 
cultivation is 1,500 and not 10,500. 

“The question of cost has also been raised. And I might say that the first 
estimate of cost for the Dillon Dam, which was prepared on the basis of map 
studies without field investigation, was approximately $7 million, That was in 
1934.” 


* * * * * 7 * 


“STATEMENT OF ALFRED W. BAKER, PRESIDENT OF THE ZANESVILLE, OHIO, CHAMBER 
OF COMMERCE 


“Mr. Baker. Colonel Person’s statement says that if we use the water from 
this dam it must be paid for. 

“Colonel Person. That is correct. There has been as yet no formal request 
from the city of Zanesville for use of the water, although discussions have taken 
place. If they make the formal request and the request is approved they will 
have to pay an amount for the use of the water which will be determined by 
the association.” 

TOTAL COST OF PROJECT 


Senator ELLeNnpeEr. I wish to ask you this, Mr. Tofani: Am I correct 
that the estimated cost of this project is $28,800,000 ¢ 

Mr. Torani (B. J. Tofani, Chief of Programs, Corps of Engineers). 
That is the total cost. 

Senator ELLenper. Has that varied any since the last estimate? 

Mr. Torani. I don’t recall, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator ELLenper. Will you supply the committee with an analysis 
of the costs up to date, and also the cost-benefit ratio ? 

Mr. Torant. Yes, sir. 

Senator Bricker. The ratio here is much more favorable than it is 
in a majority of the others estimated by the Army engineers. 

Senator ELLENbEr. Well, Senator, I wish to state that it is the pur- 
pose of the chairman, as soon as we hear from all outside witnesses, 
to then summon again the Corps of Engineers, and we will go over all 
of the projects in the light of local recommendations. 

Senator Bricker. That will be very satisfactory, because we are in 
a favorable light as far as the cost ratio and the bene its are concerned. 

And Mr. Merrell, manager of the Zanesville Ch: umber of Commerce, 
is here prepared to testify, and also Mr. Keslar, the president of the 
Zanesville City Council. 

I will leave this statement with the reporter, then. 

Senator ELLtenper. Thank you. 

Senator Benper. Do you have anything to add? 


Ditton Dam 


STATEMENT OF HON. GEORGE H. BENDER, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF OHIO 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Senator Benner. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
when the United States Government invests $9 million in a project, 
and, as the chairman indicated, the total cost of the project would 
run approximately $29 million, it is clear that this has been going 
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on for a long time. Obviously the Government felt that this was a 
necessary investment, and it Seems inc redible that it has been per 
mitted to lag because of some narrow provincial attitude on the part 
of a few individuals. 

I have advocated this. I am a former member of the Rivers and 
Harbors Committee of the House; and, as Senator Bricker has said, 
the surveys have been made. We know the need is here. 

Certainly this area requires that relief. They are an intelligent 
constituency in that part of the State, and they are not asking for any 
thing that is not desirable. Since the Federal Government appro 
priates money for like projects in all the States where necessary, 
where needed, and since Ohio is one of the big taxpaying States of the 
Union, when we ask for something we go over it with a fine-tooth 
comb. 

And this project has received consideration in the beginning and 
has been approved, and there it is. 

And because of some slight opposition on the part of 2 or 3 individ- 
uals, we find ourselves stymied. 

Sena‘or EiLenper. How long has it been since any work was done on 
this project ? 

Senator Bricker. Not since the Korean war. It was stopped 
because of the Korean war; not because of any disapproval of the 
program, at all, but because of lack of materials at that time they 
were caused to stop work on it, and then we have been unable to get 
additional appropriations since that time. 

Senator Benper. There are approximately 4267 square miles af- 
fected in this area. Certainly, since the chairman knows something 
about the whole Mississippi Valley, and since his forebears came from 
Ohio, I know he has a weak spot for Ohio. 

Senator ELLenprr. A tender spot. 

Senator Benprr. Now, Ohio pays its share of the Federal load, and 
we enjoy doing it. Whenever the expenditure is necessary, we believe 
in cooperating. 

And so we are asking for this relatively small sum of $2,600,000 now 
to do the work that is necessary. We can spend that money wisely, 
and the engineers approve of this. There is no opposition, except, as 
I say, from a very limited number of people. And I can’t conceive 
of our continuing the policy of forgetting about what we have alread) 
exnended. 

Coneresses, Republican and Democrat alike, have supported this 
and believe in it. We know that our people in that area are entitled 
to that relief. I trust that, Senator Ellender, you and Senator Mundt 
and Senator Dworshak and all the members of this committee will be 
just as considerate as you were in connection with Markland Dam. 
And I know you are a very considerate person. 

Senator ELtenper. I want to give you gentlemen assurance that 
this project will receive full consideration. And mav I state to the 
four Congressmen who appeared in the picture a while ago that if 
they will do a little spadework on the other end of the hall, we will 
all be happy. I will give you assurance of that. 

If you can get Mr. Taber to nnt in a couple of million dollars, we 
will be able to do a better job at this end. 
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Senator Brenper. Mr. Chairman, having been a member of the 
House for 14 years, I appreciate what you say, and I am aware of the 
attitude of some of the leadership in the House. 

I recall vividly repeatedly voting for measures that the Senate im- 
proved on when the House failed to do its job. Whether the projects 
were in North Dakota or Idaho or Mississippi or any other place, 
we tried to do what we thought was right. And you wound up with 
what you wanted. 

All I want to say is this: 

Of course, 1 am occupying a seat here alongside of a great man, 
for whom I have respect, Mr. John Bricker and for whom I have great 
affection. He was a great Governor and served the State very well. 
And they criticize him for being too conservative. 

Certainly, if he was wanting to spend money, throw money out 
the window, he wouldn't be here. And he is not running for election 
this year. 

Senator E._tenver. I do not think this committee would do that 
either. 

Senator Benner. No, I am sure of that. 

Senator Bricker. Let me supplement that, just briefly. 

I flew along the Ohio River for a short time last year. The traffic 
along there is a mess. The Markland Dam and the rest of the dams 
are very important. 

Powerplants are being built in there to take care of the atomic 
energy installation and “the like, and there will be more commerce 
on the Ohio River. Although this is a flood-control project, as you 
know, it has important bearing on the level of the pools in the Ohio 
River during the summertime at low water. 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


Senator Benper. I have a statement which I would like to have 
made part of the record. 

Senator E.ienper. Surely. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT BY SENATOR GEORGE H. BENDER ON THE DILLON DAM 


Mr. Chairman, I have long advocated the completion of the Dillon Dam. My 
support is based upon a careful study I have made of this important project and 
upon information which I have obtained from the Corps of Engineers. At this 
time I wish to join Senator Bricker in strongly urging your committee to include 
funds in the 1957 appropriations for the resumption of construction of this dam. 
We have just made a complete restudy of the entire project and brought the 
facts up to date. Events of recent years reemphasize its growing importance. 

It has been a source of continuing concern to me that this essential project 
has been unduly delayed. The flood control benefits which it will afford are 
needed and are needed now. 

As you know, the Dillon Dam is the last in a series of 15 dams authorized by 
the Congress in the Flood Control Act of 1938S to control the flooding of the 
Muskingum River, one of the major tributaries of the Ohio. All of the other 
dims in this system have been completed for many years. Their benefits to 
the residents of the great Muskingum watershed area, comprising thousands 
of square miles down the entire eastern third of Ohio, are incontestab!e. These 
benefits, however, have been only partially realized in view of the original pur- 
poses of this flood-control program. The full realization is of inestimable value, 
not only to the residents of my State, but throughout the entire length of the 
Ohio Valley below Marietta and in the Mississippi Basin from Cairo to the gulf. 

The Dillon Dam, which is the last and, in many respects, the most important 
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single installation in this system, remains uncompleted. So long as this unsatis- 
factory situation continues, the flood peril to the Muskingum Valley persists. 
All of the other major tributaries of the Muskingum are now controlled. The 
purpose of the Dillon Dam is to add the control of the Licking River to this 
system. 

This entire flood-control pattern involves a total drainage area of 4,267 square 
miles. The completion of the Dillon project would add the final additional 748 
square miles to this control system. So long as Dillon remains uncompleted, 
a huge hole in this gigantic network of dikes will exist through which flood- 
waters may pour to ravage the property of the Muskingum Valley and swell 
the flooding of the Ohio and Mississippi Basins. 

As Senator Bricker has pointed out, I am certain that the committee will 
understand that the Corps of Engineers has conceived this system of dams to 
operate as a unit to achieve the flood control benefits which are so urgently 
needed. The importance of the Dillon Dam becomes apparent when we under- 
stand that the winter and spring storms which create flood conditions in this 
area move from the Southwest to the Northeast. In this process, most of 
these flood-creating storms move first over the area to be controlled by the Dillon 
Dam. Without the Dillon Dam, there is no means for checking the rush of 
floodwaters from the Licking River into the populous Muskingum Valley. 

In 1952 the city of Zanesvile, Ohio, suffered the costly damage of just such a 
flood. According to the Corps of Engineers, the serious losses of property which 
occurred in that flood at Zanesville would have been entirely prevented if the 
Dillon Dam had been completed. Flooding of McConnelsville, Marietta, and 
other communities in the Muskingum Valley would have been considerably 
reduced. 

Similar floods have ominously threatened since that time. Each year there 
is new cause for dread. It would be tragic, indeed, if through further delays 
the provision of funds for the completion of Dillon should come after a flood 
of major proportions. I am convinced that the possibility of a flood of such 
magnitude exists, and I can fully appreciate the apprehension which the Muskin- 
gum Valley residents feel as they earnestly hope it will not occur. 

The Federal Government has already expended nearly $9 million for work on 
the Dillon Dam. This is, by no means, a new project. The funds already 
appropriated constitute one-third of the total estimated cost. What Senator 
Bricker and I are requesting here today is the provision of the means through 
which this work may be continued. 

Work costing $9 million has been completed. This is, of course, a wasteful 
expenditure until the full flood control benefits from the project are obtained 
The countryside near the site of the Dam bears the raw scars of unfinished 
effort, a huge testimonial to the magnitude of the work already done as well 
as to the several years of work still required to complete the project. We are 
dealing here with a problem of waste, first the waste involved in the still use- 
less effort of the construction thus far and second—perhaps in a far more im- 
portant sense—the waste of time which has occurred in hastening completion 
of this project so that protection from major floods is provided. Favorable con 
sideration of this recommendation for funds can assure flood protection by fiscal 
year 1960. We must pray then that the annual storms in the area will not 
spill damaging floodwaters into this valley before the dam is completed. 

If the committee will carefully consider the statement of facts and background 
offered for the record by Senator Bricker at the conclusion of his testimony, I am 
certain it will realize the vital importance of Dillon Dam to the lower Muskingum 
and Ohio Valleys. 


Senator Benper. Congressman John Henderson is here, repre- 
senting this area, and I would very much appreciate it if he would 
be given the privilege of saying a word. 

Senator ELLeNDER. Surely. 

You may proceed, Mr. Henderson. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN E. HENDERSON, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF OHIO 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Representative Henperson. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the 
committee, it had not been my purpose to make a statement at this 
time, but I am pleased to have the opportunity to follow Senators 
Bricker and Bender and to say that the situation with reference to 
Dillon Dam, as they have explained it to you, is precisely as it is. 
And I trust that, based on their testimony and the testimony of the two 
centlemen from Muskingum County, your committee will give this 
measure the favor and the attention which the people of the area 
believe it certainly deserves. 

Senator ELLeNpeR. You do your best on the other side, and we wili 
help you here. 

Represent: itive Henperson. Indeed I shall, sir. 

Senator E:itenper. All right. 

Mr. Kesiar? 

I notice you have a prepared statement, Mr. Keslar 


Ono PRosects 
ZANESVILLE (OHIO) CITY COUNCIL 
STATEMENT OF W. A. KESLAR, PRESIDENT 
GENERAL STATEMENT 


Mr. Krstar. Yes, sir; I have. May I read it? 

Senator ELLENDER. Yes, if you desire. Or if you want to, you can 
highlight it. Just as you prefer. 

Mr. Kestar. All right, sir. 

Mr. Chairman and honored members of this committee, I am W. A. 
Keslar, the president of the Zanesville, Ohio, City Council. The 
Mus kingum Valley is the location of the first settlements in the great 
Northwest Territory. Our people, like yours at home, are patriotic, 
energetic, and progressive. 

Tomorrow, I predict, they will vote for themselves a $7 million debt 
for a modern sewage disposal plant and an enlarged, modernized 
water system. 

These steps we take in contrast to what I call a serious letdown of 
these people by their Federal Government. 


PROJECT PREVIOUSLY STARTED 


In our town there has been stored for 8 years over 500 tons of steel 
which cost the Federal Government over $400 per year for storage and 
maintenance. This steel was stored there for use on the Dillon 
project. 

Outside of our town there are gorges cut 110 feet deep into our 
hills. The wind, the rain and frosts have caused erosion over these 
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8 years. These cuts and these grades are all part of 19 miles of rail 
road bed that has stood there idle for the last 8 years, 

Not many miles from us in Nashport there is a dike which ws 
built over 8 years ago by the Federal Government at a cost of half a 
million dollars. 

Out in an open field to Taboso, Ohio, stands a railroad station 
complete with livestock corrals, built at a cost of more than $10,000 

The only way to reach the railroad station is on foot over an un- 
finished railroad bed, a symbol of Government waste. 

As a past president of the Ohio Junior Chamber of Commerce, | 
served as a director of the Ohio Citizens Committee for the Hoover 
Report of 1949. We studied the tragic waste in Government at that 
time. Unfinished Dillon Dam is a most flagrant example of such 
waste. 

My friends and neighbors down the rich historic Muskingum Valley 
ask these questions of their Federal Government : 

How long does our Federal Government intend to deny us the ad- 

vantages of a project authorized by the 75th Congress and reauthor- 
ized by Congress in 1946? 


MATERIALS AVAILABLE 


We know that World War IT postponed and changed a great deal 
of national planning and we were told that the Korean conflict post- 
poned Dillon Dam, but now there is peace. Materials once needed 
to wage war could now be used for peacetime necessities, and we 
feel that continuation of the project is imperative. 

How long does our Government expect us to live under the threat 
of a Dillon flood such as that of 1952, which caused damages of a 
half-million dollars? 

Fifteen dams were authorized for this area. Fourteen have been 
built, but Dillon, the one that would produce the most control of floods 
in Zanesville and the valley below us, is the one that has been stale 
mated. 

How long do we suppress our industrial, cultural, and civic growth, 
which will follow adequate flood protection, to wait for the completion 
of a project stalemated 6 years ago? 

I want to cite the case of Mrs. Alice Marshall, a widow lady, who 
owns a 400-acre farm. It is on this farm that the main breast of 
the proposed dam will be built. Mrs. Marshall called me last week 
to ask if she should build fences around her fields. She advised me 
that the fences should have been built years ago but each year she feels 
that the Federal Government will want to finish their obligation and 
the money spent for fences would just be a waste to the taxpayers, who 
would have to buy them. 

She advised that she was in the same dilemma about her house and 
other buildings. She asked me to convey to you her approval of the 
project and her hope that it can soon be renewed, 

Sixty-seven hundred acres of land is required for the project, not 
considering easement land. Four thousand acres has already been 
purchased at a cost of $900,000. This land that the Government now 
owns is being leased for $2 per acre per year. 

I want to cite you the Ford farm which lies back of Nashport. It 
contains 240 acres of land; the Government bought it some 10 years 
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ago. When it was privately owned, the county received over $600 in 
taxes from it each year. The Government took it for flood-control 
purposes; the county lost the revenue. 

We have not received our flood protection so that our other land 
would yield more taxes. You are leasing 200 acres of it for $400 per 
year, 

PREVAILING CASH LAND RENT 


Senator Munptr. What is the prevailing cash rent in that area for 
farm land? 

Mr. Kestar. Well, it is higher than in some other areas, but I am 
not familiar enough with it to tell you. 

Senator Munpt. Is it good agricultural land, or is it waste land? 

Mr. Kestar. This particular, farm is good farmland, yes. Every 
bit of the 200 acres is being tilled. The reason the 240 acres is not is 
because there are some houses and buildings there, so that they couldn’t 
lease the full acreage for farming. 

Senator ELLeNpeR. Are any of them leasing that ? 

Mr. Kestar. Yes; some who are opponents to the dam. 

Senator Munpr. How do they get that Jand? From the former 
owners ¢ 

Mr. Kesar. No, sir; from the Federal Government. 

Senator Munpt. On a competitive-bid basis ? 

Mr. Kestar. No, sir. I understand that it is just so much per acre 
for anyone who wants to lease it, and I believe the leases are handled 
through the Corps of Engineers out of the Huntington district office. 

Senator ELLenoer. Will you find out about that, Mr. Tofani? 

Mr. Torant. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kestar. The lessee repairs no fences nor does he build the soil, 
so that the fertility of the soil as a natural resource is slowly being 
exhausted. 

Progress requires modernizing our schools, churches, and public 

Is stitutions ; above all, plans to improve hangs this dark cloud of an 
unfinished project. 

‘Oe homes around the dam site need repair, but our financi: a insti- 
tutions hesitate to advance money for such repair because our destiny 
is SO uncert ain. 

Indecision of the Government prevents us from expanding, relocat- 

g, or developing because we do not know what action our Govern- 
ment will take on the Dillon Dam. 

The re are 65 parcels of land that would need to be purchased in the 
village of Nashport. Many of these people would have moved prior 
to this date but disposal of their land has been difficult because banks 

sitate to loan money where they may be in conflict with the Govern- 

ent later. 

\ lot of our people up there who own homes hesitate in moderniz- 
ug and repairing those homes, because they don’t know what year the 
Federal Government will proceed, so that the money they have in- 

vested could be a loss to them. 
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RESUMPTION OF PROJECT 


With a $65 billion budget being spread all over the world, with 
flood-control projects requiring 200 times as much money being au- 
thorized by this present Congress, I appeal to you for your considera- 
tion to resume the Dillon project. 

Like all projects of a similar nature, we have a few people in the 
Licking Valley who would prefer the dam would not be finished. Per- 
sonal economic advantages, which are cloaked behind engineering 
criticism, prevent them from realizing that thousands of other people 
living under the constant threat of floods are in a great need of this 
completion. 

On March 28, 1956, I was chairman of a public meeting held a very 
short distance from the main breast of the proposed dam. This meet- 
ing was held at Dillon School. Over 150 attended it and over 70) 
percent of those in attendance signed a petition for completing Dillon 
Dam. 

Please understand this meeting was held right at the project site and 
was attended by those most directly affected. I think this speaks 
pretty well the opinion of most of those located in the dam area, 


DILLON DAM CITIZENS ASSOCIATION 


From this meeting there has been formed a Dillon Dam Citizens 
Association. On the board of this association we have proponents 
and opponents of the Dillon project. 

As president of this board, I want to report a resolution passed 
April 15, 1956. This resolution directs me to urge you gentlemen to 
favorably consider the request for $2,600,000 for the fiscal year of 1957 
for continuation of the Dillon project. 

In behalf of all the citizens in our area I express our appreciation for 
fourteen dams that exist in the Muskingum Watershed and we fer- 
vently hope that we may soon have the Dillon Dam, which will in- 
crease by 25 percent our flood protection, so that our citizen can con- 
tinue to plan and build an economy typical of America. 

Thank you very much. 

Are there any questions I could answer for you, sir? 


Senator ELLenper. No, sir; I think we understand it very well. 
Mr. Merrell? 


ZANESVILLE, OHIO, CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 
STATEMENT OF FRED E. MERRELL, MANAGER 


SUPPORT OF DILLON DAM 


Mr. Merrett. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Fred E. Merrell. I am manager of the Zanesville, Ohio, 
Chamber of Commerce. 

I am familiar with these flood problems that we have had down in 
our area. 

I don’t want to take too much of your time. You have heard a lot 


from the senators and Mr. Keslar, but I would like to point out a few 
things. 





a 
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Through the years, 14 of the 15 dams of the Muskingum Watershed 
Conservancy District have been completed, and now this 15th and 
last—and, incidentally, the second largest of all these projects—is 
bogged down. 

In recent years your committee and the Congress appropriated funds 
in excess of $8 million for the construction of this dam, and these 
moneys have been spent, and since 1950 it has been sitting there one- 
third completed. ‘This final link in the flood protection has been jus- 
tified time and again. It has been duly authorized by the Congress. 

We feel now that it stands as an eroding memorial to $9 million of 
wasted effort. 

The people of my community and those on down the valley are in a 
common bewilderment why this project lies dormant, while many 
millions, and sometimes billions, of dollars of these same people’s ; 
money is being shipped overseas. 







FLOOD DAMAGE REDUCTION 
In 1952 it was brought to your attention that we had quite a flood, 
and the major portion of the damage was suffered below Zanesville, 
about a half-million dollars of total damage. 

According to the Corps of Engineers, better than $200,000 of these 
damages would have been prevented had the Dillon Reservoir been 
in operation. ‘Total damages prevented as a result of the operation 
of the existing facilities have been estimated at approximately 
$700,000. 

Repetition of such a flood would result in appreciably higher losses 
when the development of the valley and present-day prices are taken 
into consideration, 

I would like to say that the existing dams have helped a great deal 
but at the present time we are still waiting for Dillon. It would pro- 
tect, land areawise in Zanesville nearly as great an area as the other 
14 dams put together. 

We feel that the past action by the Government constitutes a com- 
mitment to the people of the Muskingum Valley to complete this dam. 
The matter has been discussed time and time again. Each time these 
discussions have arisen, they have been resolved in favor of the dam. 
We believe work should be resumed now so that the broad benefits of 
this dam can be obtained by the people of Ohio. 

The recent floods up in New England and on the west coast have 
reminded us that we still have a serious threat there in our valley. 

My organization, in cooperation with the chambers of commerce at 
Malta-McConnelsville and Marietta, farther down the river, have 
prepared a comprehensive brochure based on the very latest and ac- 
curate information, which has been verified by the Corps of Engineers. 

It was specially prepared for you of the Congress and relates all 
the technical aspects of the project, and clearly shows that the public 
interest will be served by completion of the Dillon Dam project. 


PREPARED 





STATEMENT 


Mr. Chairman, I have presented to you copies of this brochure. 
And as for the balance of my statement, I would appreciate it if it 
could be placed in the record. , 
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Senator ELLenper. Very well. It will be put into the record at 
this point. 
(The material referred to follows :) 


sriefly, the history of the project dates back to its original authorization in 
the Flood Control Act of June 28, 1938. It provides for construction of an earth- 
fill dam on the Licking River 5.8 miles above the confluence of the Licking 
and Muskingum Rivers at Zanesville, Ohio. Its chief purpose is for urgently 
needed flood control. The maximum height of the dam will be 118 feet with a 
top length of 1,350 feet. An uncontrolled concrete-lined spillway will be pro- 
vided in the left abutment and the outlet works will consist of two gate-controlled 
conduits near the right abutment. Four dikes will need to be constructed for 
the reservoir. The project also includes the relocation of 19.5 miles of tracks 
of the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad, 12.2 miles of highways, 32.7 miles of power 
lines, 17.2 miles of pipelines, and 34.2 miles of telephone and telegraph lines 
It also includes the relocation of 360 graves and the acquisition of 15,180 acres 
of land. 

The estimated cost of the entire project is $28,800,000, of which nearly $9 
million has been appropriated thus far. No additional funds are required for 
further planning—all that has been done. It is my understanding, the Corps of 
Engineers has now estimated that it could profitably utilize $2,600,000 during 
the first fiscal year in which construction is resumed. 

I understand the funds would be applied as follows: Continued land acquisi- 
tion, $190,000; continued county road relocation, $30,000; initiate and complete 
track work and appurtenances, B. & O. Railroad relocation, $2,045,000; con 
tinued utility relocations, $60,000; engineering and design, $105,000; supervision 
and administration, $170,000. 

The Dillon Keservoir will supplement the 14 existing flood control and con- 
servation reservoirs in the Muskingum River Basin, through control of approx 
mately 29 percent of the now uncontrolled area above Zanesville. The reservoir 
will greatly decrease flood damages in the Muskingum Valley and will effect 
marked reduction in floods on the Ohio River. 

The flood-control benefits are along the Muskingum below the mouth of the 
Licking River, including the towns of Zanesville, McConnelsville, and Marietta 
in Ohio, and many cities and towns along S00 miles of the Ohio River from 
Marietta to Cairo. The Dillon Reservoir will reduce the crest of the 1913 flood 
by 4 feet at Zanesville, in addition to the reduction from the present series of 
dams, and will reduce the peak flow at the dam site by 39,000 cubic feet per 
second. 

The Dillon Reservoir will provide a conservation pool of 12,700 acre-feet 
extending a distance of 10 miles, a flood-control pool of 261,100 acre-feet extend- 
ing a distance of 21.7 miles, or a total storage capacity of 273,800 acre-feet. 

At the present time, the 14 completed flood-control dams in the Muskingum 
Vailey control 4,267 square miles. The Dillon Dam will add a control of 745 
square miles of drainage area. In other words, the existing reservoirs control 
62 percent of the drainage area of the watershed at Zanesville. When Dillon 
is completed, it will raise that control to 73 percent at Zanesville. 

A flood equivalent to the 1913 flood—one that reached a stage of 51.2 feet 
at Zanesville—would, with the present series of dams, be reduced to 37.8 feet, 
but with the Dillon Dam, the reduction would be lowered to 33.8 feet, a 4-foot 
drop, by this one dam alone. 

The uncontrolled area above Zanseville, including the Licking River, is 2,572 
square miles, which is 87.6 percent of the total area above Zanesville. The 
Dillon Reservoir, with a flood-stage capacity equivalent to 6.5 inches of runoff, 
will control 748 square miles, or 29.1 percent of the presently uncontrolled drain- 
age area at Zanesville. It is estimated that the present average frequency of 
fioods in excess of flood stage at Zanesville (25 feet, published by United States 
Weather Bureau), as modified by the existing reservoirs, is equivalent to 1 
occurrence in about 4 years. With the Dillon Reservoir completed, the frequency 
will be reduced to 1 occurrence in 16 years. 

It is proposed that a conservation pool will be maintained in the reservoir 
during periods of normal flow in the river. This pool will have a capacity of 
12,700 acre-feet, which is equivalent to 0.3 inches of runoff. During dry periods 
when streamflows are extremely low and the streams become polluted with 
domesti¢ and industrial waste, it would be possible to alleviate these conditions 
by release of part of the conservation storage. These low-flow increases would 
be beneficial, not only to the abatement of pollution in the Muskingum River 





PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 2175 


at and downstream from Zanesville, but also in providing increased water 
supply for lockages at the Musgingum and Ohio Rivers navigation projects. 
Advantages of the Dillon project, in addition to its primary need for flood control, 
is the conservation pool which could also provide for the propagation of game 
fish, a haven for migratory waterfowl, and recreational facilities such as camp- 
ing, boating, and fishing for the residents in a wide surrounding area. 

By completing Dillon there will be control of 62 percent of the total Muskingum 
drainage area at Marietta, whose 8,088 square miles places it seventh largest 
of the 20 major drainage areas of 1,000 square miles or more, directly tributary 
to the Ohio River. 

Certain low-lying areas will remain subject to some flooding under extreme 
floods even after construction of the Dillon Reservoir. It is worth noting, 
however, that even these low-lying areas will receive almost complete protec- 
tion from the operation of the Dillon Reservoir. In fact, no flood of record 
subsequent to that of 1913 would flood these low-lying areas, assuming the 
operation of the 14 Muskingum River reservoirs and the Dillon Reservoir. On 
ihe other hand, with the 14 Muskingum reservoirs alone they have been flooded 
several times since the system was placed in operation. 

Highly significant is the fact that with the completion of the Dillon project, 
the control of flood in these areas would be sufficient to make it practical 
to construct a levee adjacent to the Licking River to afford full flood protection, 
even of a flood as great as one considered as of 200-yvear frequency. 

Inspection of the Mohawk project which the Muskingum Watershed Conserv- 
ancy District has made such a fine showplace suggests that proper use of 
land in the Dillon Reservoir area would likewise be made. As 
adjacent to Dillon and controls a watershed of approximately the same size, 
it is reasonable to assume that land in Dillon Reservoir would be affected by 
floodwaters to about the same extent. 

Mohawk Reservoir has a flood storage capacity of 285,000 acre-feet and a 
net drainage area of 817 square miles. The highest flood-control capacity 
that has thus far been used in Mohawk Reservoir is 126,800 acre-feet of 44.5 
percent of its capacity occurring on June 10, 1947. That flood inundated 4,968 
acres of the total area of 7,950 acres. Dillon Reservoir has a total flood storage 


Mohawk is 


capacity of 261,100 acre-feet, a drainage area of 748 square miles, and a water 


surface area of 10,285 acres at spillway crest. Approximately 7,900 acres of 
the reservoir at spillway level are located in Muskingum County, the remaining 
2.855 acres being located in Licking County. If Dillon Reservoir had been 
constructed and in operation during the June 1947 flood and had stored an 
amount of runoff equivalent to that stored at Mohawk Reservoir, 44.4 percent 
of its capacity would have been utilized. The flood would have inundated 5,012 
acres in the reservoir, of which approximately 4,212 acres would be in Muskingum 
County and the remaining 800 acres in Licking County. 

Since work on the Dillon project was discontinued, the need for its completion 
has increased with the economic changes which have occurred in the Muskingum 
Valley during the past few years. Unusual expansion of industry in southeastern 
Ohio is coming about, sparked by the building of a $40 millon generating plant 
by the Ohio Power Co., a subsidiary of the American Gas & Electric System. The 
lower end of the valley toward Marietta has already attracted many new 
industries. 

Normal flood stage at McConnelsville is 11 feet (published by United States 
Weather Bureau). The major flood of 1913 crested at 33.5 feet at the United 
States Government gage at McConnelsville. The already completed 14-reservoir 
system would reduce such a flood to 19 feet. With the Dillon Reservoir also 
in operation, the crest of such a flood would be reduced to 14 feet at McConnels- 
ville. 

Already Congress has appropirated $8,825,300 for this project. 

Funds allocated thus far have been expended in connection with railroad 
relocation, lands, easements, and rights-of-way necessary therefor, and utility 
changes necessitated by the completed work. 

During the Korean war the project became dormant due to Federal Govern- 
mont reetrietions, Naturally, during these past years erosion has taken its 
toll on that portion already completed. Steel for three bridges, already paid 
fo., ues in sturage. Erosion to date indicates several thousands dollars must be 
respent to restore work already done. Further delays will increase the costs 
each year resumption of work is delayed. 

Already completed are the Nashport dike and the construction of a railroad 
right-of-way for a distance of 19 miles in the Licking Valley. Funds now 
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requested would make possible the completion of the railroad relocation. The 
completion of this relocation would enable the Federal Government to release 
itself from the maintenance costs and other incidental expenses which must be 
borne by the Government until the railroad phase of the project is completed 
and turned over to the railroad company, who then will assume the regular 
maintenance expenses. 

With the railroad phase compelted it would be possible to proceed with the 
building of the dam itself, along with the dike at Pleasant Valley, and the two 
smaller dikes at Black Run and Township Hall. 

Remaining cost to complete the Dillon Reservoir project is estimated at $20 
million. Estimated benefits in flood damages prevented is $1,570,000 per year. 
The benefit-cost ratio of completing the project is $1.83 to $1. 

Communities along the Muskingum River from Zanesville to Marietta, al- 
though protected by existing reservoirs to an appreciable degree, today are 
still subject to great flood hazards as long as the watershed area to be controlled 
by Dillon Reservoir poses the ever-present possibility of a flood down the Licking 
and Muskingum Rivers. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Frep FE. MERRELL, 
Manager, Zanesville Chamber of Commerce, Zanesville, Ohio. 


Tue Datites Dam Prosgecr 


CONFEDERATED TRIBES OF THE UMATILLA INDIAN RESERVATION, PENDLETON, OREG. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES F. LUCE, ATTORNEY, WALLA WALLA, 
WASH., REPRESENTATIVE 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Senator Evuenver. All right. Is there anybody else who desires to 
be heard on this project ? 

Tf not, we shall go to The Dalles. 

First, the Umatilla Indians, e harles F. Luce. 

Will you step forward, Mr. Luce. 

Mr. Luce. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name 
is Charles Luce. Tam a lawyer from Walla Walla, Wash., engaged 
in general practice, and for approximately the past 8 years I have 
been attorney for the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian 
Reservation at Pendleton, Oreg., which is about 50 miles away from 
Walla Walla. 

I appear here today with two members of the Confederated Tribes 
of the Umatilla Reservation, Mr. David S. Hall and Mrs. Louise M. 
Elk, in support of the budget request for funds to pay the Umatillas 
the money which the Army engineers have agreed to pay them for the 
destruction of their fishing rights at Celilo Falls. 

In fact, the appearance before this committee is the only reason that 
the two delegates and I have traveled some 6,000 miles to come to 
Washington. That is our sole business here. 

As I am sure the committee is aware, The Dalles Dam is going to 
destroy the Celilo Indian fishery. Upon the decision being made that 
it was going to be built, the Umatilla Indians, being one of the tribes 
with treaty rights to fish there, asserted claims against the Govern- 
ment, through the Army Engineers. 

Senator Munor. Is that a commercial enter prise, or something they 
do for their own sustenance? 

Mr. Luce. It is both. It is about 80 percent commercial and 20 
percent subsistence fishing. 
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Of course, the commercial fishing is in a sense subsistence fishing, 
too, because it provides most of the “cash income these people have. 


TOTAL INCOME FROM COMMERCIAL FISHING 


Senator Munpr. About how much per year have the Indians been 
deriving from their commercial fishing ? 

Mr. Luce. According to studies made by the Oregon Fish Com- 
mission, the W ashington F — ies Department and the United States 
Fish and Wildlife Ser vice, $700,000 a year is the average income de- 
rived by the Indians, including the subsistence catch. 

Senator Munpr. They w ould be able to fish other places, however. 
They would not be precluded. 

Mr. Luce. Legally, that is right, but as a practical matter, there is 
no other place to fish where the *y can catch fish. This is a salmon 
fishery, you see, and in order to ‘atch salmon by Indian methods, you 
have to get them in a narrow channel of water. You can’t fish the 
whole width of the Columbia River with a little dip net about this big. 
The percentages are against your catching fish in that manner. 

And so it has been recognized that while they may have legal rights 
to fish elsewhere, for practical purposes this means the end of the 
Indian salmon fishing on the Columbia. 

After the Umatillas had asserted a claim against the Government, 
the Corps of Engineers met with us and urged that instead of going 
into court, we try to negotiate settlement if that could be done. 


NEGOTIATED SETTLEMENT 


Thereafter we did negotiate a settlement, and a contract was entered 
- to March 10 of 1953, which contract was later presented to this com- 

— and printed as part of your hearings in the spring of 1953 

Under the contract, the Government agreed to pay the Um: itillas a 

down payment of $200,000, and then the ‘balance was to be paid when 
the dam was finished. The dam will be finished during this next 
fiseal year. As we are told by the Army engineers, it will be com- 
pleted in March of 1957. 

Senator Munpr. What is the total agreed upon now ? 


TOTAL CONTRACT PRICE 


Mr. Luce. The total amount agreed upon in our particular contract 

is $4,198,000, with some adjustments. 

The President’s budget, as we understand, has requested the neces- 
sary funds to fulfill this contract. 

Senator Munpr. How is that money to be distributed ? 

Mr. Luce. The contract provides that the money is paid into the 
United States Treasury for the credit of the Umatillas. And then 
the question of how the Umatillas use it is up to the Umatillas, pro- 
vided, however, that Congress, through the appropriation power and 
the Department of Interior through its power as trustee, have a veto 
over their pr oposed methods of using the money. 

As yet, the Umatillas have not decided upon a program for the use 
of the money. 

Senator Munpr. Are they an organized tribe? 
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Mr. Luce. They are not organized under what is known as the 
Indian Reorganization Act. However, they do have a constitution 
and bylaws, ‘Tegular elections, and a governing body, known as the 
board of trustees. 

Senator Munpr. About how many of them are there? 


TOTAL INDIANS INVOLVED 


Mr. Luce. There are approximately 1,150 Umatillas, That is ap 
proximate. We are presently revising the rolls. 

Senator DworsHak. What year was the tribal treaty ? 

Mr. Luce. The tribal treaty was negotiated and signed on June 9 of 
1855 at Walla Walla. 

Senator Munpr. Are these reservation Indians? 

Mr. Luce. The population figure I gave you is not a reservation 
figure. That is a total enrollment figure. 

Senator Munpr. How many of them live on the reservation ? 

Mr. Luce. Well, I think it is estimated that about 40 percent of 
them live on the reservation. And of course, of the other 60 percent, 
many live on other reservations. Also, of course, some don’t live on 
any reservation at all. 

I do not have figures, and I do not think there are figures, as to 
exactly where the other 60 percent live. 

Senator Munpr. Was this tribal enterprise, this commercial enter- 
prise, engaged in by the 40 percent who live on the reservation, or 
were the returns distributed over this same enrollment you now give 
us? 

Mr. Luce. I won’t say, sir, that all do live on the reservation, but 
the great majority do. However, as a legal matter, the nonreservation 
Indians are members of the tribe and will have an interest in the 
result. 

Senator Etienver. They are entitled to come there and fish? 

Mr. Luce. That is right. The right to fish is a tribal right, you see. 
They could have come there to fish if they wanted to. 

I have for presentation to the committee a memorandum from the 
Umatilla and Warm Springs Indians. 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


Senator ELtenper. Since the amount is included in the budget esti- 
mate, I do not think we need waste too much time on it. Let the state- 
ment be filed for the record. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


MEMORANDUM 


To: Public Works Subcommittee of Senate Committee on Appropriations. 
From: Warm Springs and Umatilla Indian Tribes. 
Subject: 1957 appropriations for the Dalles Dam; Indian damage settlements 
On March 8, 1953, the Warm Springs and Umatilla Indian Tribes and the 
United States entered into separate written contracts wherein the United States 
agreed, as part of the expense of building the Dalles Dam, to pay the tribes cer- 
tain sums as damages for the taking of their fishing rights at the Celilo Falls of 
the Columbia River. Copies of the two contracts were presented to this commit- 
tee on May 18, 1958. Their full text is printed in part 2 of the hearings of this 
committee on H. R. 5376, 83d Congress, Ist session, at pages 1300-1305 and 1319- 
1324. 
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The purpose of this memorandum is to request that the Congress make ade- 
quate provision in the 1957 appropriation for the Dalles Dam project to pay the 
amounts which the United States, through the Corps of Engineers, has agreed 
to pay the Warm Springs and Umatilla Indian Tribes for the destruction of their 
interests in the Celilo Falls fishery. 

Specifically, we request that the 1957 appropriation act contain the same 
authorizing language as has been contained in the 1954, 1955, and 1956 appropria- 
tion acts, namely: 

“Provided, That funds appropriated herein may at the discretion and under 
the direction of the Chief of Engineers be used in payment to the accounts of 
the Confederated Tribes of the Yakima Reservation; the Confederated Tribes 
of the Warm Springs Reservation; the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla 
Reservation; or other recognized Indian tribes, and those individual Indians 
not enrolled in any recognized tribe, but who through domicile at or in the im- 
mediate vicinity of the reservoir and through custom and usage are found to 
have an equitable interest in the fishery, all of whose fishing rights and interests 
will be impaired by the Government incident to the construction, operation, or 
maintenance of the Dalles Dam, Columbia River, Wash., and Oreg., and must be 
subordinated thereto by agreement or litigation.” (See 67 Stat. 198, 68 Stat. 
331, Public Law 163, 84th Cong.) 

The President’s budget now before Congress requests the inclusion of this 
identical language in the 1957 appropriation act. (See budget for 1957, p. 614.) 

The Warm Springs and Umatilla damage settlement contracts constitute 
obligations of the United States. The contracts are not contingent upon, nor 
related in any way, to claims of other Indian tribes against the United States 
because of the destruction of the Celilo fishery. The Warm Springs and Uma- 
tillas are as much entitled to appropriations to fulfill these contracts as are 
the Union Pacific Railroad and other parties to which the Corps of Engineers 
has agreed to pay damages in connection with the construction of the Dalles 
Dam. 

What we have said above concerning the Warm Springs and Umatillas applies 
equally to the Yakima Indian Tribe, which has entered into a similar settle- 
ment contract with the United States fixing damages to its interest in the 
Celilo fishery. 

Dated April 25, 1956. 

CONFEDERATED TRIBES OF THE WARM SPRINGS INDIAN RESERVATION, 
By T. LELAND Brown, 
Of Tribal Attorney. 
CONFEDERATED TRIBES OF THE UMATILLA INDIAN RESERVATION, 
By CHARLES F. LUCE, 
Tribal Attorney. 
COPIES OF CONTRACT 


Mr. Luce. I have also photostats of our contract with the United 
States. We have already put it in the record. 

Senator ELLENDER. You can keep that. We have them here with us. 

Mr. Luce. All right. 

Our secretary-treasurer of our tribe, and one of the chief negotia- 
tors for the tribe, is here as delegate, Mr. Dave Hall. 

And I would like to ask permission of the committee for him to say 
a few words. 

Senator Extenper. All right. Let him step forward. 


UMATILLA INDIAN RESERVATION 


STATEMENT OF DAVID HALL, DELEGATE 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Mr. Hau. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
David Hall of the Umatilla Reservation, delegated by our tribes to 
appear before this committee on behalf of the appropriations for The 
Dalles Dam project. 
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I do not have a prepared statement other than what has been pre- 
sented by our tribal attorney. My remarks will be brief. 

I wish to point out to the committee that we are interested in having 
suflicient authority or funds approved in the appropriation to fill the 
contract that we have with the Government in regard to settlement 
on the The Dalles Dam. 

The contracts are a part of the record. And, as our tribal attorney 
has mentioned, they are subject to being fulfilled in this coming fiscal 
year, the funds for which are a matter for the consideration of this 
committee at this time. 

The Umatilla Indians have, we believe, received fair consideration 
in these negotiations for the damage to our fishery as a result of The 
Dalles Dam, and we request that the same w ording as ~ appeared 
in appropriations for the project during the last 3 years be included 
once again to fill our contract that we have with the es inal 

Senator Munpr. I would like to read one sentence from your state- 
ment and then ask you to comment on it. 

You say that: 

The contracts are not contingent upon, nor related in any way, to claims of 
other Jndian tribes against the United States because of the destruction of the 
Celilo Fishery. 

OTHER TRIBES INTERESTED 


Does this mean that if we appropriate this money, there are other 
Indian tribes besides the Umatillas who are going to request a settle- 
ment for the use of this same fishing rights? 

Mr. Hatu. Yes. As I understand it. the Corps of Engineers have 


negotiated with all tribes, and the results I am not familiar with. 

The wording, I believe, of the appropriation is broad enough to take 
care of any tribe with rights. 

Senator Munpr. Maybe I should ask the question of the attorney. 
I am trying to find out if this just settles one tribal claim and leaves 
unsettled other tribal claims for this same fishery. 

Mr. Luce. Yes, sir. We appear only for the Umatillas, of course. 
We have no right to speak for other tribes. There are, however, other 
tribes who have asserted an interest in this fishery, based upon alleged 
treaty rights. 

Now, principally, there are three other tribes: the Warm Springs 
Indians of Oregon, who have signed a contract very similar to the 
one that we have signed; the Yakima Indians, who likewise have 
signed a contract very similar to the one that we have signed; and then 
there is a third group, (or a fourth group including the Umatillas as 
one) the Nez Perce Indians, who have not as yet signed a contract. 

Now, the language of the appropriation bill, as we read it, is broad 
enough to per mit the Army engineers to settle with the Nez Perce 
Indians. They have already settled with the other three tribes. 

Senator Munpr. Does this $4 million, I think it was you said, go to 
these Indians? 

Mr. Lucr. Yes. 

Senator Ertenper. All of them? 

Mr. Luce. No, just to the Umatillas. 

Senator Munpr. What does that leave obligated to the other 
Indians? 

Mr. Luce. I am going to have to speak from memory now, 
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As I recall, the Yakima settlement was approximately $15 million. 
They are by far the largest tribe that fishes there. 

And the Warm Springs settlement was about the same as ours, 
within a few thousand dollars. 


‘There has been no Nez Perce settlement so far as we know. 





COLLECTIVE OWNERSHIP OF FISHERY 


Senator Munpr. Was this fishery owned collectively by these vari- 
ous tribes ¢ 


Mr. Luce. Yes, sir; it was. 

The language in the tre: ities, since we have 4 treaties, 1 for each 
tribe, was almost identical, to this effect : that the treaty Indians in the 
particular treaty reserved the right to fish at usual and accustomed 
stations, and as to the 3 tribes that settled, the Army is satisfied that 
they had usual and accustomed fishing stations at this fishery. 

Senator Munpr. When you mentioned the $700,000, was that the 
Umatillas ¢ 

Mr. Luce. No, that was the total catch. There are no figures avail- 
able on the catch as between tribes. The State of Oregon, in connec- 
tion with their fish tax, have kept records in which they have segre- 
gated the Indian catch as distinct from the non-Indian catch, but they 
never have attempted to break down the Indian catch between one 
tribe and another. 

Consequently, I could give you a guess as to the Umatillas, but I 
would have nothing to back it up. 

Senator Ex,renper. All right. Thank you ever so much. 

The next is the Yakima Indians. 


YAKIMA INDIAN TRIBE 


STATEMENT OF PAUL M. NIEBELL, WASHINGTON, D. C., ATTORNEY 


GENERAL STATEMENT 











Mr. Nresvett. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I 
am attorney for the Yakima Tribe of Indians of the State of Wash- 
ington. And we are in a similar position as the Warm Springs 
Indians, 

We have gone through this process of negotiating for our fishing 
rights with ‘the Army engineers, and our contract was approved in 
ineealior of 1954. It was submitted to the Indians, and they ap- 
proved it, and it has been approved all along the line. 


AMOUNT OF SETTLEMENT 


The amount of the settlement was $15,019,640. And we by far 
had the greatest number of fishing fishermen at Celilo Falls. Our 
treaty is the one that is in force down there, and we have endeavored 
to protect our rights through cases in the courts through the years. 

And $600,000 has already been paid by the Army engineers, and 


the balance is to be paid and is in the budget for this present appro- 
priation. 
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TOTAL INDIANS 


Senator Munpr. Among how many Indians will this $15 million 
be issued ? 

Mr. Nreseii. About 4,500 Indians are enrolled, Senator. 

Senator Munpr. How much will that be for eac he 

Mr. Niesetx. It is a little over $3,000, I think. 

Our role has since been enlarged, but the settlement was based 
upon 4,000 Indians at $3,754.91 apiece. I think that was the overall 
figure that was fixed by the Army engineers. 

“Senator Dworsuak. Where will the Yakimas do their fishing now? 

Mr. Nieseiti. They will have no place to fish down in there, be- 
cause our contract specifically provides that they give up their rights 
there. 

Senator Munpr. Does this have any effect on where the Indians 
are presently living? Do they lose any land or lose any homes? 


RELOCATION OF CELILO VILLAGE INDIANS 


Mr. Niepeti. Yes; there was an appropriation to provide for the 
relocation of some of these Indians in the Celilo Village area, and 
I think that was passed last year, $210,000, where they had to go in 
and relocate their homes. And that was taken care of before. And 
we asked to have this appropriation approved, so that the contract 
may be carried out. 

Let me ask the chairman to note the presence of Mr. Eagle Seelatsee, 
chairman of the Yakima Tribal Council; Mr. Joe Meninick, member 
of the Yakima Tribal Council; Mr. George Umtuch, chairman of the 


Yakima General Counsel; and Mr. Kuitus Jim, vice chairman of the 
Yakima General Council. 

They are official delegates of the Yakima Tribe of Indians of the 
State of Washington. 


DATE OF TREATY 


Senator Dworsnax. What was the date of your treaty ? 

Mr. Nieveixi. The date of the treaty was June 9, 1855. There were 
a series of treaties there made between these several tribes at Walla 
Walla, between Governor Stevens, representing the United States, 
and the several chiefs of the several tribes. 

Senator DworsuHak. Were there separate treaties made, one with 
each tribe? 

Mr. Nrere.y. Separate treaties. 

Senator Munpr. Thank you. 


INLAND WATERWAY FROM CHESAPEAKE BAY TO CHINCOTEAGUE BAY, VA. 


LETTER FROM SENATOR ROBERTSON 


I have a letter from Senator Robertson to the chairman of the 
subcommittee requesting that the following statement concerning the 
Inland Waterway from Chesapeake Bay to Chincoteague Bay, Va., be 
placed in the record. Without objection that will be done. 
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(The statement referred to follows: ) 


INLAND WATERWAY FROM CHESAPEAKE Bay TO CHINCOTEAGUE Bay, VA. 


GENTLEMEN, the undersigned nonprofit organizations and corporations respect- 
fully request appropriations for the completion of the inland waterway from 
the Chesapeake Bay to Chincoteague Bay, Va., for the following reasons, to wit: 

1. This project is embraced in House Document 268, 76th Congress, Ist session, 
and has been in part completed, but unless fully completed will not serve its 
purpose as a waterway link between Delaware Bay and Norfolk, Va. 

2. The area from Chesapeake Bay to Chincoteague Bay, Va., through which the 
proposed inland waterway is to be constructed, is in the center of one of the 
best oyster, shellfish, and fishing areas on the east coast of the United States, and 
the completion of the inland waterway would greatly improve working condi- 
tions for the large number of watermen who make their living in this area. 

3. The second largest economic factor on the Eastern Shore of Virginia, com- 
prised of Accomack and Northampton Counties, lying between the Chesapeake 
Bay and the Atlantic Ocean, is the seafood industry. Many thousands of per- 
sons are employed directly and indirectly in this industry. As these persons 
move seasonally from the Chesapeake Bay side of the Peninsula to the ocean side, 
and as there is no practical way to transport boats from one body of water to 
the other, this necessarily requires the moving of boats by water from the bay 
to the ocean, and vice versa. This movement is extremely dangerous for small 
boats unless they use some type of inland waterway, and until such an inland 
waterway is constructed their movement will be greatly hampered and in many 
instances prohibited. In turn, this causes a large economic loss, unemployment, 
and a limitation of work possibilities for the watermen of this area. The con- 
struction of the waterway as proposed would give watermen an easy and accessi- 
ble route from Bay to Ocean and Ocean to Bay. 

4. The two counties of Accomack and Northampton are becoming recognized 
as a Sportsman’s paradise, and many of the citizens of the area are employed 
in guiding sportsmen, which occupation would substantially increase if an inland 
waterway is constructed along the coast as proposed, as fishing and hunting 
hoats could then move easily from one fishing and hunting ground to the other. 
5. The several bottlenecks located along the proposed inland waterway result 
u large amounts of time lost by watermen and others while waiting for peak 
tides and also result in an economic loss through danger to boats by reason of 
their atempting to navigate the area on medium tides. 

6. The United States Coast Guard properly refuses to mark existing channels 
along the proposed inland waterway because of the several bottlenecks now 
along said route and their reason being that so marking the area would cause 
persons not familiar with the area to attempt to use these waterways, which 
are not now navigable, and which in turn would endanger life and property. 
By reason of the lack of markers, night traffic is impossible along those channels 
uow navigable which in turn results in further economic loss. 

7. The inability to travel on inland waterways from the Chesapeake Bay to 
Chincoteague Bay, Va., and intermediate points, results in numerous persons 
often not qualified to attempt an ocean passage which causes loss of life and 
property and which will undoubtedly continue to cause loss of life and property. 

8. In the immediate area of the proposed inland waterway, there are numer- 
ous small towns, villages, private properties, public properties, and public land- 

ngs which are handicapped under existing circumstances in their use of the 
waters that are adjacent thereto. There is a strong demand for the use of these 
areas for commercial and recreational purposes and these purposes cannot be 
served by the adjacent waters without the construction of an inland waterway, 
thereby resulting in still additional benefits to the general public and the area 
involved. 

It is respectfully submitted that this project has been approved by Congress 
for a period of approximately 11 years and during that time little if any work 
has been done between the Chesapeake Bay and the northern end of Metompkin 
Bay. The numerous persons interested and vitally concerned with the project 
have been advised by the Corp of Army Engineers, Baltimore district, thet the 
cost of completing the inland waterway from the Chesapeake Bay to the northern 
end of Metompkin Bay would not be at all unreasonable, and that the major 
section of the project from Metompkin Bay to the Great Machipongo River 
would cost approximately $180,000. While it is the hope of all of the residents 
of this area and many other persons not living in the area who would like to use 

75008—_56—pt. 2 53 
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the inland waterway for north-south traffic that the entire waterway will be 
completed without delay, if this is not possible at the present time, it is the 
hope of the undersigned that at least a portion of the waterway from Metompkin 
Bay to the Great Machipongo River will be completed through appropriations 
that will be granted by the present session of Congress. 
Respectfully submitted. 
EASTERN SHORE OF VIRGINIA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, INC., 
By J. F. Jones, Paecutive Secretary 
(Representing 350 Members ) 
CEDAR ISLAND Lot OWNERS ASSOCIATION, 
By GEORGE WALTER Mapp, Jr., Jts Attorney 
(Representing 500 Members). 
QuUINBY Harpor COMMITTEE, 
By Miron T. HicKMAN, Its Attorney. 
CHINCOTEAGUE BAY-CHESAPEAKE BAY INLAND WATERWAY 
COM MITTEE, 
By G. W. Meters, Chairnan. 


RESOLUTION OF BOARD OF SUPERVISORS PASSED AT REGULAR MEETING HELD At 
ACCOMAC, VA., ON MARCH 21, 1956 


Be it resolved, That the Board of Supervisors for the County of Accomack, 
Va., do hereby approve and do recommend to Congress that funds be appro- 
priated for the construction of an inland waterway from Chesapeake Bay to 
Chincoteague Bay, Va., and that the work on said inland waterway be com 
menced at the earliest possible date. 

I certify that the above is a true copy of a resolution passed as aforesaid 
by the Board of Supervisors for the County of Accomack, Va. 

Given under my hand this 21st day of March 1956. 

W. E. West, Chairman 


Senator Munpr. Is Mr. Cliff Erdahl in the room ? 
Paciric NortTuwest Progects 


STATEMENTS OF C. A. ERDAHL, CHAIRMAN, PACIFIC NORTHWEST 
UTILITIES CONFERENCE COMMITTEE; HARVEY MOORE, COM- 
MISSIONER, WAHKIAKUM COUNTY PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT; 
JOHN DICKSON, WAHKIAKUM COUNTY PUBLIC UTILITY DIS- 
TRICT; AND GEORGE L. RODGERS, PACIFIC POWER & LIGHT C0., 
PORTLAND, OREG. 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Mr. Erpanu. Senator Mundt and Senator Dworshak, I wonder if 
I might have the other members of our group come up and sit with 
me, so that we might collectively make our presentation. 

Senator Munpr. Very well. All the other members of the delega- 
tion may come to the table. 

Mr. Erpant. First, 1 would like to present Mr. Harvey Moore, 
the commissioner, Wahkiakum County Public Utility District, and 
this is John Dickson, the manager of the Wahkiakum County Public 
Utility District, and George L. Rodgers, Pacific Power & Light Co., 
Portland, Oreg. 

What I would like to do, Mr. Chairman, if I may, is to make brief 
preliminary remarks and then present the statement for the record and 
just brief it, to expedite this, if T may. 

Senator Munpr. Very well. 

Mr. Erpant. It is a pleasure for me to be able to consult with you 
once more regarding appropriations which affect the electric power 
supply for the Pacific Northwest. 
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I have had the privilege of appearing here for 10 years as chairman 
of the Pacific Northwest Utilities Conference Committee and follow- 
ing these remarks, I will submit their statement relative to appropria- 
tions for fiscal year 1957. 


PACIFIC NORTHWEST UTILITIES CONFERENCE 


This organization needs no introduction to many of you, but for 
the sake of the record, I would like to describe it briefly. 

This group met initially in 1946 in collaboration with the principal 
chambers of commerce of the area. Its purpose was twofold: First 
to assist in accelerating the development of an adequate regional 
power supply for the Pacific Northwest, and, second, to create a single 
eroup where both the publicly owned and privately owned electric 
utilities could join with a common objective for the good of a great 
region. 

The members of the group are the utilities themselves. Membership 
is not restricted but is open to all of the utilities who participate in 
the deliberations of the group and who sign its statements. 

At times there have been differences of opinion between us as to 
the best way to get our job done and not always have all of the utilities 
joined with us. 
~ Today we are representing utilities who serve more than 70 percent 
of all the electric consumers of the region, while we do not speak 
today for all of the utilities, we strongly emphasize that we do speak 
for the development of a liberal power supply for all of the people of 
the region. 

While promoting regional objectives, we have consistently endorsed 
and encouraged construction of individual projects whether proposed 
hy the United States Government through its agencies, the Corps of 
Kngineers and the Bureau of Reclamation, or by privately and pub- 
licly owned utilities. 

I prefer to call this latter group the non-Federal utilities. 

While the Federal Government has indeed taken a major part in 
the development of our existing power supply during the last 20 
vears, at no time has the construction of facilities by the non-Federal 
uilities ceased. 

The job of creating a power supply adequate to permit the normal 
development of the Pacific Northwest is too big for either the Federal 
(rovernment or the non-Federal utilities alone. 

I have carefully examined our record before the Congress, estab- 
lished over a 10-year period. It clearly shows that at no time have 
we advocated the withdrawal of the Federal Government from the 
held of electric-power development in our area. On the contrary, in 
each year we have asked that the Federal program be speeded up and 
new starts made. We do this again now. 

We do not come here with any demand that the entire burden of 
power supply be placed on the shoulders of the Federal Government, 
but, rather, to point out that this is a joint problem and if a venture 
is to succeed, the partners must all work to solve the problem. 

We of the region have shown and are presently demonstrating our 
willingness to do something for ourselves and we simply ask that the 
Federal Government assist in the gigantic undertaking. 
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To more strongly emphasize my statement that the non-Federal 
utilities of the area are doing something for themselves and for the 
region, let me mention a few undertakings. 


PRIEST RAPIDS PROJECT 


The Grant County Public Utility District in the very heart of the 
Columbia Basin is about to start construction of the Priest Rapids 
project. When completed, this project will provide additional energy 
for a number of other utilities as well as for Grant County. 

In this venture the Federal Government and the publicly and pri- 

vately owned utilities are cooperating for the earliest completion of 
this project. 


OTHER PROJECTS 


The Portland General Electric Co. has just commenced construction 
of the Pelton project in Oregon. 

The city of Tacoma is underway with construction of its Cowlitz 
River development. 

The Washington Water Power Co. has started construction of the 
Noxon Rapids project. 

The Pacific Power & Light Co. has started construction of the 
Swift project on the Lewis River. 

The city of Seattle is adding to the capacity of its plant on the 
Skagit River. 

Numerous other projects are being investigated by these and other 
non-Federal utilities, both publicly and privately owned. 

But with all of these projects and others, we are still faced with a 


serious problem. At no time in the past 15 years has the power 
supply of the region been adequate in that it has not developed fast 
enough to create normal reserves of capability. 


POSSIBILITY OF POWER SHORTAGE 


As a result, we may face another period of power shortage during 
this next winter season should we have adverse hydro conditions. 

In addition to the lack of reserves, the situation is currently ag 
gravated by a load growth at a rate f: ister than that estimated as late 
as last November, and also by the delay in arrival of several generators 
which had been scheduled for installation this year. 

The extent of the delay, occasioned by strikes, has not yet bee 
fully determined but it w ill be very serious at best. 

As I have said, the region is willing to do and is doing something 
for itself but. we need the continued assistance of the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

EFFECT OF WESTINGHOUSE STRIKE 


Senator Munpr. You are referring to the Westinghouse strike? 

Mr. Erpanv. Referring to the Westinghouse strike and the effect 
it has on the Chief Joseph generators. 

Now, because of that Westinghouse strike and the effect on the 
Chief Joseph generators, also the fact that our estimate of load growth: 

made last November is short by about 100,000 kilowatts ‘of our 
actual load growth at this time, also the delay in these generators 
will make us short on antic ipated new capacity. And we find a very 
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tight situation confronting us this next season if we have medium 


water. Or with less than medium w ater, it would just be that much 
more critical. 


EXPEDITING CHIEF JOSEPH GENERATORS 


For that reason, we would like to suggest that the Congress give 
every consideration to possible expediting of those Chief Joseph gen- 
erators, if there is any possible way to do so. Because it will help 
relieve ‘the situation tremendously for the area, and at the same time, 
I think the investment will pay for itself on the part of the Federal 
Government in return. 

Senator Munpr. Have you any idea how Congress could help in 
expediting the production of the generators ? 

Mr. Erpant. I suppose that that would be a job for the Corps of 
[Engineers to determine. If they could be expedited, there may be 
some additional sums needed in the way of expediting methods. I 
don’t know. But if that could be done, or anything could be done to 

vet them in the project at an early time, I know it ‘will be of tremen- 
dous help to the area, and I think from the standpoint of the Federal 
Government it will be an investment that will return itself well to the 
(rovernment. 

I do not know that it is possible, but I would like to have you give 
consideration, if you determine with the Corps of Engineers, that 
something like that was possible. 


TOTAL ENERGY GENERATED BY STEAM POWER 


Senator Dworsnak. How much power is being generated in the 
Columbia Basin now, steam power ? 

Mr. Erpani. We have approximately 400,000 kilowatts in the west 
group area that we can generate with steam. Some of it is very 
high-cost steam, and the problem that it presents is that the burden 
would fall on some utilities and it would not be uniform. 

Senator DworsHak. You say you can generate. I would like to 
know how much you are currently generating. 

Mr. Erpaut, I would say right now, Senator, because of the good 
water conditions, I doubt if there is anything being run to keep the 
loads up. 

Senator Dworsuak. What is the peak that you have generated from 
steam plants in the past ? 

Mr. Erpant. The peak that we have generated from steam plants— 
and it would have to be from memory, but I think something in excess 
of 350,000 kilowatts from steam. 

Senator DworsHak. Where are these plants located ? 

Mr. Erpant. They are located throughout the Northwest power 
pool, but most of them, as I recall, in the Pudget Sound area in Wash- 
ington and in the Portland area in Oregon. 


RECOMMENDATIONS 


Then I have a statement that I would like to have put in the record, 
Mr. Chairman, if I could, in its entirety, and at the same time I w ould 


like to just briefly outline the main points that are contained in our 
statement. 
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On page 3: 


It is strongly urged by this group that— 

1. The Congress appropriate adequate funds to maintain construction schedules 
on projects now underway in this region. 

2. The Federal Government continue the study and planning of the projects on 
the Columbia River and that a definite program for construction of these projects 
be formulated and authorized. 

3. The Federal Government make at least one new major start at the earliest 
possible moment, either directly or through partnership with non-Federal agen- 
cies. 

4. The Congress expedite the passage of legislation for projects proposed to be 


constructed as cooperative ventures between the Government and non-Federal 
utilities. 


PARTNERSHIP PROJECTS 


Senator DworsuAk. At that point, may I ask you what you have in 
mind when you say “directly or through partnership with non-Federal 
agencies” ¢ 

What has been done along the partnership line ? 

Mr. Erpanv. Well, we think that one of the projects now, that 
is about ready to start construction, is the Priest Rapids project being 
started by the Grant County Public Utility District. 

And as I mentioned, through the cooperation of the Federal Gov- 
ernment and through the privately- and publicly-owned utilities, 
where they are cooperating in the way of forming contracts with 
one another, I think that is being handled in a very cooperative man- 
ner to get that project on the line at the earliest possible time. 


STATUS OF JOHN DAY PARTNERSHIP PROJECT 


Senator Dworsnak. What is the status of the John Day partner- 
ship ? 

Mr. Erpanw. The John Day partnership bill is before a committee 
in the Senate, and as far as I know, there has been no action. 

I might say there are some of the utilities in our group that fee! 
that it should be built by the Federal Government, and there are others 
who feel that it could be built if the Federal Government didn’t decide 
to go into it, on a prepaid power basis, with both public and private 
utilities contracting with the Government. 

Senator Dworsnak. Is not that bill in the House instead of in the 
Senate ¢ 

Mr. Ropcers. It is now before the House Committee on Public 
Works and no hearings have yet been held. 

Senator Dworsuak. Do you anticipate that any hearings will be 
held soon ? 

Mr. Ropcers. We have had no encouragement that hearings will 
be held, although the bill was introduced in March of 1955. 

Senator Dworsuaxk. And until then, nothing, obviously, can be 
done to implement a proposal for a partnership plan ? 

Mr. Roperrs. That seems to be correct; other than perhaps the 
planning money that the Corps of Engineers asked for the project; 
since, under the proposal contained in the John Day bill, the project 
would be built, owned and operated by the U nited St: tes. the plan- 
ning for the project could go forward with funds as requested in 
the ‘budget before you. 

Senator Dworsiax. The Army engineers have been pursuing those 
studies in the past and in the current fiscal year. 
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Mr. Ropcers. I understand so. 

Senator Dworsnuak. There has been no delay occasioned at John 
Day because of the failure to settle any controversy which may have 
arisen over a partnership plan? 

Mr. Roperrs. Presumably not. 

We felt, though, that if we did have a good bona fide partnership 
program, we could go forward much faster. 

Senator DworsHak. Well, even if a partnership plan were nego- 
. ated, I make the inference "from what you have said that the Corps 

Engineers would still be obligated to complete preconstruction 
cone ing. 

Mr. Roperrs. That is correct. 

Mr. Erpanw. I think that is a very good statement, Senator Dwor- 
shak, because we have taken the position that the Corps of Engineers 
should be given maximum funds for planning on John Day, regard- 
less of under what plan the project is finally built. 

Senator DworsHak. But it is true there has been no delay so far? 

Mr. Erpauv. Not as far as I understand. 


INCREASE IN JOHN DAY PLANNING FUNDS 


And we are asking for an increase in the John Day planning money 
this year, so that there will be no danger of any delays from the stand- 
point of planning. 


BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION 


In addition, in our statement we ask, of course, that the Bonneville 
Power Administration be given their full budget, because we feel it is 
at a minimum for construction funds and for operation and mainte- 
nance, so that they can live up to their contractual obligations in de- 
livering this power to the various public and private agencies in the 
area. 

Under the Corps of Engineers, the highlights of that, again, are, 
No. 1, under John Day: 

Planning funds of $500,000 have been requested on the basis that 
planning would go on for 2 more years. It is suggested by this group 
that an increase in planning funds of $1 million would advance this 
project so that it could be started at an earlier date. 

This is of utmost importance, and the increase should be approved. 


ICE HARBOR 


Ice Harbor—any increase in funds over and above the appropri- 
ation request for this important project, up to and including $5 mil- 
lion dollars, will assist in getting this plant onto the transmission sys- 
tem earlier than planned. Such an increase is urged. 

The corps should be directed to continue to work with other agen- 
cles of the Government and with such agencies of local governments 
as are indicated to solve the fish problems and whatever funds are 
required for this work should be provided. 

Now, the statement, you will see, is signed by the Wahkiakum 
County PUD, the Pacific Power & Light Co., the city of Seattle, the 
Eugene Water and Electric Board, the Portland General Electric Co., 
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the City of Tacoma Department of Public Utilities, the Washington 
Water Power Co. and the Washington State Power Commission. 
And, as I indicated, we have a representative group, but of course 
not all of the utilities are represented. 
Now, first, I would like to call, if I may, on George Rodgers, Pacific 
Power & Light Co., for a brief statement of his own individual utility. 


STATEMENT OF MR. RODGERS 


Mr. Roncers. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is George L. Rodgers. I am an attorney from Portland, Oreg. 
and a member of the law firm of Smith, Gray, Hill & Rodgers of that 
city. 

Our firm is general counsel for Pacific Power & Light Co. and ] 
appear before you today as their spokesman. 

The Pacific Co. has signed the statement presented by the group for 
which Mr. Erdahl speaks. As the committee will note, that group 
is composed of non-Federal electric utility agencies, both publicly and 
privately owned, in the Pacific Northwest. 

In addition to so signing, the Pacific Co. assisted in the preparatio 
of that statement. 

Accordingly, Pacific Power & Light Co. concurs in, endorses and 
urges this committee to adopt the recommendations contained in the 
statement presented by Mr. Erdahl. 

Members of the engineering staff, under the direction of the appro- 
priate officers of the Pacifie Co., have examined each of the items 
contained in the Bonneville Power Administration proposed budget 
and in the budget proposed by the Corps of Engineers for civil works 
to the extent that those recommendations deal with projects in the 
Pacific Northwest. 

We believe that the proposals contained in these budgets are sound, 
and with the modifications proposed by Mr. Erdahl, should be ap- 
proved. 

POWER DEFICIT 


It has already been brought to your attention that the Pacific North 
west faces a serious power deficit. 

It is estimated that, commencing about 1960, after assuming the 
completion of all public and private projects now under construction, 
that the area will have a power deficit of approximately $500,000 kilo- 
watts, the equivalent of a Bonneville Dam, which deficit will increase 
by that minimum amount in each succeeding year unless action is 
taken now. 

This means that all public and private generating projects must 
be built with maximum speed. 

The record will show that Pacific Power & Light Co. has consistent- 
ly supported and has never opposed Federal appropriations for the 
development of the Columbia River and its tributaries. 

In appearing here today, I am again urging this committee, on 
behalf of Pacific Power & Light Co., to appropriate additional funds 
for the further development of the region. At the same time, however, 
I wish to make it clear to the committee that most of the non-Federal 
electric utilities in the Pacific Northwest are ready to meet the de- 
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mand for additional power independently or in connection with the 
Federal Government. 
CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 


Pacific Power & Light Co., for example, has a construction budget 
of $182 million for the next 3 years. Pacific’s gross plant account at 
the end of 1955 was somewhat in excess of $200 million. 

It is thus evident that a $133 million construction program for this 
company is an ambitious undertaking. 

The non-Federal agencies must be encouraged by the Congress to 
invest large sums in new generating projects if a critical power short- 
age is to be avoided. 

It is estimated that during the next 10 years it will be necessary to 
spend $300 million annually | for new gener ating facilities, roughly $1 
million per day, or an aggregate of $3 billion for the 10- year period. 

When we take into account the fact that the Federal Government 
has been appropriating funds for new generating facilities in the 
Pacific Northwest during the past 10 years at an average aggregate 
amount of $100 million, the need for local action is brought sharply 
into focus. 

The local utilities are willing, anxious, and able to do their part of 
the job. They ask only that the Federal Government appropriate as 
many dollars as may be available and cooperate fully with non-Federal 
itilities to enable them to do their part. 

Thank you very much, Senator. 

Mr. Erpanu. Next I would like to call on Mr. John Dickson, man- 
ger of the Wahkiakum County Publie Utilities District, who will 
make a statement for that group. 


STATEMENT OF MR. JOHN DICKSON 


Mr. Dickson. Mr. Chairman, my name is John Dickson. I would 
like to make a brief statement for the record. 

Senator ELLENbDER. Proceed. 

Mr. Dickson. The Wahkiakum Public Utilities District is a pub- 
licly owned utility and is a municipal corporation existing under and 
hy virtue of the laws of the State of Washington. 

First, we wish to endorse the statement of the Pacific Northwest 
Utilities Conference Committee, in its entirety, and urge that this com- 
mittee consider its contents carefully. 

We wish to emphasize that our utility and the people of the North- 
west believe that the Federal Government has a utility responsibility 
to the area, a belief that has been well established over a period of 20 
years. 

While we are aware that it is unrealistic to expect the Government 
to put up the money for all of the generating resources for the North- 
west, we strongly feel that it is the responsibility of the Federal Gov- 
ernment to develop the major generating plants on the main stem of 
the Columbia River and its major tributaries. 

In addition, we stand ready and prepared to invest our dollars in 
such generating plants as may be economically feasible on other rivers 
in the Northwest and such other plants that the Government deter- 
mines that they will not construct. 
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If there are any generating plants proposed under the Corps of 
Engineers 308 report, or its current revision, that this committee fee]; 
will not be built by the Federal Government, a determination should 
be made on such specifie projects in order that the non-Federal utilities 
may assist on a cooperative basis with the Government to bring this 
generation into production as soon as possible; however, the magnitude 
of the development of the required resources is so great that we are 
firmly convinced that we need every dollar that the Government will 
put up. 

We, as elected officials and the manager of the Wahkiakum Public 
Utilities District, have a direct responsibility to insure the electric 
customers, domestic, commercial, and industrial, of an adequate suppl) 
of low-cost power in the area we serve, and wish to emphasize that we 
also feel that the Federal Government must make a major contribution 
in putting up money for new starts for construction of generating 
plants as well as keeping projects under construction on schedule, in 
that we may fulfill this responsibility. 

This statement was signed by John King, president of the board, 
J. 1. Maki, secretary of the board, Harvey FE. Moore, commissioner, 
and myself as manager. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Erpanv. Thank you, John. 

Mr. Tom Delzell, chairman of the board of the Portland General 
Electric Company of Portland, Oreg., was unable to be here, and I will 
ask that his statement be put into the record. 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


Senator EiLenver. It may be placed in the record, together with 
your own statement. 
(The statements referred to follow :) 


STATEMENT OF THOMAS W. DELZELL, CHAIRMAN OF THE Boarp, PorTLAND GENERAI 
Evecrric Co., PorRTLAND, OREG. 


Mr. Chairman, my name is Thomas W. Deilzell. I am chairman of the board 
and chief executive officer of the Portland General Electric Co., in Portland 
Oreg. My company emphatically endorses and supports the statement presented 
by Mr. Erdahl for the Pacific Northwest Utilities Conference Committee. 

The primary responsibility of Portland General Electric, as well as all othe 
electric utilities in the region, is to provide our people with adequate supplies 
of electric power. 

The electric load of PGE is growing at the rate of 6 to 8 percent per year 
This rate is typical for the entire Northwest. To supply the energy needed to 
meet these requirements, vast amounts of money will have to be invested in 
power-producing projects. According to all reliable estimates, the Northwest 
will require an average of $350 million per year for the next 20 years to build 
the multiple-purpose projects necessary to meet the needs of its people. 

It is obvious to anyone who considers the facts that this entire sum will not 
be supplied by the Federal Government. We do not mean to minimize the tre- 
mendous job which has been done by the Federal Government in our region, but 
it should be recognized that Federal agencies have never supplied the total 
power requirements for the area. 

The Federal Government has spent approximately $1.5 billion for electric 
generation and transmission facilities in the Northwest. Local non-Federal 
agencies, public and private, have invested a greater amount in power produ 
ing facilities. About half of the total power generating capacity in the Pacific 
Northwest is owned and operated by non-Federal agencies. 


PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 2193 


It is obvious that the only way the region can move forward and meet its 
electric power needs is for all power agencies, Federal and non-Federal, public 
and private, to proceed with all possible power developments, either individually 
or in partnership with other utilities. 

Local utilities in the Pacific Northwest, in an effort to meet their responsibili- 
ties of service, have made plans to construct new projects which would add 
approximately 8 million kilowatts to the Northwest power supply. 

Only a few of these planned projects are now under construction, however, 
because in many cases commencement of construction is predicated on permis- 
sion from, or cooperation by, the Federal Government. This action on the 
part of the Federal partner has not been forthcoming. 

An outstanding case in point is H. R. 5789, the John Day proposal. Under 
the terms of this bill, introduced last year by Congresman Coon of the Second 
District of Oregon, local utilities, public or private, would be permitted to 
advance the entire cost of the power features of the federally authorized John 
Day Dam on the Columbia river. In return, the participating utilities would 
receive long-term contracts for power from the Federal system. Under the 
terms of the bill, the project would be in all respects a unit of the Federal 
system on the Columbia—the payment by local utilities would be simply 
advance purchases of federally generated power. 

John Day Dam will cost about $310 million. The bulk of this cost is allocable 
to power. The best estimates are that the Federal expenditure under the 
Coon proposal would be about $87 million, the cost of the nonreimbursables. 
Local utilities, including my company, are prepared to advance the remaining 
$273 million in order that the project’s 1,105,000 kilowatts can soon be brought 
into production, 

The John Day legislation, however, has received no action—even by committee. 

Although John Day is the only proposal involving prepayment for Federal 
power, there are numerous other projects which require some Federal action. 
Because this action has not been taken, many millions of dollars worth of 
new construction is being delayed. I need not elaborate on what that would 
inean to the economy of not only the Pacific Northwest but also to that of the 
entire United States. 

To make our position clear, this group, representing utilities serving 70 nercent 
of the people in the Pacific Northwest, urges Congress to maintain the Federal 
program which has been undertaken in our area. At the same time, however, 
we want to point out that we do not expect the United States to do he entire 
job which mus be done. We are anxious to participate o he fullest extent 
possible. But we do need your help in granting us permission to do our share 


¢ 


of the development program which is necessary. 


STATEMENT OF PaciFic NorrTHWEsT UTILITIES CONFERENCI 


Since 1947 this group has been presenting to the Congress the views of the non- 
Federal electric utility industry in the Pacific Northwest relative to various 
Federal appropriations affecting the power supply of the region. It may be 
fairly said that the group has spoken for the industry and for the region since its 
members who have been signators of the several statements have represented 
ion-Federal service agencies, both publicly and privately owned, serving more 
than 70 percent of the electric consumers of the region. The purpose of our 
group has been to present to the Congress a unified program for the general 

od of the whole region. 

During the decade of 1940-50 the Pacific Northwest was one of the fastest 
crowing areas in the United States and during the current decade approximately 
the same rate of growth has continued. It has been reliably estimated that the 
population of the region will increase 70 percent in the next 20 years. 

With this increase in population has come an industrial expansion that is 
peculiarly vital to the welfare and defense of the United States as a whole. Here 
are produced substantial portions of the Nation’s electrochemical, electrometal- 
lurgical, and associated products. Here is one of the centers of the pulp and 
paper industry. Here is an important food producing area. Here also is one of 
the country’s leading sources of lumber and wood products. 

The need for an adequate, liberal supply of electrical energy is of utmost im- 
portance if the economy of the region is to go forward in like manner. This 
is important to the region but also to the Nation as a whole. 
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For a number of years this supply of electrical energy has not been libera! 
indeed, it has not been adequate. Industries which have not been able to secure 
contracts for firm or continuous power have often been forced to take inter- 
ruptible power and frequently have had the supply cut off during part of the 
year and that means interruptible employment. During two seasons, 1949-50 
and 1952-53, there have been general brownouts and curtailments. On one 
occasion the Defense Electric Power Administration, by order, required drastic 
cutbacks in electrical consumption so that essential uses could be safeguarded 
The economy of this region is geared to low cost hydro-generated energy supple- 
mented with a small amount of high cost steam power for peaking purposes al- 
though at times these peaking plants have been operated for energy production 

Load forecasts made by the west group of the Northwest power pool, based on 
adverse hydro conditions, predict that this steam power will be required in al! 
years in the future and that in 1963-64 there will be a definite shortage in total 
capability; that thereafter a mounting deficit of power supply will be felt i 
every year unless new generating projects are started now. 

It should be carefully noted that the load forecasts on which these deficits 
are predicated were made by the individual utility agencies of the power poo! 
The rate of growth contemplated is lower than that used by the Bonneville Power 
Administration in its forecasting which in turn is lower than the rate of increase 
contemplated by the Federal Power Commission. The history of the region has 
shown that actually developed loads have exceeded even the most optimistic fore 
casting and there is nothing to indicate that the demands for electrical energy 
will decline in the next decade. 

In making these load forecasts, generating capabilities have ineluded 2 
projects with a rated capacity of 460,000 kilowatts being constructed by the city 
of Tacoma. The construction of these projects as scheduled is now being threat 
ened by pending litigation and if there is any delay in their construction, antici- 
pated shortages will be a reality sooner and of greater magnitude than is now 
estimated. 

For an extended period of time the electrical utilities of the area correlate: 
their activities with those of the Federal generating system in developing an 
energy supply with which to meet the area power requirements, but now the 
Federal system has not kept up with the anticipated rate of expansion. 

It is strongly urged by this group that: 

1. The Congress appropriate adequate funds to maintain construction 
schedules on projects now underway in this region. 

2. The Federal Government continue the study and planning of the 
projects on the Columbia River and that a definite program for constructio! 
of these projects be formulated and authorized. 

3. The Federal Government make at least one new major start at the 
earliest possible moment either directly or through partnership with non 
Federal agencies. 

4. The Congress expedite the passage of legislation for projects proposed 
to be constructed as cooperative ventures between the Government and non 
Federal utilities. 

The group calls to the attention of the Congress the following items: 
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BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION 


As in other years non-Federal agencies of the area have been consulted as 
to the needs and new construction of the Bonneville Power Administration. 
The group has examined the appropriation request of BPA and recommends 
favorable action by the Congress without change. It is pointed out that the 
necessity for construction of transmission facilities is dictated by contractual 
obligations of the Administration. Completion of new facilities and the efficient 
operation of existing plant is essential as a part of the network service of the 
Government. 


CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


Appropriation requests of the corps are supported (as relates to the Northwest 
power system) and should be granted with the following modifications: 

1. John Day: Planning funds of $500,000 have been requested on the basis 
that planning would go on for 2 more years. It is suggested by this group that 
an increase in planning funds of $1 million would advance this project so that 
it could be started at an earlier date. This is of utmost importance and the 
increase should be approved. 
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». Iee Harbor: Any increase in funds over and above the appropriation request 
for this important project up to and including $5 million will assist in getting 
this plant onto the transmission system earlier than planned. Such an increase 
is urged. 

8. The corps should be directed to continue to work with other agencies of 
the Government and with such agencies of local governments as are indicated to 
solve the fish problems and whatever funds are required for this work should 
he provided. 


STEAM GENERATING PLANTS 


The Washington State Power Commission, with the full cooperation of this 
group of utilities, has been actively studying the advisability of prompt con- 
struction of some fuel powerplants for operation in conjunction with the existing 
hydro resources of the region. No participation by the Federal Government in 
the construction of such plants is required. 

The group is grateful for this continuing opportunity to consult with the Con- 
gress relative to power problems in the Pacific Northwest. The foregoing adopted 
at a meeting at Tacoma, Wash., March 20, 1956, C. A. Erdahl, chairman. 

WAHKIAKUM CouNtTy PusLic UTILiIty District, 
JOUN KING, 
President. 
Pacrric Power & Liaut Co., 
D. R. McCuune, 
Executive Vice President. 
Crry oF SEATTLE LIGHT DEPARTMENT, 
Bon JONES, 
Chairman, City Utilities. 
EvGENE WATER AND ELEctTRIC Boarp, 
hk. B. Boa.s, 
Superintendent-Secretary. 
PortiLAND GENERAL ELEcTRIC Co., 
FRANK M. WARREN, JR., 
President. 
Ciry oF TACOMA, DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC UTILITIES, 
DEAN BARLINE, 
Director, 
THE WASHINGTON WATER POWER Co., 
K. M. Roprnson, 
President. 
WASHINGTON STATE POWER COMMISSION, 
J. Frank Warp, 
Managing Director. 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


Mr. Erpanu. All right, Mr. Chairman. And also Mr. R. B. Boals, 
general superintendent-secretary of the Eugene Water and Electric 
Board, has asked that his statement be included in the record. 

Senator E.tenper. That will be done. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF THE EUGENE WATER AND ELECTRIC BOARD REGARDING APPROPRIATIONS 
FOR THE BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION AND THE CORPS OF ENGINEERS 
Civi WorKS PROGRAM IN THE PActric NoRTHWEST BY R. B. BoAts, GENERAL 
SUPERINTENDENT-SECRETARY 


The Eugene Water and Electric Board is a municipally-owned utility, serving 
both water and electricity to the city of Eugene and adjacent territory. The 
electric utility has been in operation since 1911, and now serves 80,000 people. 
Our power requirements are supplied partially through use of our own generating 
facilities, and partially through purchase from the Bonneville Power Adminis- 
tration, 

We strongly support the statement that Mr. Erdahl is presenting on behalf 
of the major electric utilities of the Pacific Northwest regarding appropriations 
for both the Bonneville Power Administration and the Corps of Engineers civil 
works program. So far as we have been able to determine, the BPA, budget 
request appears to be the minimum for efficient operation of that organization. 
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The appropriation for the Corps of Engineers civil works program in the Pacific 
Northwest should be increased over their request, as indicated by Mr. Erdahl, 
to enable them to eontinue their program in an orderly manner and to do the 
very minimum toward meeting the growing power needs of the area. 

We wish to stress the point that we are not asking the Federal Government 
to take care of all or even a major part of the power requirements of the Pacific 
Northwest. Money to meet these total power requirements has not previously 
been available from the Federal Treasury nor does it appear that it will be 
available in the near future. It is estimated that approximately $300 million 
per year will be required to meet the power needs of the area, whereas approxi- 
mately $100 million a year has been appropriated by Congress for this purpose 
during the past several years. It is neither necessary nor advisable for Con- 
gress to appropriate to care for our entire growth. We only ask for help in 
things we cannot do by ourselves. We, of the city of Kugene, together with 
other utilities in the Pacific Northwest, stand ready, willing, and able to supply 
the major part of the generating facilities necessary to meet the increasing de 
mands. Many millions of non-Federal dollars have gone into construction of 
power facilities for the area in the past several years, and expenditures will 
continue at an accelerated rate. But we cannot do the job by ourselves. We, 
as an industry, cannot build the multipurpose projects. We, as a municipality, 
can neither economically nor legally provide the money necessary for flood con- 
trol, irrigation, navigation, and the other benefits that will accrue from these 
multipurpose projects, but we can build the power features, bearing our fair 
allocation of joint costs of the multipurpose projects. By allowing non-Federal 
money to help bear the cost of these projects through construction of the power 
features, the available Federal money can be spread further allowing the « 
struction of additional projects such as badly needed upstream storage. This 
has come to be known as the “partnership” concept. 

We, of the Eugene Water and Electric Board, are the sponsors of one of thess 
proposed “partnership” projects. This is known as the Cougar project, located 
on the south fork of the McKenzie River in Lane County, Oreg. It is prima 
a flood-control project authorized for construction, and now about to be placed 
under actual construction by the Corps of Engineers. Authorizing legislatior 
by Congress is required to permit us to participate in this project of which we 
would bear approximately one-third of the total cost. We have been endea 
ing to get such legislation passed for approximately 3 years, but have been 
unable to do so to this date. Authorizing legislation was introduced for the 
second time, early in the first session of this Congress, in the form of H. Rt 
4662. Passage of this bill would authorize participation by ourselves on the 
Cougar project and by another utility on the Green Peter-White Bridge project 
on the Santiam River. Both of these projects are quite similar in nature and 
the need for the flood control to be provided by both is great. Hearings on the 
bill were held during the first session by the House Subcommittee on Flood 
Control which recommended its enactment, but so far the full committee has 
not reported the bill out. We request whatever help you can give us in passag 
of this legislation so that we may have permission to spend $13 million of our 
money to meet our own needs, and to save the Federal Treasury a like amount 
of money which will then be available for use in other badly needed flood-contro! 
irrigation, or navigation projects. 

The cooperative efforts of all interested agencies are required for the adequatt 
and comprehensive development of our water resource. We urge adequate 
appropriations for both the Bonneville Power Administration and the Corps 
of Engineers so that, together with the use of non-Federal money, the purpose 
can be accomplished. 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Mr. Erpaut. I think our position is very well wrapped up in a 
quote attributed to Senator Magnuson: 


It is stupid to fight over who is going to build these dams. What difference 
does it make, if the power is priced right? The important thing is to get them 
built. 

I think that statement is the answer to it. We have got to find ways 
to get more kilowats in the area, so that the area can go forward as it 


should. 
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And I think our presentation is fair. We want the Federal Govern- 
ment to do all that you think is right in the ares 
You gentlemen have been very kind to us in the past. We, how- 
ever, would like to be v very realistic, and if we cannot get the power 
supply through that method, we would like your cooperation in seeing 
that other ways can be found so that our people can have the necessary 
kilowatts for their area 
And with that, unless there are questions, that is our presentation, 
Mr. Chairman. 
Senator Kiuenper. Any further questions? 
Allright. Thank you. 
Mr. Erpaut, I wonder, Mr. Chairman, for the benefit of the record, 
f this chart could be included. Because I think it will be helpful to 
e committee as you go forward and as you analyze the seriousness of 
Ny del: ays. 
Senator E.tenper. I do not know a section of the country that does 
+ want to do all they can for power. We will do the best we ean. 
I think you have been treated very generously by this committee, 
il we hope to continue that. 
Mr. Erpaun. Thank you. 


Marne Prosec’ 


STATEMENT OF HON. MARGARET CHASE SMITH, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF MAINE 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 


Senator Etnenper. Senator Smith, did you want to make your 
ment at this time? 

Senator Smiru. Yes. Mr. Chairman, IT have a few 

I would like to call to the attention of the committee, ar 

ery important to our State. 

Senator ELLENDER. “— may proceed, 

Senator Smiru. Mr. Chairman, during the hearing when Federal 
projects were before tie subcommittee, I asked General Itschner his 
interpretation of the word “tentative” as relating to the tentative 
allocation of funds for the projects listed below. 

Since these are listed among the items to be included if the full ap 

propriation is approved, making it somewhat indefinite as to final 

tion, and since the amounts are so small in comparison with many 
tems, I earnestly urge that the committee earmark the specific funds 
as listed below: 


7" | 7 er itl Nee 
_— = ee | Allocations nn aa | oe for 
est matec | prior to ‘ completion 
Federal | scal vear | after fiscal 
| 


1957 
cost ’ 


Project 


vear 1957 





{ 
Carvers Harbor... ‘ ies $2, 500 
Eastport F’ arbor. ---- oa eeas 8, 500 
Pepperell Cove ae eee eee oe NS 6, 800 
South Bristol Harbor__.......----------------- 10, 000 | 
Southwest + arbor ail cai ialataidlstneamarce and 8,000 | 
Stonington #iarbor 7, 200 | 
York Harbor : 5, 000 | 
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The following investigations not included in the tentative alloca- 
tion of the budget estimate are very important, and I shall discuss 
them briefly. 


MILL COVE, SOUTH PORTLAND, MAINE (CASCO BAY) 


There is great need for the dredging of Mill Cove. I stress the 
strategic location of this cove in Casco Bay and the importance o! 
improvement. [Pictures on file in committee. | 

The requested improvement would be of tremendous value not 
only to commercial enterprises in Portland and South Portland, but 
to the fishermen in the area. At the present time there is no place 
for these small craft to obtain fuel in Portland Harbor or to ancho: 
for the night. 

The Army engineers have estimated that it would cost $2,500 to 
make a preliminary examination of Mill Cove and $4,000 for a com 
plete survey—a total of $6,500. 

I most earnestly request that the sum of $6,500 be earmarked foi 
this preliminary examination and survey. 


WELLS BEACH, MAINE 


Inasmuch as the town of Wells has indicated the ability and willing 
ness of the town to assume its share of the cost of the establishment 
of harbor facilities at Wells Beach up to a limit of $250,000 as the 
town’s share, the Army engineers have stated that it appears quite 
possible that this proposed project could be practicable and justified 
and have recommended further study of the harbor at a cost of $5,000. 

In former years, there was a flourishing fishing industry at Wells 
Beach, and there was employment in ship and boat building g, com 
merce and shipping. However, at the present time it is necessary 
for those gaining their livelihood from the sea to base their operations 
elsewhere, as it 1s not safe to go over the bar except at high water in 
a very small boat and then only when the ocean swell is at a minimum 
and the wind offshore. 

It is convincingly evident that with the proposed improvement at 
Wells Beach, a large number of people would be able to earn their liv 
ing from the sea, both directly and indirectly. The commissioner of 
sea and fisheries in Maine has stated that some 200 families would . 
benefited by these improvements and several people have indicated : 
willingness to spend sizable sums of money installing marine railways 
and boat-building shops as soon as the harbor is dredged. 

Research on the clam industry points to the advantages from natura! 
seeding which would result from an opening of the channel to the sea 
The clam industry alone used to furnish steady employment for 35 or 
more families. 

I strongly urge the committee’s full consideration of the above facts 
and sincerely 1 request the appropriation of the necessary $5,000 for 
further study of this proposed project. 


BASS HARBOR, MAINE 


Citizens of the town of Tremont, Maine, are desirous of having 
Bass Harbor dredged. The anchorage has shoaled very badly and it 
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is difficult for the fishing boats of various sizes to moor safely, and 
with any protection. 

Storms have done considerable damage to boats that have been 
anchored there. 

A survey by the Army engineers has been authorized at an estimated 
cost of $8,500. 

I earnestly request that $8,500 be appropriated to carry out this 
authorized survey. 

BOOTHBAY HARBOR, MAINE 


On February 21, 1956, the Senate Public Works Committee adopted 
a resolution requesting the Army engineers to review the report of the 
Chief of Engineers on Boothbay H: arbor, with a view to determining 
the advisability of modifying the existing project at the present time. 

An anchorage 12 feet t deep at mean low water and about 700 feet 
square in ‘the center of Mill Cove, with a connecting channel to the 
harbor 17 feet deep and 100 feet wide, and a channel to the head of the 
cove 7 feet deep and 50 feet wide is badly needed. 

Such anchorage would provide a much needed area for mooring 

achts and fishing vessels—the channels would provide easier access 
for the lobster fishermen and permit transportation of materials to the 

outlying islands from the head of the cove—and the 17-foot entrance 
hannel would permit easy berthing at the local shipbuilder’s dock. 

[ earnestly request that the : amount of $6,000 be : appropriated for the 
purpose of carrying out the resolution calling for review of report by 
thie Anny engineers. 

CONSTRUCTION 


Under the appropriation title “Construction, general,” I also have 
few items to bring to the attention of the committee. 


ISCATAQUA RIVER, PORTSMOUTIT HARBOR (BETWEEN KITTERY, MAINE, 
AND PORTSMOUTH, N. H) 


SCARBORO RIVER, SCARBORO, MAINE 


Mr. Chairman, Piscataqua River and Scarboro River projects are 
among the items in the President’s budget, and I sincerely trust the 
required funds will be approved by the committee. 


Piscataqua River : _.._. $775, 000 
Scarboro River___—- fae eas ae ; ; 205, 000 


WOOD ISLAND AND BIDDEFORD POOL, MAINE 


On April 16, 1956, the Bureau of the Budget cleared the amount of 
17,000 as requested by the Army engineers for additional operations 
cost for this project over the estimated cost of $153,000, making a total 
ost of $170,000. 
Since $153,000 has already been appropriated for fiseal year 1956 
r this project, I sincerely trust that this adc litional $17, 000 will be 
cluded in the appropriations for fiseal year 1957 as approved by the 
Bureau of the Budget for completion of this project 
75008—56—pt. 2 54 
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Senator E.renper. That is an unbudgeted item that you presented 
to the committee last year, as I recall, and the committee followed 
your suggestion. 

Senator Smytu. That is right, Mr. Chairman, and the people of 
that area are most appreciative of your consideration. 


ROCKLAND HARBOR, MAINE 


On July 30, 1955, the Seante passed my bill, S. 1749, to adopt and 
authorize a improvement of Rockland Harbor. 

Rockland, with a population of around 10,000, is the principal 
port and commercial center serving a district with a population in 

excess of 34,000. It is the third largest fishing port in New England. 

Its principal industrial activity is the handling of fish, shellfish, and 
fish produc ts, and isa center for fish packing , proc essing, and canning. 
It is the mainland terminus for ship lines serving the Penobscot Bay 
island communities. The waterborne commerce of Rockland Harbor 
is in excess of 100,000 tons annually. 

Improvement of Rockland Harbor is needed to accommodate larger 
deep-draft vessels. Some of these vessels cannot use the present har 
bor due to the shallow depths, while others are delayed waiting for 
favorable tides. Wharves have been damaged from exposure to 
storms. The practice of navigating the harbor only at high tide is a 
severe economic handicap to the fishing and commercial activities of 
this port. 

About 20 wharves are in active use at the present time, eateneing c 

long 15,000 feet of developed water frontage, with depths ranging 
from nothing to 15 feet at low tide. One general cargo wharf \ 
purchased by the United States during the last war and is now boa 
exclusively by the United States Coast Guard. 


URGENCY OF PROJECT 


The urgency of this matter is extreme, inasmuch as the boats of 
the North Haven Port District and Vinalhaven Port District and the 
mail boat running to Martinicus and Criehaven may soon be without 
dockage facilities, as the presently leased wharf which they are using 
is no longer on lease but on a month-to-month basis, with no other 
wharf available. 

This situation would be alleviated by the Rockland Port District 
which is prepared to build a wharf as soon as deep water is available. 

I seriously request the committee’s full consideration of the urgency 
for appropriation of $710,000 for this authorized construction, 
which has been approv ed by the Bureau of the Budget. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator ELLENpER. We are glad to have your statement, Senator, 
and we will see what we can do to take care of some of these problems. 


ScarsporouGH, MAINg, PRogEct 
LETTER FROM SENATOR PAYNE 


Senator ELLENpER. Senator Payne is interested in the project at 
Scarborough, Maine. Without objection, I will place his letter to 
Senator Hayden in the record at this point. 
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(The letter referred to follows:) 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AND INTERSTATE COMMERCE, 
April 4, 1956. 
Hon. CARL HAYDEN, 
Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D. C. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: At the present time your committee is studying the public 
works appropriation recommendations contained in the President’s buc get for 
fiscal 1997. Included in those recommendations is a request for $205,0U0 for 
mprovements in the Searborough River at Scarborough, Maine. 

kor several years the situation at Scarborough has been acute; the sandbar 
cross the river is the crux of the problem. Dredging a channel through the 
sandbar is a matter of vital importance to the residents of Scarborough and 
surrounding towns. Many of the residents of the area depend upon fishing 
wv their livelihood, and the sandbar puts an undue hazard on their activities. 
In the past 10 years more than 15 craft have been wrecked on the bar. In May 

o4 three men came very close to losing their lives through drowning when 

eir boats struck the bar. At times when the sea is calm the bar dves not 

se much of a barrier. At low tide there is about 2 feet of water on the bar. 
When the sea is rough the entire length of the bar is one mass of crushing 
breakers which prevent the passage of any craft. The implications of this are 
obvious. If fishermen go to sea in calm weather and then rough weather 
develops, they are prohibited from returning to harbor. They then are faced 
with the unpleasant choice of riding the weather out at sea or running for some 
ther shelter® On the other hand, if the sea is rough before they go out they 
re prohibited from engaging in their occupation. 

The situation in the Scarborough River was surveyed by the Corps of Army 
Engineers in 1946, and a project to correct it was recommended. The project 

tself was authorized by Congress in 1950. As authorized, the project calls for 
he improvement of the Scarborough River to provide a channel 8 feet deep and 
200 feet wide across the sandbar, and 6 feet deep and 100 feet wide leading to 
anchorage of the same depth, 1,350 feet long and 300 feet wide. The au- 

irization is subject to certain requirements of local cooperation, including a 
ish contribution of $10,000 toward the cost of construction. 

In a letter dated February 28, 1955, the Selectmen of the Town of Scarborough 
informed me that the town is prepared to meet all of the requirements stipulated 
n the authorization for the project. In particular the town hus appropriated 

id collected the cash contribution of $10,000, which money is being held pend- 

g the action of the Federal Government on the project. 

The report of the New York-New England Interagency Committee on the 
resourees of the New York-New England region makes the following statement 

the Scarborough River project (pt. 2, ch. XI, p. 111-813): 

“The estimated cost of these improvements is $145,000 on 1949 price levels, 
ncluding the required local contribution of $10,000 by local interests. The 
nual benefits through reduction of delays to lobstermen, increased fish catch 
antl eannery facilities, and increased boat construction are estimated to be 
39,000; and the annual charges due to the improvements are estimated to be 
S9,600. The rate of benefits to cost is 4.0 to 1. Although local interests have 
ndicated that stipulated conditions of local cooperation will be met, Federal 
funds have not yet been made available for this project.” 

Since the ratio of benefits to costs clearly indicates the merit of the project, 
and since the town of Scarborough has complied in good faith with all require- 
ments of local cooperation, and since the President’s budget for fiscal 1957 
recommends appropriation of funds for this project, I urge the committee to 
favorably report the appropriation of $205,000 for improvements in the Scar- 
horough River, 

Sincerely yours, 


FREDERICK G. PAYNE, 
United States Senate. 
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STATEMENTS OF MAJ. GEN. E. C. ITSCHNER, ASSISTANT CHIEF OF 
ENGINEERS FOR CIVIL WORKS; COL. J. U. ALLEN, ASSISTANT 
CHIEF OF CIVIL WORKS FOR RIVERS AND HARBORS; COL. R. W. 
DALRYMPLE, ASSISTANT FOR FLOOD CONTROL; COL. H. W. 
PENNEY, ASSISTANT CHIEF OF CIVIL WORKS FOR FLOOD CON. 
TROL; AND COL. G. H. WALKER, EXECUTIVE, CIVIL WORKS 


INADEQUACY OF OFFICE SPACE 


Senator ELLtenper. General Itschner, will you and your assistants 
come forward 4 

Senator Smrru. Mr. Chairman, just before your questioning, may | 
ask a question and make an observation ¢ 

Senator ELLenper. Surely. 

Senator Smrru. General Itschner, in the opening statement which 
you read for the Chief of Engineers several days ago, you said: 

The efficiency and ability of the staff of my office to carry the increased re- 
sponsibilities are adversely affected by the inadequacy of office space and the 
conditions under which we work. We are located in a temporary building with- 
out insulation or air conditioning and are overcrowded and subject to frequent 
distractions from noise both within and outside the building. These adverse 
working conditions, coupled with increased workload, present a very difficult 
problem. 

And you go on as to its location. 

Will you tell me if there is anything planned for better space and 
facilities and location ¢ 

General Irscunrer. We realize that the General Services Adminis- 
tration has a plan for the eventual replacement of all the World War 
II temporary buildings. Just exactly how soon that will be accom 
plished, we do not know. We anticipate it will take probably many 
years before the program is completed. 

As to where we are in the list of priorities for this new space, we do 
not know. 

Senator Smrru. Do you know whether the Chief of Engineers has 
made any inquiry or any requests concerning this change ? 

General Ivscuner. Yes. The Chief of Engineers has asked, 
through the Department of Defense, the General Services Administra- 
tion as to when conditions might be expected to be bettered. 

Senator Smrrn. And has there been any answer to that ? 

General Irscuner. We have received an answer, but it is an indefi- 
nite one, because they don’t know themselves how soon it can be ac- 
complished. 

PENTAGON SPACE 


Senator Smrru. Do you have any idea, or has there been any ex 
ploration made, as to space in the Pentagon or other Federal buildings 
that could be used to better advantage than where you are now? 

General Irsciner. Yes, we have tried to obtain better space in 
buildings such as the Pentagon at intervals for a number of years. 
But the Pentagon is completely filled, and we are not able to get over 
there. 
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Senator Smira. Mr. Chairman, I think this is a very serious matter, 
and it has been called to my attention since this statement that Gen- 
eral Itschner made. Will General Services be before the committee 
at any time, so that we can get the information, or will the Chair ask 
General Services to give us an estimate as to what can be done to relieve 
this situation 

Senator ELLenprer. Well, they are not to appear before us, Senator 
Smith, but I can write them a letter and find out. 

Senator Smiru. Will you, then ? 

Senator ELLENpER. Yes. 

Of course, this comes before another subcommittee. 

Senator Smrru. These gentlemen work under the most trying con- 
litions, and I wonder that you ever get anything done. And when 
| look at the accomplishments, I wonder even more. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator ELLENpEeR. We will get a letter off soon and find out what 
the situation is. 

We are now considering projects that were included in the supple- 
mental budget. 

WEYMOUTH FORE RIVER, MASS. 


The first of these projects is the one at Weymouth Fore River in 
Massachusetts. ‘This is a navigation project authorized in the 1954 
ind prior River and Harbor Acts, to provide a 30-foot channel. 

The total estimated cost is $5,345,000, which includes a cost of 
$219,000 for the United States Coast Guard. The request for 1957 is 
for $500,000 to initiate construction. The benefit to cost ratio 
3.2 to 1. 

What is the present depth of the channel at Weymouth Fore River? 

Gene ral Irscuner. I would like to ask Colonel Allen to testify on 

16 navigation projec ts. 

Colonel Ariurn. The present project is 27 feet. The existing project 
has been completed to 27 feet, and this would provide an additional 
} feet, to a project depth of 30 feet. 


is 


TOTAL TON NAGE 


Senator E.nenper. What is the present commerce there ? 

Colonel ALLEN. The present tonnage at Weymouth is on the order 
of 1,200,000 tons, principally in the commodities of coal and petroleum. 
Senator ELLENDER. Now, will this additional depth increase that ? 

Colonel ALLEN. None of the benefits in the justification of the proj- 
ect were taken on increased commerce. They were merely taken on 
the improved and cheaper movement of the existing commerce. 

There is every reason to believe, however, that there will be some 
nerease as a result of this project. 

Senator ELttenper. The engineering planning has been completed, 

assume. 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir; to point where we could initiate work. 

Senator Etitenper. And this is to initiate construction ? 

Yolonel AtLtEN. To complete the final planning and initiate con- 
struction; yes, sir. 
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LOCAT, CONTRIBUTIONS 


Senator ELLENDER. What about the local cooperation ¢ 
Colonel AtteN. The only local cooperation involved here, Mr. 
Chairman, is the lowering of exsiting cables. There is $68,000 in 
cluded in the estimate for the lowering of utility cables which cross 
the waterway. 
: JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELtenper. The justifiaction will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows :) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGATION) 
WEYMOUTH Fore RIvER, MAss. (30-Foor PROJECT) 
(New ) 


Location.—Weymouth Fore River rises in Baintree, Mass., and flows north 
ward 7.5 miles to empty into Hingham Bay on the south side of Boston Harbor 
It is navigable and tidal to an old dam at East Baintree, 6.2 miles above th 
mouth. Entrance to Weymouth Fore River is possible either through West Gut 
between Nut and Peddocks Islands or through Nantasket Gut between Peddox 
Island and the mainiand. 

Authorization.—1954 and prior River and Harbor Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—8.2 to 1. 


Summariced financial data 


ederal cost (Corps of Engineers : 

ederal cost (United States Coast Guard 000 
non-Federal cost 

‘ash contribution 0 
r costs (alter utilities 8, OOO 
estimated project cost 5. 345. 000 
wiations to June 30, 1955 0 
ons for fiscal year 1956 0 
) to dat 0 
pri s requested for flseal year 1957 A400, 000 
nee to complete after flscal year 1957 4. 558, OOO 


t 
riat 
t 


( 
‘ 


PHYSICAL DATA 


Channels: Dredge channel 30 feet deep, 300 and 500 feet wide, from deep wate! 
in Boston Harbor along the southerly half of the Narrows Channel in Nan 
tasket Roads and through Nantasket Gut, across Hingham Bay into Weymouth 
Fore River to Weymouth Fore River Bridge and extending through and above 
the bridge to form a maneuvering basin 470 to 650 feet wide. 

Status (January 1, 1956): Not started. 

Completion schedule: 

Dredging: May 195s. 
Ledge removal: April 1960. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Weymouth Fore River is an important channel contributing to the commerce 
of Boston. Commerce in 1954 amounted to approximately 1,200,000 tons of 
which 97 percent was in coal and petroleum, carried in tankers and colliers 
having drafts of 25 to 32 feet. Under existing conditions, large tankers operate 
on the tide and in a circuitous route around West Gut incurring dangers of 
grounding, lost time waiting the tides and inefficient operations due to under- 
loading. Improvement is essential to provide a direct and safer route fo! 
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present and prospective traflic of deep-draft tankers and colliers and to insure 
a continuous and unimpeded transportation of fuels to the many industries 
served by the project. 

Fiscal year 1957.—Initiate dredging of 30-foot channel under a continuing 
contract. Approximately 20 percent of dredging can be accomplished with funds 
in the amount of 3000,000 requested for fiscal year 1957, in addition to altering 

i Federal cables crossing the channel so as not to interfere with the dredging 
plant. 

COMPLETED MODIFICATIONS 


The completed work consists of a channel 27 feet deep, with a general width 
of 300 feet from a point in Hingham Bay between Nut and Peddocks Islands to 
Weymouth Fore River Bridge as authorized by the River and Harbor Act of 
August 80,1955 (CH. Doc. 207, 72d Cong., Ist sess.). This work was completed in 

40 ata cost of $855,000. 


REMAINING AUTHORIZED MODIFICATIONS 

None. 

Voun-hederal costs.—Local interests must bear the cost of altering the sub- 
murine utilities, not owned by the United States, at an estimated cost of $68,000. 

Local interests, including the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, the Bethlehem 
Steel Co., and the city of Quincy, have contributed about $229,000 under condi- 
tions of local Cooperation in connection with previous improvements. In addi- 
tion, local interests have incurred costs of over $770,000 to date for further 

provements to Weymouth Fore River which included channel, berth, and basin 
dredging, and improved docking facilities. 


ST. PETERSBURG HARBOR, FLA. 


Senator ExLenper. All right. The next is St. Petersburg Harbor 
Florida. 
This is also a navigation project, having a total estimated cost of 


$271,000. The budget. estimate is for $22,000 for a channel 12 feet 
deep in Bayboro Harbor Basin and removal of the shoal at the mouth 
of Salt Creek. 

The benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.5 to 1. 

a does this ratio apply only to Bayboro Harbor and Salt Creek, 

do you consider other projects that are in contemplation 4 

( ‘olonel ALLEN. No, sir: this ratio of 1.5 to 1 relates only to work 
in Bayboro Harbor and Salt Creek. 

Senator ELLENDER. Is this amount of $22,000 merely for engineer- 

ig plans ¢ 

Colonel ALLEN. No, sit 

This will provide a dredged area at the mouth of Salt Creek and in 
the area known as Bayboro Harbor. 

Senator Enrenper. | know, but the $22,000 you are asking is rather 
small, 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir; it is a small project, but it will provide 
for construction in the form of dredging. 

Senator ELienper. And that is all you can spend for this year 4 

Colonel ALLEN an is the only part of the project that is active, 
sir. The rest of it is carried in the inactive category, and it is not 
contemplated that we will come in next year for any additional funds 
tor the balance. This will complete the active portion. 

Senator Exienper. That is why you did not ask for any funds for 
the other part of the project 

This $22,000 will complete that part of the project which is active 
and which can be used and completed with these funds ¢ 

Colonel Atien. That is correct, sir. 





2206 PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 


Senator E.tenper. What is the current project necessity for the 
work recommended in 1957? 

Colonel ALLEN. The $22,000, sir, will be used to remove shoals and 
provide a greater depth in Bayboro Harbor and Salt Creek, for the 
benefit of existing commerce. 

Senator ELLenpDER. Any other questions? 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator Evtenper. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows :) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS 
(NAVIGATION ) 


Sr. PeTerspurG HaArpor, FLA. (BayBoro HARBOR AND SALT CREEK) 
(New) 


Location.—St. Petersburg Harbor is on the west shore of Tampa Bay in 
Pinellas County about midway of the gulf coast of Florida Peninsula. The 
harbor includes two connecting artificial basins: The outer, or easternmost, 
known as the port of St. Petersburg; the inner, known as Bayboro Harbor. Salt 
Creek empties into the south side of Bayboro Harbor. 

Authorization.—1950 River and Harbor Act. 


Benefit-cost ratio.—1.5 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulat 
percent of est 

Amount | mated Feder 
cost (Corps 

Engineers 


imated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers mas a bi : $271, 000 
nated Federal cost (U.S. Coast Guard che 4 tS 0 | 
istimated non-Federal cost... -.-- i ish nit Ka 100 
Cash contribution oa =e pitcsncele aa Pe 0 
Other costs.._._- aces a Bae ‘eteioad ieee 100 | 
Total estimated project cost . ‘ _ socio 271, 100 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955 os CDiaseatntetecbcudiatincantyadnsiiadh 0 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956 eeesen onde — 0 
Appropriations to dat sions vitae 0 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957__.............--- baccheawed 22, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 : ; mee ; i 1 249, 000 





! Not scheduled at this time. 


PHYSICAL DATA 


St. Petersburg Harbor entrance channel: 24 feet deep. 

St. Petersburg Harbor: 24 feet deep. 

Channel, Maritime Service: 15 feet deep. 

Bayboro Harbor: 12 feet deep, 750 feet by 1,400 feet. 
Channel, Salt Creek : 12 feet deep, 75 feet wide, 300 feet long. 


Status (January 1, 1956) 


Completion schedule 
St. Petersburg Harbor entrance channel: Not started Indefinite 
St. Peterevare Harbor: Not started_......._........_......... Be eee Do. 
Channel, Maritime Service: Not started Do. 
Bayboro Harbor: Not started _ January 1958 
Salt Creek Channel: Not started 
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JUSTIFICATION 


Bayboro Harbor and Salt Creek are portions of the St. Petersburg Harbor 
project. Commerce to these areas consists principally of petroleum products, 
sand and shell. These commodities move by barges which are hampered by 
insufficient depths in Bayboro Harbor and in the mouth of Salt Creek. Provision 
of project dimensions will accrue benefits through loading of barges to full 
capacity and through elimination of navigation delays. 

In addition, Salt Creek is regularly used by many small craft. The creek 
provides the most sheltered hurricane refuge for small craft in the vicinity. 
At the approach of a hurricane, it is filled to capacity with boats ordinarily 
berthed in the municipal yacht basins, Bayboro Harbor, and elsewhere. A 
barge or other vessel grounding on the shoal at the creek mouth could effectively 
block the entrance and would be left in more exposed waters and subject to ex- 
ensive damages. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The sum of $22,000 will be applied to initiate and compiete 
redging to provide a 12-foot depth in Bayboro Harbor Basin and removal of the 
hoal at the mouth of Salt Creek. 


COMPLETED MODIFICATIONS, ST, PETERSBURG HARBOR 


Work completed consists of deepening the entrance channel to 19 feet; deep- 
ening port of St. Petersburg to 21 feet; Point Pinellas Channel to 14 feet deep 
y 200 feet by 6,200 feet; and providing 20-foot depth in entrance channel lead- 


ng northerly from lower Tampa Bay. The Federal cost of this completed work 
s $221,578. 


REMAINING AUTHORIZED MODIFICATIONS, PORT OF ST. PETERSBURG 

None. 

Non-Federal costs.—The cost to local interests of meeting required local co- 

peration is currently estimated as $100 for temporary easement for 
of pipeline into Tampa Bay area for disposal of spoil. 

The costs incurred in fulfilling requirements on completed modifications are 
unknown. However, a private corporation spent $90,000 in providing the initial 
basin in Bayboro Harbor and the city of St. Petersburg spent $824,220 in dredging 
the port of St. Petersburg and providing wharves, warehouse, and 
terminals. 

In addition, the city in 1940 spent $106,071 in constructing a steel-sheet-pile 
bulkhead at the United States Maritime Service Training Station; and the City 
Fuel Oil & Coal Co. spent $7,000 for periodic maintenance of a channel in Salt 
Creek between 1929 and 1941. 


extension 


paving at 


INLAND WATERWAY IN ACCOMACK COUNTY 


Senator Rorerrson. Mr. Chairman, I do not know whether it is 
appropriate for me to ask General Itschner at this time, but I wanted 
to put something in the record about the inland waterway in Acco- 
mack County. 

This is not the time to make a comment? Or is it? Or are you 
ready to make it? 

It is not a budgeted item. 

General Itscuner. The Senator is speaking about an unbudgeted 
item. 

Senator ELienper. Well, it is all right to mention it. And as soon 
as we complete the hear ings as to outside witnesses, Senator Robert- 
son, it is my purpose to summon the Corps of Engineers and to go 
over all of these items that were discussed during the hearings and ‘to 
ask them to give us advice. 

Senator Roserrson. Well, I did not invite any of the Virginia wit- 
nesses, who are very much interested in this, to come and testify. 

Senator ELienper. That is not necessary, if you will bring it to 
the attention of the committee. 
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POTOMAC RIVER SURVEY 


Senator Rorertson. I was told at a conference of chamber of com- 
merce and board of trade people from Alexandria and Washington, 
who are interested in a 35-foot channel from the mouth of the Potomac 
to the port of Washington, that there was authorization for that sur- 
vey in 1947, and that some work had been done on it and then it was 
dropped. 

And the clerk reported to me today that you gentlemen did not 
Know about the authorization. So I have asked him to phone down 
to your office to see if they knew anything about it. 

Somebody down there informed Congressman Broyhill that they 
did not need any new authorization, that the authorization of 1947 
was sufficient. 

It is quite important for us to know whether it is or not. 

Colonel ALLEN. We will look into that, sir, with respect to the 
deepening of the Potomac River. 

(The following information was furnished :) 

There is no outstanding authorization to investigate the improvement of navi- 
zation facilities at and below the city of Washington, D. C. Based on the 
uuthorization in a resolution adopted September 18, 1945, by the House Com 
mittee on Rivers and Harbors, the Chief of Engineers in his preliminary exam- 
ination dated August 20, 1948, recommended no increase in the channel dimen- 
sions of the Potomac River. 


Senator ELtenver. We will call you later to go over all of these 
unbudgeted items. 

Senator Rosertson. Those were the only two items. Because | 
think we have enough in the record about the survey of the James 


River. It is alres ady_ started. 


MANSFIELD RESERVOIR, OHIO RIVER BASIN, IND. 


Senator ELLenper. The next is the Mansfield Reservoir, Ohio River 
Basin, Ind. 

This is a flood-control reservoir on a tributary of the Wabash 
River. 

The total estimated cost is $7,540,000, and the benefit-to-cost ratio is 
1.4 tol. 

I notice here, General, that the estimated cost has increased by 
$1,860,000 since you last appeared here. What is the cause of that? 

General Irscuner. Colonel Penney will testify as to that. 

Colonel Penney. A portion of that $1,860,000, Mr. Chairman, ac- 
tually $480,000 approximately, was due to price level increases. The 
balance, of $1,380,000 approximately, results from the necessity of 
having to relocate that dam, for 2 reasons. 

It was found, through studies of recent floods, that more flood 
control capacity was needed in that reservoir. 

And secondly, they found, by additional subsurface explorations, 
that the foundation site was not good. It has been relocated up- 
stream a couple of miles. 

Senator ELLENpDER. How has that affected the benefit-to-cost ratio / 
As I stated a moment ago, it is 1.4 to 1. 1 presume it was greater 
than that; was it not? 
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Colonel PENNry. One moment, sir. 

sir, I don’t aa here what it was last year. 

Senator ELLenper. Will you place that in the record, and tell us 
how the ratio has been affected by virtue of this increase in cost ¢ 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. 

(The material referred to follows 3 


The increase in cost alone, without consideration of the increased benefits 
provided by the additional storage, would change the benefit-to-cost ratio from 
the 1.8 to 1 reported last year to 1.1 to 1. However, a restudy of the benefits, 
which was accomplished as a part of the preconstruction planning, giving con- 
sideration to the added storage indicates a benefit-to-cost ratio of 1.4 to 1 for 
the project as now planned which is a slight increase over the previous ratio. 


PLANNING FUNDS 


Senator ELLENpER. Now, last year we provided $90,000 for plan- 
ning. Will you tell us what the status of that planning is at the 
moment ¢ 

Colonel PENNry. Sir, the definite design studies for the overall 
project are virtually complete, and the plans and specifications for 
the first feature of the work will be complete by the end of this fiscal 
vear. 

Senator ExLenper. And you will be able to let contracts with this 
+500,000 that is being asked to be provided ? 

Colonel Penney. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Extenprr. Now, do you expect to go ahead with the award 
of contracts early next year? 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. 

Actually, the first contract for the dam, which would be for the 
outlet works, is scheduled for award September 1. 

Senator ELtenper. All right. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENpER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows :) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—RESERVOIRS (FLOOD CONTROL) 


MANSFIELD RESERVOIR, Ou1IO River BASIN. INp. 
(New) 


Location.—The dam will be located in Raccoon Creek, 32.4 miles above its con- 
fluence with the Wabash River and 270.4 miles above the Ohio River. The 
reservoir extends upstream 14 miles from the dam and is in Parke and Putnam 
Counties, Ind. 

{uthorization.—1938 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.4 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Amount 


Estimated Federal cost. is dh achicha iat ea Se ceneecal seis $7, 540, 000 | 
Estimated non-Federal cost. --- seipcacnastatlanaoe ‘ ; “ 

Cash contributions_--- = ibrar ‘ neces 0 

Other costs _-- ’ a 0 
Total estimated project cost-_- SSpeeeeaeee Poeeeennebeuneaay as aa 7, 540, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955 his awit tcna4ucthe aoe 103, 500 
Pann TI UN UD ns Se dc eccdc osuniceeminckawe 99, 000 
Approprixtions to date , eee Seance 193, 500 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957_.-- aadenell 500, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957___-- ; ; gitee 3 6, 846, 500 








PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 


Type: Earth. 
Height: 112 feet. 
Length: 1,790 feet. 
Spillway: 
Type: Uncontrolled through left abutment. 
Length: 200 feet at elevation 690 and 1,465 feet at elevation 695. 
Capacity: (maximum pool) : 130,000 cubic feet per second. 
Reservoir capacity : Acre-feet 
Conservation 16, 185 
Flood 116, 655 


Outlet works: 
Conduit, semielliptical: 10 feet diameter. 
Slide gates, 3 at 4.0 feet by 8.0 feet. 
Stilling basin. 
Outlet channel. 


Status (Apr. 15, 1956) 


| 


| Percent 


{ 

Completion 
} schedul 

| 


Lands and damages. 8 Sept. 30, 19 
Relocations. __- ia ee | Dee. 31, 1 
Reservoir i sia | Do. 
Dam i | Do 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities | Sept. 30, 1954 
Permanent onerating equipment | Do. 
Entire project : | Dee. 31, 1959 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Mansfield Reservoir project is one of 81 authorized reservoir units for 
control of floods on the Ohio River and tributary streams. Only two reservoirs 
are authorized for construction in the Wabash River Basin, one of the large 
contributors to floods on the Ohio River. The operation of the reservoir will 
reduce flood stages along Raccoon Creek below the dam and contribute toward 
reduction of flood flows along the Wabash and Ohio Rivers. Raccoon Creek, 
on which the reservoir will be situated enters the Wabash River at mile 233, 
above a section of the stream in which many levee units are located. The opera- 
tion of the reservoir will increase the degree of protection afforded by the 
levees, most of which were originally constructed by the landowners protected 
thereby. In addition, flood stages will be reduced along unprotected areas 
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which will lessen the average annual damages sustained under present conditions. 
Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $500,000 will be applied to: 

Initiate acquisition of lands 

Initiate construction of outlet works 

Engineering and design 

Supervision and administration 


Acquisition of land will be necessary to permit construction, without delay, of 


the outlet works. The construction of the outlet works is required prior to the 
dam construction. 


Non-Federal costs.—None. 


Senator ELLENpER. The next is*the Great Lakes connecting chan- 
nels. 


VERMILLION RIVER SURVEY 


Senator Munpr. Mr. Chairman, I have an appointment at my of- 
fice, and I must go. And I would like to ask a question about a mat- 
er I discussed with General Itschner last time. 

[ now find that the Senate Public Works Committee approved the 
engineers’ request for a survey on February 29, 1956, with respect to 
the Vermillion River area. That can be found on page 57 of the 
legislative calendar of the Senate Public Works Committee, dated 
May 2 

And it would seem to me, with that approval, even though the 
House has not yet acted upon it, this would put it under the heading 
of an approved survey, on which you could go ahead with the neces- 

wry survey and study, provided you have the funds. 

General Irscuner. That is correct, Senator. 

Senator Munpr. And I wondered what the status of your funds was 
n that particular area, whether you need additional funds to con- 
duct such a survey; and if additional funds are needed, how much? 

General Irscuner. I am unable to answer that question, but I would 
ve glad to get the answer for you and insert it in the record. 

Phis authorization for the sur vey came so late that we were not able 
‘o incorporate it in our 1957 budget. 

Senator Munpr. I understand. But if this committee is to provide 
you the funds, we should know how much would be necessary. 

Put that in for the record and supply me with an extra copy of it. 

General IrscnNer. All right, sir. 

(The material referred to follows :) 

The estimated cost of the Vermillion River survey report is $58,000. It could 


he accomplished in a period of about 18 months with $32,000 required for the 
first year. 


GREAT LAKES CONNECTING CIIANNELS 


Senator Exitenper. All right. The next project is the Great Lakes 

onnecting channels. 

That was authorized just a few weeks ago. Somebody is going to 
town, as it were, on this one. I wish that were the case in many other 
projects that we have had authorized for many years. 

The estimated cost of this project is $150,175,500, $150 million of 

hich is for the deepening of the channels, $101,000 for the United 
States Coast Guard, and a non-Federal cost of $74,500. 
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BENEFIT-COST RATIO 


The benefit-to-cost ratio for the connecting channels is 1.77 to 1, and 
for the Amherstberg Channel, the ratio is 1.17 to 1. 

I presume that this channel work is necessary as a result of the St. 
Lawrence seaway project. 

General Irscuner. Colonel Allen can give you the answer. 

Colonel ArLen. Not entirely, sir. The benefits for this project were 
produced entirely on the basis of the commodities now using the 
Great Lakes waterways. 

Senator Eixenper. Yes, but the point is, though, that they expect to 
use deeper draft ships, and I presiime that is why you are asking for 
the deepening of those channels ? 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir, and this will conform. 

Senator ELLtenper. What is the present depth ? 

Colonel ALLEN. Twenty-one feet wpbound and twenty-five feet 
downbound. 

Senator ELnenper. And this? 

Colonel Aten. This will make it so that vessels with a draft of 
twenty-five and a half feet can be accommodated. 


DEPTH OF ST. LAWRENCE SEAWAY 


Senator ELLenper. In other words, any vessel that will pass through 
the St. Lawrence seaway, after completion, will be able to use these 
channels / 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir. 

The St. Lawrence depth is 27 feet, sir. 

Senator Munpr. Is that the maximum depth, Colonel, at which you 
are aiming ¢ 

Colonel Aten. Yes, sir. There are greater depths in the connect- 
ing channels by reason of wind and wave exposure and the type of 
bottom. 

Senator Eiienper. It was stated on the floor that the depth was 
fixed at 27 feet, but they will soon come back to us with a request for 
40 feet. 

I presume they will be coming back on this as time goes on, also. 
You do not have to comment on that. 

Now, the authorized depth of this channel is 25 and what? 

Colonel ALLEN. It provides for a safe draft of 2514 feet. 

Senator ELLenper. So that you would make the channels how deep ! 

Colonel ALLEN. In some cases, where the channel is exposed to 
winds, and they have a rock bottom, we go as deep as 30 feet. 

Senator Enrenper. But the idea is to provide for a boat with a 
draft of twenty-five and a half feet ? 

Colonel Aten. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpr. Would this mean that any ship coming in from the 
sea which can clear the St. Lawrence seaway can go all the way to 
Duluth or Chicago? 

Colonel ALLEN. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Munpr. There would be no need to deepen this any further 
until and unless the seaway itself is approved. 

Colonel Auten. That is correct. 

Senator Eititenper. All right. 
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Now. does the estimate of $150 million include the items listed on 
page 25, on the remaining work, the total estimated cost of which is 
$39,797 000 ¢ 

SOUTHEAST BEND CHANNEL 


The reason I ask that question is that there is a footnote to the 
estimated cost indicating that it does not include the costs for the 
cutoff channel at Southeast Bend in St. Clair River. 

Colonel ALten. This estimate of $150 million does not include the 
cost of $5,800,000 for Southeast Bend, nor the $39,797,000. The cutoff 
channel at Southeast Bend is authorized continge nt upon agreement 
with Canada, because this Southeast Bend realinement traverses 
Canadian territory. 

We are not proposing to initiate work on that with the funds re- 
quested in fiseal 1957. 

The $39,797,000 shown on the justification sheet as remaining work 
is the estimated cost of all other work authorized for the Federal 
projects making up the connecting channels, but which work will not 
have to be done to provide a through channel tor ships loaded to 
¥5.5-foot draft. 

Senator ELLenper. In connection with the question I asked you 
a while ago, in the planning report under project benefits, you state: 

Monetary savings in transportation will be realized immediately upon com 
pletion of the project, and initiation of construction would promote the early 
construction of more of the larger and deeper draft vessels. 

Is there a trend to even deeper draft vessels, and will these in turn 
require further deepening of the connecting channels / 

Colonel ALLEN. The trend toward construction of lake carriers at 
the present time is to the type that can be accommodated by the au 
thorized channel depths. 

What the trend will be in future years, it is impossible for me to 
predict. 

Senator ELLENpER. Now, when you speak of channel depths, do you 
mean for the St. Lawrence se: away ¢ 

Colonel ALLEN. I mean the authorized channel depths of the St. 
Lawrence seaway and the Great Lakes connecting channels. 

Senator ELLEeNpeR. So that in the event an effort is made—and I 
am sure it is going to be made, just as sure as I am talking to you 
for the St. Lawrence seaway to be iecaued. that would mean that 
these projects would also have to be deepened ? 

Colonel Atten. If the full effect is to be felt all the way down the 
lakes; yes, sir. 

General Irscuner. The cost of any such deepening, sir, would be 
extremely great. 

Senator Extenper. I understand that. That is what some of us 
predicted about the St. Lawrence seaway; that this was a mere start. 
And how far it will go and what it will cost, the Lord only knows. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGATION) 


GREAT LAKES CONNECTING CHANNELS 
(New) 


Location.—The Great Lakes connecting channels include the waterways be- 
tween Lakes Superior and Huron, Lakes Huron and Michigan, and Lakes Huron 
and Erie, which provide for deep-draft navigation between the upper and lower 

treat Lakes. The St. Marys River is the connecting channel between Lakes 
Superior and Huron. The Straits of Mackinac is the connecting channel between 
Lakes Michigan and Huron. The St. Clair River, Lake St. Clair, and Detroit 
River constitute the connecting channel between Lakes Huron and Erie. 

Authorization.—1946 and 1956 River and Harbor Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio—1956 River and Harbor Act: Great Lakes connecting 
channel, 1.77 to 1. 1946 River and Harbor Act: Amherstburg Channel, 1.17 to 
1; anchorage areas, safety for navigation ; Southeast Bend, safety for navigation 


Summarized financial data (Jan. 1, 1956) 


percent of 
Amount estimated 


} : 
| 

Accumulated 

| 

Federal! cost 


Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers)! ‘ i pond $150, 000, 000 
Estimated Federal cost (U. 8. Coast Guard)?____.--- | 101, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost - - ; : 74, 500 F 
Cash contribution 2 ‘ bie Leuk wat 0 | 
Other costs ; ni : 74, 500 |. 
Total estimated project “cost - pit wink odin ote -.-| 150,175, 500 | 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955.- pheqaledippeessians ae 90, 000 | -- 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956_ 0 | 
Appropriations to date___-- : ganndl 90, 000 | 
Appropriations required for fiscal year 1957_--- pal ecadioeeens ; za 4, 000, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957___.......---.---------- a --| 145, 910, 000 


1 Reston work authorized by 1946 Rivers and Harbors Act as follows: $5,900,000 for anchorage ar 
St. Marys River; $1 million for widening southeast bend, St. Clair River; and $26,600,009 for deeper 
westerly 300-foot width of Amherstburg Channel in Detroit River to 27 feet. Does not include cost 
cutoff channel at Southeast Bend in St. Clair River. 

2 Includes $66,700 for navigation aids, Detroit River, authorized by 1946 River and Harbor Act. 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels 

St. Marys River, deepen channels 63 miles long, varying in widths from 300 
feet to 1,500 feet, to depths varying from 27 feet to 30 feet and remove shoul 
from Gros Cap to Crab Island and construct anchorage areas at Point Iroquois 
shoal 29 feet deep and in Lake Nicolet 28 feet deep. 

Straits of Mackinac, removal of shoals between Mackinac Island and Round 
Island to depth of 30 feet, length 4,000 feet, width 1,250 feet, and removal of Poe 
Reef Shoal to 30-foot depth. 

St. Clair River, deepen river channels mile 0 to mile 46.2 varying in widths 
from 700 feet to 1,400 feet, varying in depths from 27.1 to 30 feet, including 
widening of Southeast Bend from 700 feet to 800 feet. 

Lake St. Clair, deepen channel, length 17.2 miles, width 700 and 800 feet, depth 
27.5 feet. 

Detroit River, deepen river channels between mile 0 and mile 32, varying in 
widths from 300 to 1,200 feet, varying in depths from 27.5 to 29 feet; deepen 
channel east of Detroit River light, length 46,000 feet, width 1,200 feet, depth 
28.5 feet; and removal of the Pelee Island Shoal to 28.5-foot depth. 

Status: Not started. 
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Completion schedule: 
St. Marys River: September 1960. 
Straits of Mackinac: June 1962. 
St. Clair River: June 1962, 
Lake St. Clair: June 1961. 
Detroit River: June 1962. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Deepening two-way and downbound channels and westerly 300-foot width 
of the controlling upbound channels to provide a safe draft of 25.5 feet at low 
vater datum is necessary to serve adequately the fleet of existing and prospec- 
tive vessels which will use the connecting channels of the Great Lakes. 

lor the 10-year period 1944-53, the average annual commerce between Lakes 
Superior and Erie has been well over 100 million tons; St. Marys River, 114 
nillion tons; St. Clair River, 115 million tons; and Detroit River, 126 million 
tous. Principal commodities are iron ore, coal, stone, sand, gravel, grain, and 
petroleum products. The free and continuous movement of these commodities 
is essential to the Nation’s economy. 

Deepening of the connecting channels will permit the larger vessels plying 
the Great Lakes to load to full capacity instead of light-loading as is now the 
case. It will also eliminate delays now experienced as the result of adverse 
wind conditions. Generally, provision of the project will allow free and safe 
movement of the large vessels used in the Great Lakes commerce, including those 
essels anticipated to move into the area through the St. Lawrence seaway. 
One-way channels are provided in some of the connecting channels. The St. 
Marys River has the Middle Neebish Channel for upbound traflic and the West 
Neebish Channel for down-bound traffic, while the Detroit River has the 
({mherstburg Channel for upbound traffie and the Livingstone Channel for down- 
wund traffic. The first priority for construction has been given to the upbound 
Middle Neebish and Amherstburg Channels which have controlling depths of 
only 21 feet, thereby restricting their use to vessels loaded to less than capacity. 
leepening these channels will assure their use for fully loaded upbound vessels. 

Completion of construction on Amherstburg and Middle Neebish Channels will 


permit their use by fully loaded downbound ore vessels while work is in progress 
on other channels, 

Fiscal year 1957.—Initiate dredging in Detroit River (Amherstburg Channel) 
and in St. Marys River (Middle Neebish Channel) and initiate preconstruction 
planning on remaining features. To provide for an orderly and economical rate 
of construction with completion in fiscal year 1962 as scheduled, $4 million will 
he required in fiscal year 1957 for application to this work. 


COMPLETED WORK, GREAT LAKES CONNECTING CHANNELS 


St. Marys River: Four locks for deep-draft navigation, a new powerplant, 
piers, warehousing facilities, and navigation channels and anchorage areas from 
the head of the river to Lake Huron. The completed work was constructed at 
a total estimated cost of $62,125,000. 

Straits of Mackinac: Navigation channel between Mackinac Island and Round 
Island and removal of Poe Reef Shoal to a depth of 27 feet. The completed 
work was constructed at an estimated cost of $448,900. 

St. Clair River: Navigation channels from the foot of Lake Huron to Lake 
St. Clair. The completed work was constructed at an estimated cost of $3,169,- 
BM) 

Lake St. Clair: Navigation channel from the mouth of the St. Clair River 
to the head of Detroit River. The completed work was constructed at an esti- 
ated cost of $4,192,800. 

Detroit River: Navigation channels from the head of the river to Lake Erie, 
side channels to Wyandotte and Trenton, Mich., and turning basin at the lower 
end of Trenton Channel. The completed work was constructed at an estimated 
cost of $21,574,000. 

Total Federal cost of completed work, $91,510,000. 


REMAINING WORK, GREAT LAKES CONNECTING CHANNELS 


St. Marys River: The River and Harbor Act of March 7, 1942, authorized con- 
struction of the MacArthur lock. All work was completed except the lower 
guard gate which is currently estimated at $425,000. The River and Harbor 
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Act of July 24, 1946, provides for reconstruction of Poe lock. The cost of con- 
struction is currently estimated at $32,900,000. No work has been done on Poe 
lock. 

The River and Harbor Act of March 2, 1945, authorized construction of a 
new lift bridge over South Canal and subsequent removal of Bridge Island. 
The estimated cost of construction is $3,860,000 exclusive of the required cash 
contribution currently estimated at $283,000 (based on Truman-Hobbs Act). 

Straits of Mackinac: None. 

St. Clair River: The River and Harbor Act of July 24, 1946, authorized im- 
provement of the North Channel outlet, a light draft side chanel. The current 
estimate for construction is $128,000. No work has been done on this feature, 

Lake St. Clair: None. 

Detroit River: The River and Harbor Act of March 2, 1945, authorized con- 
struction of the American Channel north of Belle Isle, 21 feet deep and. 200 feet 
wide. The current estimate for construction is $304,000. No work has been 
done on this feature. 

The River and Harbor Act of May 17, 1950, authorized extension of the turn- 
ing basin in Trenton Channel and channel dredging near the turning basin, west 
of Grosse Isle. The current estimate for construction is $2,180,000. No work 
has been done on this feature. 

Total Federal cost of remaining work, $39,797,000. 

Non-Federal costs.—The estimated cost to local interests for reconstruction 
of submarine crossings is $74,500. 


UPPER IOWA RIVER, IOWA 


The next is the Upper Iowa River. This is a local flood protection 
project having a Federal cost of $1,060,000 and a non-Federal cost 
of $72,000. 

The benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.35 to 1. 

Last year the House added planning funds in the amount of $68,000, 
and this committee approved it. This year the budget estimate is for 
$500,000 to start construction. 


STATUS OF PLANNING 


Now, what is the status of the planning? Have you spent thie 
money for planning that project ? 

Colonel Penney. Mr. Chairman, the planning is well along and 
will be completed with the funds appropriated. It will be completed 
shortly after July 1956, sir. 

Senator ELtenper. And you will be able to then use the $500,000 
suggested for construction ? 

Colonel Penney. That is correct, sir. 

Senator ELtenper. How about the cooperation of the local people’ 

Colonel Penney. The local people have the Upper Iowa Drainage 
District No. 1, which is an existing legal body. They have submitted 
a resolution of local assurances. 

Senator ELLENpeER. I see. 

Now, do you expect to award contracts this year? 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. 

The contract is scheduled for award this fall, sir. 


FLOOD PROTECTION 


Senator ELxenper. What degree of flood protection will you pro- 
vide for that area? And I would like to also know the nature of the 
terrain in the protected area. 
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Colonel Penney. Well, sir, the flood protection, the degrees of 
flood protection, will be for a maximum discharge in this Upper lowa 
River of about 10,000 cubic feet per second. It will provide protection 
against floods that occur about once every 12 years; the spring floods, 
that is. 

The summer floods occur about once every 7 years. 

The type of terrain in the upper part of the project that is being 
proposed, is on higher ground, but right in the middle of the project 
it goes into the Mississippi River flood plain, which is quite low-lying 
and interlaced with sloughs and such, 

And the land that is to be protected is agricultural land, sir. 
Senator ELLENprER. All right. 


JUSTIFICATION 
The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows :) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS 
(FLOOD CONTROL) 


Uprer Iowa RIVER, Iowa 


(New start) 






Location.—Improvement of the Upper Iowa River in the vicinity of its mouth 
about 1.5 miles south of New Albin in the extreme northeast corner of the State 
of Iowa by rectification of the existing channel from mile 4.2 to mile 0.2 and 
construction of a new outlet channel about 3 miles long from the latter point 
to Minnesota Slough, a branch of the Mississippi River. 

Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.35 to 1.0. 


Summarized financial data 





} 

| Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 

| Federal cost 


Amount 








Estimated Federal cost...................... 


sista ipteasasipetnaiepgiin ta ashlee catinina ok a $1, 060, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost_....---------- : 7: 


72, 000 mess 

Cash contribution - --- sesbaleed eared ‘ a : : Oot assess 

{fl >a a a is seieteocncare 
Total estimated project cost-.........---....-----.---- : 4 oF OO foceesacenuy 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955___.--...-.---- gotham ea Ess 25... Saskoce 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956_- 68, 000 oi het 
Appropriations to date. _- ee ae 68, 000 6 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957 500, 000 54 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957--. - - 492, 000 








PHYSICAL DATA 

Channel improvement: 

Channel rectification: 4 miles. 

New channel: 3 miles. 

Bottom width: 150 feet. 

Side slopes: 1 on 38. 
Status: Construction not started. 
Completion schedule: Entire project: June 195s. 











JUSTIFICATION 






This project is necessary to relieve local economic conditions. A serious flood 
problem exists along the portion of the Upper Iowa River covered by the pro- 
posed improvements. Frequent floods have often resulted in extensive and some- 
times complete crop loss in the area. Logs, stumps, and other debris have been 
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brought down the river and lodged in the portion of the channel lying in the 
Mississippi River flood plain, forming an effective plug. This plug, in turn, has 
caused silt deposition and the cutting of new outlets causing further damage to 
crops and fishing grounds. This condition has advanced to the point where every 
freshet now results in flooding. It is necessary to remedy this situation as soon 
as possible to alleviate further losses to otherwise valuable cropland. Annual 
flood-control benefits for the project are estimated at $78,000. 
Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $500,000 will be applied to— 


Initiate continuing contract for channel improvement $462, 000 
REVENGE OED iii tt he cies etnnwsnsoemene — 38,000 


500, 000 


The $500,000 requested in 1957 will provide for construction of the 3 miles of 
new channel at the mouth and approximately 1 mile of adjacent channel recti- 
fication continuing upstream. The work proposed for fiscal year 1957 will pro- 
vide immediate flood-control benefits. 

Non-Federal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $72,000 for acquisition of lands. 

Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon its com- 


pletion. The annual cost for non-Federal maintenance and operation is estimated 
at $3,000. 


AMITE RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, LA. 


Now, the next is the Amite River and tributaries, in Louisiana. 

I believe we discussed that before, General Itschner, and it was tes- 
tified that with that sum you could do the planning and be ready next 
year for construction if funds were provided. 

General IrscHNER. Yes, sir. 

Senator Exvtenper. And that is about all you could use this year? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir; we think that is about all we could use. 

Senator ExLenper. All right, the next is Kenedy, Tex. 

General ITscHNER. Senator, may I backtrack just 1 minute, sir? 

[I said that that amount of money was all that we could use profit- 
ably for planning. 

Senator EL,enper. That is what I meant. But you would be ready 
for construction funds next year if we provided it? 

General IrscHNnER. We would be ready for construction on that 
basis, sir. 

KENEDY, TEX. 


Senator ExLtenper. The next is for Kenedy, Tex., a flood-control 
project having a total Federal cost of $193,000, and the benefit-cost 
ratio is 1.35 to 1. 

The budget estimate is for $36,000 for preconstruction planning. 
Tell us about that. 

Colonel DatryMPLe. Yes, sir. 

This is a local flood-control project on the Escondido Creek, which 
flows through Kenedy, Tex., and enters the San Antonio River about 
10 miles below Kenedy. Major floods have occurred there in 1935, 
1942, and 1946, the last being the flood of record and having a peak 
discharge of approximately 28,000 cubic feet per second. 

The damage estimated at that time was approximately $165,000. 

Senator ELLenver. That was the biggest flood that was ever exper!- 
enced there? 

Colonel Datrymp ie. Yes, sir. That was the flood of record. 

A flood of that oe in the area would cause damages est- 
mated at approximately $206,000 under present conditions and prices. 
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The $36,000 requested for planning will initiate and complete the 
preconstruction planning on that project. 

Senator Exienper. I presume if this project had been built, the 
damages that were suffered in 1946 would not have prevailed. 

Colonel DaLryMrxe. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. What about local cooperation in this project? 

Colonel Datrymp.e. Sir, the San Antonio River Authority is the 
duly author ized agency designated by the State of Texas to act as the 
local interests in this project, and they have indicated their willing- 
ness and ability to comply with the requirements of local cooperation. 

Formal assurances of local cooperation will be obtained before con- 
struction is initiated. 

JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELttenper. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows :) 


i tte pote strep wetter 


| Additional 
Total esti- | Allotments | ‘Tentative | Additional after fiscal 
Project mated Fed- | prior to fiscal alloc ation, to complete year 1957 to 
cca aw 1OK7 fiscal year after fiscal : : 
eral cost year 1957 1957 rear 1957 complete pre- 
' J construction 
hee |), re 
| 
i 


Flood control projects: 
Ji 0” |. ee $193, 000 0 $36, 000 
| 


7, 000 0 


The project will provide flood protection to approximately 466 acres of cul- 
tivated land, 327 acres of grazing lands, and 50 acres of urban lands along Es- 
condido Creek in the Kenedy, Tex., area. The value of the physical property 
in this area is estimated at $1,260,000. The flood of August 1946 was the maxi- 


mum of record and caused damages estimated at $160,000. The benefit-to-cost 
ratio is 1.85 to 1. 


GULF INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, GUADALUPE RIVER CHANNEL TO 
VICTORTA, TEX. 


Senator E1LLenper. The next is the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway, 
Guadalupe River Channel to Victoria, Tex. 

Now, here is a project that has been before us for quite some time, 
as long as I can remember taking note of it on the committee. And I 
am glad that we have a budget estimate. 

This is a navigation project, the total estimated cost of which is 
$12,083,000, of which $6,400,000 is the Federal cost for the channel; 
$46,000 the Federal cost for work by the United States Coast Guard, 
and $5,637,000 the non-Federal cost. 

The project has a benefit-to-cost ratio of 1.3 to 1. 

Now, what are the requirements for local cooperation in that area, 
aggregating $5,637,000 ? 

Colonel ALLEN. The requirements of local cooperation for the en- 
tire project provide that the local interests construct several suitable 
terminal and transfer facilities, certain highway connections, and 
bear the costs of alterations of utilities which cross this waterway. 

Senator ELLENDER. You do not anticipate any difficulties there? 

Colonel ALLEN. That has not been completely resolved, Mr. Chair- 
man. One of the big features in the relocation is the question of pro- 
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viding fresh water siphons across the canal, which will be salt water, 
so that the fresh water source of Green Lake and Mission Lake will 
not be contaminated. Firm commitments have been received with 
respect to the entire project. For the channel to Seadrift which has 
an estimated Federal cost of $110.000, the local cost is $17,000 for a 
turning basin and an estimated $18,000 for land. 

Senator Exxtenper. I do understand that our contribution will be 
a little over 50 percent of the project and there will be full coopera- 
tion from the local people. 

Colonel Atten. Yes, sir. They have authority to sell bonds when 
the project gets underway, and the district is now planning to deter- 
mine just what this local cooperation is going to come to, dollarwise, 
because there have been substantial changes in the area, additional 
lines crossing the right of way, since authorization. 

Senator Eitenper. The budget estimate is for only $110,000. 

Colonel Aten. Yes. sir. 

Senator Etienper. That is for the side channel to Seadrift. What 
is the nature of this work? 

Colonel Atten. That is required in order to provide a facility for 
the fishing vessels which operate out of Seadrift and will also provide 
access to an authorized but not yet constructed harbor of refuge for 
the vessels operating in this area of the coast. 

Senator Ertenper. Where do they harbor now? 

Colonel AttEN. A small harbor is there now which was dredged 
privately a number of years ago, which is entirely inadequate for the 
vessels which now use it and which would use it in the future. 

Senator Exienper. Is this a part of the authorized channel? 

Colonel AtteNn. Yes,sir. The side channel to Seadrift was author- 
ized in connection with the overall project for the Guadalupe River. 

Senator Eiienper. Does that mean that in all probability the 
budget would provide funds next year to proceed with the dredging 
of the canal from the intracoastal canal to Victoria ? 

Colonel Atien. It will be dependent, sir, upon the findings of the 

ylanning which is now in progress in the field with respect to the local 
interest cost. 

Senator Eitenper. In other words, there is quite a bit of spade work 
to be done? 

Colonel AtLeNn. There is some; yes, sir, with this amount of money 
involved. 

Senator Extenper. As I see it, then, the sum now being asked is to 
be spent directly on this canal. 

Colonel Auten. It is a usable feature of the authorized project, sir. 

Senator E.ienper. I am still hopeful that some day, not too far 
distant, we will be able to authorize funds for this project. The re- 
mainder of the cost of this is over $6 million and, of course, I presume 
that that is to construct the actual channel to reach Victoria? 

Colonel Aten. That is the bulk of the work remaining; yes, sir. 

Senator Ertenper. I notice also that the local people dredged a por- 
tion of the channel at a cost of $360,000 under a Department of the 
Army permit. What were the circumstances under which this was 
done? 

Colonel Arren. The Carbide & Carbon Chemicals Co. constructed 
a plant at a location known as Long Mott and they required access to 
it. Accordingly, the local navigation district undertook to dredge : 
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channel themselves, securing a permit for that work from our district 
engineer. 

Senator ELLenper. That will form a part of this? 

Colonel Aten. Definitely. There are 1314 miles constructed to 
reasonably close dimensions up to the vicinity of Long Mott. 

Senator ELLenper. I see. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows :) 


CONSTRUCTION GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGATION) 


GUADALUPE RIVER, CHANNEL TO VICTORIA (SIDE CHANNEL TO SEADRIFT), TEXAS 


(New start) 


Location.—Channel extending from Intracoastal Waterway main channel in 
San Antonio Bay to near Victoria, Tex., a distance of about 35 miles, with a con- 
necting side channel to Seadrift, at mile 6.5. 

Authorization.—1945 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.3 to 1.0 for entire project. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of esti- 
Amount mated Federal 
cost (¢ Sorps of 
Engineers) 


stimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) gots a Sn $6, 400, 000 
timated Federal cost (U.S. Coast Guard)________- : Ee 46, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost ewasccnchakakie coe Be 5, 637, 000 
Cash contributions am mace a oa aeeaeeaee 0 
Other costs Fl ee ete oe aren ass 2 5, 637, 000 
otal estimated project cost rie see en 2, 083, 000 
\ppropriations to June 30, 1955 wal 200, 000 
\ppropriations for flscal year 1956_ - -- ; 5, 000 
Appropriations to date 205, 000 
ppropriations requested for fiscal year 1957 ; ae a 110, 000 
Balance to complete after flscal year 1957 ei ee ees 3, O85, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels: 
Victoria: 9 feet deep, 100 feet wide, and 35 miles long. 
Seadrift: 9 feet deep, 100 feet wide, and 2.8 miles long. 
Turning basins: 
Seadrift:* 10 feet deep, 300 by 500 feet. 
Victoria :* 10 feet deep, 400 by 650 to 1,150 feet. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1956) 
Completion schedule 
Channel to Victoria: Not started *.........................-... _..... March 1962 
Side channel to Seadrift: Not started _._ June 1957 
‘Local interests under a Department of the Army permit completed the lower 13.2-mile 


reach in June 1955 except for the westerly connecting channel at the Gulf Intracoastal 
Waterway main channel in San Antonio Bay. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The channel to Victoria with a side channel to Seadrift comprises a separate 
feeder to the Gulf Introcoastal Waterway and is justified by the estimated 
additional commerce of about 1,600,000 tons which will originate on the channel, 
consisting chiefly of crude oil, sand, gravel, chemicals, and plastics. Seafood 
processing plants are located at Seadrift, Tex. Industries recently located along 


To be constructed by local interests. 
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the Victoria Channel include plants of Carbide and Carbon Chemicals Co. (plas 
tics and chemicals), Du Pont (nylon ingredient), and Gifford-Hill-American 
Co. (high-pressure concrete pipe). In June 1950 the West Side Calhoun Count) 
Navigation District under Department of the Army permit completed at a cos 
of $360,000 the lowe -r 13.2 miles of the channel to Victoria, except for the westerly 
connec ‘ting “wye” at its junction with the Intracoastal Waterway main channel! jy 
San Antonio Bay. The upper limit of the completed channel connects with a 
eanal, near Mission Lake, leading to the Carbide and Carbon Chemical Co. plant 
and turning basin at Long Mott, Tex. The side channel to Seadrift connects 
at mile 6.5 with the reach of the channel to Victoria completed by local interests 
The channel to Seadrift will provide an access channel for the fishing fleet from 
San Antonio Bay to the commercial facilities at Seadrift. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $110,000 will be used to construct 
the side channel to Seadrift, and will benefit the ship repair, fishing, and sea 
food processing industries located at Seadrift, Tex. 


COMPLETED MODIFICATIONS 
None. 


REMAINING AUTHORIZED MODIFICATIONS 


Modification in 1954 River and Harbor Act provided for construction of 
harbor of refuge at Seadrift, Tex., at an estimated cost of $85,000. No work 
has been done on this modification. 

Non-Federal costs.—The cost to local interests of complying with the require 
ments of local cooperation as set forth in the authorizing legislation for the 
channel to Victoria is $5,277,000. This cost to local interests consists of payments 
for lands and damages, $305,000; structural relocations, $3,307,000 ; and construc 
tion of siphons, road ramps, and turning basins at Seadrift and V ictoria, $1,665,- 
000. Local interests also expend $360,000 in dredging the lower 13.2 miles of the 
project channel. 


SABINE-NECHES WATERWAY, TEX. 


Senator ELLenper. The next project is Sabine-Neches Waterway 
This has a cost of $8,352,000, of which $7,910,000 is the cost to the 
Corps of Engineers, $160,000 to the Coast Guard, and the remaining 
$282,000 is the non-Federal cost. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.6 to 1. 
The budget estimate is for $695,000 for the first cutoff in the Neches 
River Channel. 

Where will you make that cutoff? 

Colonel ALLEN. That cutoff is shown, sir, on the map that you 
have before you, colored in red, which is to the west of the junctio: 
of the Neches and Sabine River. The cutoff will cut out that bad 
turn, and will provide improvement by itself. 

Senator ELLenper. What about the local cooperation / 

Colonel ALLEN. The local cooperation for this portion will be forth 
coming. I had a meeting a few days ago with representatives of the 
Beaumont Navigation District who will provide the asurances for t! 
region. There is no difficulty expected. 

Senator ELLenper. Whiat is the present commerce / 

Colonel Atten. The present commerce there is on the order of 
53 million tons on the Sabine-Neches Waterway. 

Senator Evtenver. Are there any prospects for improvement ? 

Colonel Aten. There will be considerable improvement in the 
years to come. I think this is one of the projects where you may be 
faced in years to come with a request for de epening. This particular 
authorization is only for widening and easing of the bends. 

Senator ELtenper. What are the difficulties sof nav igating that? Is 
that because the river is not straight ¢ 
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Colonel Atten. The poor alinement causes difficulty in negotiating 
the bends with the large vessels. 


Senator E.Lenper. I see. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGATION ) 
SABINE-NECHES WATERWAY, TEX. (RECTIFICATION AND WIDENING) 
(New start) 


Location.—Channel extending from the Gulf of Mexico via Sabine Pass to 
terminals at Sabine Pass, Port Arthur, Beaumont, and Orange, a distance of 
ibout 66.3 miles. 

1uthorization.—1954 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.6 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Amount 


timated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) ; . ‘ $7, 910, 000 
imated Federal cost (United States Coast Guard) SS 5 160, 000 
timated non-Federal cost E wemcen aces 282, 000 
Cash G0nEIION. ..... cecdcacecsccnunse nib = saml 0 
Other costs 7 7 : sisted : 282, 000 
tal estimated project cost-._-.....-.---- oa eee _ 8, 352, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955 Re ean cers 0 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956_ - - a ee 
Appropriations to date - -- ; : j Ose 
\ppropriations requested for fiscal year 1957_.- ioead 000 | 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957- --- 7, 215, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels: 
IKintrance channel: 36 to 37 feet deep, 500 to 800 feet wide, 7.5 miles long. 
Sabine Pass Channel: 36 feet deep, 500 feet wide, 5.8 miles long. 
Port Arthur Canal: 36 feet deep, 400 feet wide, 6.12 miles long. 
Channel to Taylors Bayou, turning basin: 36 feet deep, 250 feet wide, 0.6 
mile long. 
Sabine-Neches Canal: 36 to 30 feet deep, 400 to 200 feet wide, 16.1 miles long. 
Neches River Channel: 36 feet deep, 350 feet wide, 18.8 miles long. 
Beaumont turning basin to vicinity Pennsylvania Shipyards, 30 feet deep, 
200 feet wide, 0.7 mile long. 
Sabine River Channel: 30 feet deep, 200 feet wide, 11.9 miles long. 
lurning basins: 
Sabine Pass Anchorage: 34 feet deep, 1,500 by 3,000 feet. 
Port Arthur east turning basin: 36 feet deep, 420 by 1,800 feet. 
Port Arthur west turning basin: 36 feet deep, 325 to 600 by 1,700 feet. 
Taylors Bayou turning basin: 36 feet deep, 150 to 1,000 by 2,900 feet. 
Beaumont turning basin: 34 feet deep, 500 by 1,500 feet. 
Beaumont turning basin extension: 34 feet deep, 350 by 2,300 feet. 
Orange turning basin: 30 feet deep, 1,400 by 3,000 feet. 
Orange municipal slip: 30 feet deep, 200 by 3,000 feet. 
Status (January 1, 1956): Channel rectification plus widening: Not started. 
Completion schedule: Channel rectification plus widening: June 1962. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The Sabine-Neches Waterway is a deep water navigation project serving the 
needs of seagoing commerce from Sabine Pass, Port Arthur, Beaumont, and 
Orange, Tex. In 1954 a total of 53,523,810 tons of commerce were moved over 
this waterway. 

The area tributary to the waterway comprises large portions of eastern Texas, 
western Louisiana, southern Oklahoma, and Arkansas, producing chiefly timber, 
rice, cotton, vegetables, livestock, and petroleum. The principal industries con- 
sist of processing agricultural products, milling of rice, repairing and con- 
struction of ships, fabricating of steel, and production, refining of petroleum 
and petroleum products, including butadiene and synthetic rubber, and produc- 
tion of nylon salts. 

Excessive curvatures in the existing project channels to Port Arthur, Orange, 
and Beaumont, and inadequate anchorage facilities, are impediments to the safe 
and economical operation of the modern deep-draft vessels on this waterway. 
Improvement as recommended will relieve these impediments and hazards. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $695,000 will be used to start 
rectification, enlargement and widening of the Sabine-Neches Waterway. 

Funds requested will complete the first cutoff in the Neches River Channel 
above the mouth of the Neches River. 


COMPLETED MODIFICATIONS 
Work completed consists of an east jetty 25,270 feet long and a west jetty 
21,860 feet long; a 10,000-foot bulkhead on Sabine Lake in front of the city 
of Port Arthur; a 12-foot channel in Adams Bayou; a 13-foot channel in Cow 
Bayou; a 36-foot channel leading to Port Arthur and Beaumont, Tex.; and a 
30-foot to 25-foot channel to Orange, Tex. The cost of this completed work 
is $15,623,700, including $385,500 contributed in cash and work. 


REMAINING AUTHORIZED MODIFICATIONS 


None except for minor inactive elements authorized by the 1938 and 1946 River 
and Harbor Acts which provide for widening and deepening the channel to Tay- 
lors Bayou Turning Basin to 36 feet by 250 feet and dredging a 13-foot by 100-foot 
extension above the turning basin of Cow Bayou Channel, the completion of which 
is estimated to cost $73,000. 

Non-Federal costs.—The cost to local interests of complying with the require- 
ments of local cooperation as set forth in the authorizing legislation for channel 
rectification and widening of the Sabine-Neches Waterway is $282,000. This cost 
to local interests consists of payment for lands and damages, $62,000, and reloca- 
tions of utilities and pipelines, $220,000. 

Local interests also incurred costs of $2,735,500, including a cash contribution 
of $353,500, in complying with the requirements of local cooperation for previous 
work accomplished on the Sabine-Neches Waterway. 

In addition, it is estimated that local interests have invested approximately 
$7,650,000 in construction of harbor terminal facilities at Port Arthur, Beau- 
mont, and Orange. 


POMME DE TERRE RESERVOIR, MO. 


Senator Erienper. The next is the Pomme De Terre Reservoir, in 
Missouri. This is a flood control reservoir that this committee recom- 
mended $500,000 last year for the start of construction. The Senate 
views did not prevail in conference and the item was lost. The total 
estimated cost of this project is $18,700,000, and the benefit-to-cost 
ratio without power is 1.52 to 1, and with power the ratio is 1.3 to 1. 
Do you propose any power installation initially ? 

Colonel Datrympie. No, sir; we do not, sir. Studies of power re- 
quirements in this area in conjunction with the Federal Power Com- 
mission indicate that the installation of power should be deferred at 
this time. 

Senator ELtenper. How frequently have you had floods in that 
area ¢ 
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Colonel DatrymMpte. Quite frequently, sir. In fact, in the past 
34 years of record, there have been about 58 floods for an average of 
about 2 per year. The flood of record occurred in 1943. Of course, 
they had a tremendous flood also in 1951, which was the second largest 
flood of record. 

Senator ELLenper. The amount requested is $500,000 for the budget 
year. What do you propose to use that for # Is that for both planning 
and construction 2 

Colonel Datrympte. To answer your question, sir, that will be used 
to initiate construction on the project. Plans and specifications will be 
prepared and re eady for initiation of the first unit of construction by 
the end of the fiscal year 1956. 

Senator EnLenper. So you will have enough money to complete 
your planning as well as start construction 4 
* Colonel DatryMp.e. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. What will be the total storage capacity of the 
reservoir and how is this capacity allocated by function? 

Colonel Datrymp te. Sir, the total storage capacity is planned at 
650.000 acre-feet, of which 407,000 acre-feet will be for flood control 
storage, 233,000 acre-feet for conservation, and 10,000 acre-feet for 
sedimentation reserve. 

Senator Exiennver. I also notice that the estimated Federal cost 
has been reduced by 3.8 million. How do you account for that? 

Colonel Datrympte. Sir, that is accounted for because of several 
features. The first is we had a price level increase of $947,600. We 
next had design modifications amounting to $4,622,500 decrease. Then 
ve had an adjustment in estimated cost of engineering and design 
amounting to a decrease of $125,100, for a net increase of $3,800,000. 

Senator Dworsnax. What is the nature of the conservation work 
with 233,000 acre-feet ? 

Colonel Datrypie. Sir, the conservation pool will be used to 
augment low streamflows during periods of deficient flow, and the 
benefits will accrue to navi igation on the Missouri as well as on the 
Mississippi, and also to the abatement of stream pollution due to 
regulation of low waterflow during drought periods. 

Senator Dworsnak. Is that not essentially flood control ? 

Colonel Datrympte. The conservation ? 

Senator DworsHak. Yes. 

Colonel Datrympte. No, sir; I believe not, sir. 

General IrscHner. It certainly is complementary. 

Senator DworsHak. Thank you. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator Extenper. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows :) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—FLOOD CONTROL RESERVOIR 


POMME DE TERRE RESERVOIR, Mo. 
(New) 


Location—On the Pomme de Terre River, 43.8 miles above the mouth, about 
8 miles south of Hermitage, Mo., and ahout 20 miles north of Bolivar, Mo. 

Authorization.—1938, 1944, and 1954 Flood Control Acts. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.52 to 1 (without power), 1.30 to 1 (with power). 
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Summarized financial data 
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Estimated Federal cost (without power) 
Non-Federal cost 
Cash contributions - 
Other costs_-- 
Total estimated project cost : 
Estimated Federal cost for ultimate deve lopment with power 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955 : ; 
Appropriation for fiscal year 1956 
Appropriations to date 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 





PHYSICAL DATA 


Dam: 
Type: Earth and rock fill. 
Height: 155. 
Length: 4,380. 
Spillway: 
Type: Uncontrolled overflow chute. 
Capacity (maximum pool) : 
Reservoir capacity: 
Flood control 
Conservation 





Amount 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


oe 


$18, 700, 000 


0 | 


0 
0 


18, 700,000 |- 


26, 000, 000 
522, 000 

0 

522, 000 
509, 000 

17, 678, 000 


73,300 cubic feet per second. 


Acre feet 
407, 000 


233, 000 


Future power installation: 
Initial and ultimate: 2 units at 8,400 kilowatts; 16,800 kilowatts (deferred). 
Presently planned: None. 
Nominal head: 77 feet. 


Status ( ar 1, 1956) 


| Completion 
schedule 


Percent 


Entire project _-- 
oe of reservoir area iste 
Relocation of highways, county roads, ‘and cemeteries. - 


| 
| Sun June 1961. 
oe cee | 
Reservoir clearing __- Mths tal Moet Stee adey 
| 
| 
| 


Do. 
October 1959 
June 1961. 
May 1958 

April 1961. 
June 1957 
Defe rred. 


ast stage contract for construction of embankment _ 

Completion of embankment and construction of outlet ‘works and spillw sche 
Access road from county road 
Power facilities 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Osage River which rises in southeastern Kansas and is known as the 
Marais des Cygnes River flows into Missouri and through the Ozark hills to 
its confluence with the Missouri River. Disastrous floods have occurred dur- 
ing recent years such as the floods of July 1951 and May 1948. In addition to 
the above, numerous other floods have occurred throughout the Osage River 
Basin. For example, fiood records at Hermitage, Mo., on the Pomme de Terre 
River, which is a major tributary of the Osage River, indicate that flood stage 
has been exceeded or equaled 58 times during the past 34 years, which is a 
frequency of about 2 floods per year. The Pomme de Terre Reservoir is one of 
the principal units in the Osage River flood-protection plan, and in conjunction 
with the other units will contribute substantially to protection of 160,000 acres 
of highly developed agricultural land along the Missouri River and over 26,600 
acres along the Osage River. The Pomme de Terre project alone will provide 
protection to 5,500 acres of land along the Pomme de Terre River immediately 
below the dam. 
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In addition to flood control, this reservoir provides conservation storage to be 
used to supplement low-water flows for abatement of stream pollution, naviga- 
tion on the Missouri and Mississippi Rivers and for relief from droughts. These 
supplemental flows will also pass through the Bagnell power dam, located 
on the Osage River, and thereby supplement streamflows available for generation 
of private power. Provision will be made for installation of power in the Pomme 
de Terre Dam at some future date when the demand therefor justifies the ex- 
penditure for power facilities. 

As a result of complaints due to frequent and intense flooding on the Osage 
River below Bagnell Dam, the Congress authorized that an investigation be made 
by the Federal Power Commission to determine whether the operation of that 
dam was responsible for the damages incurred. In its report, that agency stated 
that “the only realistic solution of the flood problem in the Osage Basin lies in 
the provision of flood-control storage upstream from the Bagnell project” and 
recommended that “Congress take action to complete an effective and feasible 
system of flood-control reservoirs upstream from Bagnell Dam.” The Pomme 
de Terre Reservoir project is located just above the “power pool” formed by 

fagnell Dam, and is strategically located for withholding flood flows that enter 
the “pool” from the Pomme de Terre River. The current estimate of annual 
benefits for flood control and navigation only is $1,185,000. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The amount of $500,000 will be applied to: 

Acquisition of lands for the dam site, borrow areas, etc $95, 000 
Initiate construction of the dam 176, 000 
Construction of permanent and temporary access roads 83, 000 
Continue engineering and design 

Supervision and administration 46, 000 


500, 000 
An allocation of $500,000 is considered the minimum amount that should be 
appropriated for initiating construction of this essential project. 


WASHOUGAL AREA, LOWER COLUMBIA RIVER BASIN 


Senator ELLenper. The next is Washougal area, lower Columbia 
River Basin, Oreg. and Wash. Thisisa local flood- protection project 
having a total estimated cost of $773,000, and the benefit-to-cost ratio 
is 1.96to1. The budget estimate is for $17,000 to initate preconstruc- 
ton planning, and there is an additional $32,000 required after 1957 
for the completion of this planning. 

That is correct; is it not? 

Colonel Datrympte. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Could you use more money this year ? 

Colonel Datrymp.e. We believe that the $17,000 requested here, sir, 
will allow for an economical and prudent schedule of planning. 


FLOOD SITUATION 


Senator ELLENpER. What about the flood situation there? 

Colonel Datrymp.e. The 1948 flood, sir, inundated about 675 acres 
of urban and suburban lands, including Washougal, the suburban city 
of Oak Park, and the Washougal W oolen Mills, causing an estimated 
damage of approxim: itely $400, 000. A flood of the magnitude of 1894, 
which was the flood of record, would inundate most ‘of the town of 
Washougal, including the business district and all of the residential 
area of Oak Park. 

Senator ELLenper. What is the nature of the work here? Is it 
levee construction ? 

Colonel Datrymete. Yes, sir. 
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USE OF LEVEE FOR HIGHWAY 


Senator Extenper. What are the possibilities of using the top of 
these levees to build roadson? Isthat asuggestion made by the State? 

Colonel Datrympte. Yes, sir. The Washington State Highway 
Department has approached us with the proposal for the possibility of 
utilizing the levees as a joint embankment with the highway that they 
propose, possibly, in this area. 

Senator ELitenper. At no greater cost to the Government than is 
proposed ? 

Colonel Datrympte. No, sir. We would presume not. However, 
these funds that we are requesting, of course, will be used to determine 
the feasibility and limits of the project, including an agreement on 
division of costs. 

Senator ELLenper. How about local cooperation there? What are 
the conditions? 

Colonel Dartrympce. Sir, we have not requested nor received any 
local cooperation, but support for the project is strong. Of course, 
the State Highway Department of Washington has indicated their 
willingness to cooperate. 


DECREASE IN BUDGET ESTIMATE 


Senator Etienper. In this case, I notice a decrease in cost of $210,000 
from the original estimate. Could you tell us what the cause of that 
is? 

Colonel Datrympte. Yes, sir. The project document, House Docu- 
ment 531, 81st Congress, second session, contained only a very brief 
description of the project, and a statement of the total estimated cost. 
Subsequent to that authorization, additional studies were made, and 
based on the conditions known or foreseeable when those plans and 
estimates were prepared, the plan for the Washougal area was modi- 
fied to eliminate the undeveloped section east of Washougal and pro- 
vide protection for Washougal and Oak Park areas only. Conse- 
mean, the only available cost and benefit figures are for a project of 
lesser scope than described in the project document. 

However, our studies with the money being requested this year will 
more accurately determine the cost estimate of the project. 

Senator ELttenper. I see. You simply modified the project? 

Colonel Dartrymp.e. Yes, sir. 

Senator E_LENvER. The reduction came about by that modification? 

Colonel Datrympte. Yes, sir. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLENvER. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows :) 


| 


Additional 

| ee sins | required 

| Totalesti- | Allotments | Rs ae pe a | after fiscal 
Project | mated Fed- | prior to fiscal | ‘fg; meee aft aoe | year 1957 to 

|} eralcost | year 1957 1957. ane 1087 complete pre- 
” zz “* | construction 
planning 





Flood-control projects (contin- | 
ued) 
Washington: Lower Colum- 
bia River, new locations, j | 
Washougal area : $773, 000 | 0 $17, 000 | $756, 000 | $32, 00 
| | 


The project will reduce flood damages in the town of Washougal, Wash., the 
suburban district of Oak Park, and the Washougal Woolen Mills. Most of this 
area, Which is about 2 miles long and contains approximately 675 acres, was 
inundated during the 1948 flood on the Columbia River. Some portions of the 
area were under water for a period of more than 3 weeks. The damages to 
this area during the 1948 flood exceeded $400,000, of which $75,000 was expended 
by the Washougal Woolen Mills for reconditioning of underground electrical 
systems and cleanup after the flood. A flood of the magnitude of 1894 would 
inundate most of the town of Washougal, including practically the entire business 
district, and the residential area of Oak Park. Funds allocated for fiscal year 
1957 will be utilized for coordinated studies with Washington State Highway 
Department with view toward development of a joint levee-highway plan. The 
henefit-to-cost ratio is 1.96 to 1. 


JACKSON HOLE-SNAKE RIVER, WYO. 


Senator ELtenper. The next item is Jackson Hole, Snake River, 
Wyo. This isa local flood protection project, having a total estimated 
cost. of $2,145,600, of which $15,600 1s non- -Federal. The benefit-to- 
cost ratio is 1.40 to 1. The appropriation last year was $55,000 to 
complete preconstruction planning. The budget estimate is $400,000 
to start the levees and channel improvements in section 1. What is 
the status of your planning of that project ? 

Colonel DAL RYMPLE. Sir, we have completed a general design memo 
on this project and plans and specifications for the first unit of con- 
struction will be completed by the end of fiscal year 1956. 


FLOOD PROBLEM 


Senator ELLenper. What is the flood problem in that area? 

Colonel Datrymrrie. The flood problem there, sir, is the annual or 
perennial flooding of the Snake River in this reach, in the vicinity 
of Wilson, Wyo., in northwestern Wyoming. 

Senator ELLENpER. Is that melted snow from the mountains? 

Colonel Datrymp.r. Yes, sir. Snow melt from the mountains, 
which is aggravated by releases from Jackson Lake, — causes 
overbank flow. Flood emergencies have occurred in Jackson Hole 
every year for the last 8 years. 
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LOCAL COOPERATION 


Senator EL.LeENDER. What is the status of local cooperation ? 

Colonel Datrymp._e. The local people have formed the Jackso 
Hole District under Wyoming State laws, which were enacted iy 
1955, and are now in the process of forming district boundaries t 
take care of the local cooperation. We have every indication fro 
them that they will carry through on local cooperation, and we wv 
obtain formal assurances before construction is initiated. 


EMERGENCY EXPENDITURES 


Senator ELLtenprr. Have you expended any emergency funds fo 
that area ¢ 


Colonel Datrymp.r. Yes, sil 
Senator ELLtenper. What was the nature of that expenditure? 
Colonel DALRYMPLE. Sir, in the last 8 years, the Corps of Engineers 
has expended approximately $270,000 in Federal funds for emergency 
repairs to that reach of € Snake River. I might say, sir, that 


that same period of time, [ understand that the local mterests hav 
also expended about $290,000, 


Senator ELLENpER. That is about one-third of what the whole proj- 
ect would have cost ¢ 

Colonel DaALtrympLe. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLenper. That shows what neglect will do. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows :) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS 
(FLOOD CONTROL) 


JACKSON HOLE, SNAKE River, Wyo. 
(New start) 


Location.—On the Snake River, 960 miles above the mouth, 18 miles below 
the mouth of the Gros Ventre River, 5 miles west of Jackson, Wyo. 

Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 

Bene fit-cost ratio. 1.40 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulat 
Amount percent ¢ 
estimnated 

Federal ¢ 


Estimated Federal cost $2, 130, 000 
Estimated non-Federal co 15, 600 

Cash contributions 0 

Other costs 15. 600 
Total estimated project cost 2.145, 600 
Appropriations to June 30, 1958 53, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956 55, OOO 
Appropriations to date 108, 000 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957 400, 000 
Balanes to complete after fiscal year 1957 1, 622, 000 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Levees: 
Average height: 12 feet. 
Length: 14 miles. 
Relocations: Relocation and reconstruction of seven small irrigation intakes. 
Status: Construction not started. 
Completion schedule : 
Relocations: December 1958. 
Channels and levees: 
Right bunk above Jackson-Wilson Bridge, section 1: December 1957, 
Left bank above Jackson-Wilson Bridge, section 2: June 1958. 
Both banks below Jackson-Wilson Bridge, section 3: December 1959, 
Entire project: December 1959. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The area subject to flooding along Snake River through Jackson Hole varies 
from 0.5 to over 2 miles in width and extremely large floods would spread to the 
toe of the hills across the valley and enter the villages of Wilson and Fish Creek 
to the west. The average period of overflow ranges between 15 and 30 days. 
\gricultural hay and pasturelands in the valley are the key elements in the basic 
economy of the valley, which is based on production of beef cattle. Ample 
ummer range is available on slopes of adjoining mountains but winter carryover 
< dependent on production of valley lands, much of which are in the flood plain. 
lloods of moderate proportions, similar to those of 1943, 1948, and 1954, inun- 
dated cultivated and pasturelands, and damaged or destroyed irrigation facili- 

es, farm ditches, fences, farm roads, and developments. Floods of major mag- 
nitude would correspondingly create damages of greater proportions. A flood of 
ess than moderate proportion in 1953 is estimated to have inundated 1,850 acres 
of pasturelands. 

The Corps of Engineers has expended $270,000 for emergency and temporary 
flood-control measures in the Jackson Hole area under existing authorities. 
Completion of the authorized permanent project at an early date is needed to 
prevent recurring damages during average floods and heavy losses that would 
«cur under floods of major magnitude. Local interests have repeatedly re- 
quested relief from the situation and have indicated willingness to provide the 
requirements of cooperation under Federal flood-control law. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $400,000 will be applied to— 
Initiation of construction of levees and channel improvement, section 1, 

right bank above the Jackson-Wilson Bridge $343, 000 
Relocation of irrigation facilities 12, 000 
Engineering and design 12, 300 


Supervision and administration 382, 700 


400, 000 

The channel rectification and right bank levees and revetment could connect 
with high ground at the upstream end of the project and would provide con- 
tinuous protection throughout the reach to be completed with fiscal year 1957 
funds. Engineering and design would include plans and specifications for work 
in section 2. 

Von-Federal cost.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $15,600, broken down as 
follows: Lands (130 acres), total, $15,600. 

Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project upon com- 
pletion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated as $15,550. 

In addition to the above, local interests, including the State of Wyoming, 
Teton County, and individual ranch owners, have incurred costs in excess of 
$20,000 for flood-control work in the Jackson Hole area as of the present date. 


Total 


ABSENCE OF PROJECTS IN IDAHO 


Senator Dworsnak. Mr. Chairman, while we are in the Columbia 
asin area, I should like to ask General Itschner how it happens that 
ldaho is not even listed in this big several page statement showing the 

75008—56—pt. 2——56 
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various projects in the various States. Idaho is not even listed. 
thought we were one of the States in the Union. 

General Irscuner. I was surprised, too, sir, when I looked down 
the list of States to find that the State of Idaho was not included in 
projects for construction or advance engineering and design. 

Senator ELLENDER. We can remedy that. 

Senator Dworsuax. Do you think we can get Idaho back in the 
Union ? 

Senator EL.tenprer. I do not think she is out, but we can get some- 
thing in there. You give us the data and when the engineers are 

called back in order to brief us on whatever projects are requested, 
we will go ahead. 

Senator Dworsnax. I thought this was the last apearance of the 
engineers. 

General Irscurner. We do think that there are many problems in 
Idaho that require solution. 

Senator DworsHak. During the current year, you had listed the 
Columbia River local protection for Idaho, Oregon, and W ashington, 
and this year you eliminate that item entirely. Do you not anticipate 
there will be any local protective projects under that particular 
program ? 

General IrscHnEr. Yes, sir; there will be. 

Senator DworsHak. But you do not have any listed. 

General Itscuner. We do not have any in the budget. We do have 
a very sizable, as you know, emergency program under Public Law 
99, amounting to about a million dollars now “under way, a substantial 
portion of which is in Idaho, which will help a great deal. 

Senator DworsHak. Will that be in the area of the Weiser River? 

General IrscHner. Yes, sir, and the Payette River, too. 


PORTNEUF RIVER, IDAHO, PROJECT 


Senator DworsHaxk. And the Payette. 

During the current year you have an item of $500,000 for the Port- 
neuf River in Idaho project. I understand there has been some delay 
encountered in making local participating funds available. What is 
your program there? You are not asking for additional funds, but 
I understand this money will be carried over into the next fiscal year/ 

General Irscuner. That is correct, sir. The money will be used 
when the local interests satisfy the terms of local cooperation. 

Senator DworsHak. There has been a slight delay, but the project 
will be carried forward as expeditiously as possible? 

General Irscuner. As expeditiously as we can, sir. 

Senator DworsHak. And you will not need any new funds in addi- 
tion to this carryover during the next fiscal year ? 

General IrscHnrer. We feel we will not, sir. We feel that the 
amount already appropriated is a proper expenditure for 1 fiscal 
year. 

Senator DworsHaxk. You will need some subsequently to finish that 
project ? 

General Itscuner. Yes, sir. If the Pocatello unit of that project 
should require some additional funds in the next fiscal year, we prob- 
ably could make them available from other projects. The Marsh 
Creek unit will not be scheduled until later. 
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BRUCE’S EDDY RESERVOIR 


Senator DworsHaxk. Mr. Chairman, you will recall that the com- 
mittee inserted $100,000 for planning for the Bruce’s Eddy Dam and 
Reservoir in the current year, and it was eliminated by the conference 
committee on the technical point that there was no authorization. I 
would like to ask General Itschner what would be required if the 
omnibus bill, which will be before the Senate Public Works Com- 
mittee soon, should authorize Bruce’s Eddy: 

How much money would you require for the coming fiscal year with 
which to carry on the engineering work ? 

General Irscuner. I am not able to give you that exact figure, 
sir, but it will be something 

Senator Dworsnak. A couple of hundred thousand ? 

General Irscuner. At least $200,000. 

Senator DworsuaK. What would be required for the subsequent 
year to complete it? I think you have already testified it would 
take about 2 vears to complete that engineering work before con- 
struction could be initiated. 

General IrscHner. It would be something on the order of $750,- 
000 the second year, sir, if $300,000 was appropriated the first year. 

Senator DworsHak. It would take about a million dollars to com- 
plete the preconstruction engineering ? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. 

Senator Dworsuak. I believe that is all, Mr. Chairman. Thank 
you. 

SHILSHOLE BAY, WASH. 


Senator ELLenperR. The next is Shilshole Bay, Seattle, Wash. 

The estimated Federal cost for the Corps of Engineers of this proj- 
ect. is $3,630,000, and we have appropriated to date $20,000. There 
is a request of $300,000 made of this Congress. That is correct, is it 
not ? 

General Irscriner. Yes, sir. 

Senator E,Lenper. Will you tell us a little about this project? 

Colonel ALLEN. This project, sir, will provide a small-craft harbor 
by means of a breakwater and dredging. 

Senator ELLenper. This project cost $3,630,000 ? 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir; that is the Corps of Engineers cost. It 
costs $5,817,000 with the local interest and Coast Guard costs. 


LOCAL COOPERATION 


Senator Evienper. I see that. What is the status of the local co- 
operation? What are they supposed to do? 

Colonel Atten. The Seattle Port Commission, sir, has adopted 
this project. The port of Seattle is a municipal corporation with ade- 
quate legal authority to provide the local cooperation. The require- 
ments are that, in addition to providing the lands and rights-of-way, 
they do certain bulkheading, provide moorage facilities, and certain 
utilities and parking areas to make this a usable project. 
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SAVINGS IN PLANNING FUNDS 


Senator ELienper. Last year, as I recall, the record shows that we 
appropriated $50,000, and you have spent but $20,000. What be- 
came of the other $30,000? 

Colonel Atten. This is one project, sir, where we were able to do 
the planning for less than what we asked for. 

Senator EiLenper. Did $30,000 go into the Treasury ? 

Colonel ALLEN. $30,000 was apportioned to other projects. We 
were able to accomplish the necessary planning with the $20,000. 

Senator ELLenprer. The budget estimate is $300,000 for the start of 
the breakwater. Is that sufficient ? 

Colonel Atiten. That will permit us to initiate the project next 
spring and carry it through into 1958 and complete it in 1959, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Provided we give you the money next year / 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir. 

Senator Eitinenper. That is quite a chunk of money to give you fo: 
a project. That is over $3 million remaining. What connection, if 
any, has this project with the Washington ship channel ? 

Colonel AtLten. The completion of this project, sir, will provide 
a haven or a mooring basin outside the Lake Washington ship chan- 
nel and will postpone the necessity for increasing the lock capacity 1: 
the ship channel almost indefinitely. It will extend the usable life 
of the present ship channel. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator Evtenper. The justification will be placed in the record 
(The justification referred to follows :) 
CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS 
(NAVIGATION) 
SHILSHOLE Bay, SEATTLE, WASH. 
(New) 


Location.—The project is on the east shore of Puget Sound, within the city ot 
Seattle, Wash., just north of the entrance to Lake Washington ship canal. 

Authorization.—1954 River and Harbor Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.14 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 





Accumulated 
percent of esti- 
Amount mated Federa 
cost (Corps of 

Engineers 


Estimated Federal cost (U. 8. Coast Guard) --.......-.-- 
Fstimated non-Federal cost:---.--------- 
Cash contribution_ ~~... --- 


27, 000 
2, 160, 000 
0 


Estimated Federal cost (Corps of Engineers) --..-....-.-----..-.--- pn ie $3, 630, 000 


Other costs ; . S oieeei ial ; sinptiniadnein aiaenel 2, 160, 000 
Total estimated project cost cei aid devi hvinbe dvb sad Ghd obiieaddetal 5, 817, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955__------ ee 0 | 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956 ihe intubopace casey pinciiene 20, 000 | 
Appropriations to date___.-..--- ‘ 20. 000 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957_-.-_--- dices ace 300, 000 | 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 ---| 3, 310, 000 
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PHYSICAL DATA 


Breakwater: Rock, 4,200 feet long; top elevation, 17 feet above mean lower low 
water; crest width, 4 feet. 
Mooring basin: 
Area: 73 acres. 
Depth: 
Southerly part: 15 feet below mean lower low water. 
Northerly part: 10 feet below mean lower low water. 
Status (January 1, 1956): Not started. 
Completion schedule: 
Breakwater: September 1958. 
Dredging: June 1958. 
JUSTIFICATION 


The project will reduce small-craft vessel traffic through the Lake Washington 
ship canal locks and will provide needed moorage facilities. It will result in 
savings from reduction of vessel operating and maintenance costs, from elim- 
ination of vessel damages, and reduction of bridge openings. Commercial fish- 
eries, towing and lumbering industries, as well as general commercial and 
recreational traffic will benefit from the project. The project will provide ur- 
gently needed moorage facilities for several hundred small craft including 500 
fishing vessels which will benefit by increased fish returns and elimination of 
damages caused by crowded conditions in existing moorages and the canal. The 
project will postpone the necessity for provision of additional lockage capacity in 
the Lake Washington ship canal. 

Fiseal year 1957.—With funds in the amount of $300,000 requested for fiscal 
year 1957, construction of the breakwater will be initiated under a continuing 
contract providing for completion in fiscal year 1959. 


COMPLETED MODIFICATIONS 
None. 


Von-Federal costs.—Local interests will provide all lands, easements, disposal 
areas and rights-of-way, bulkheads, moorage facilities, and parking areas, esti- 
mated to cost $2,160,000, broken down as follows: 

Ise Ra a nt cee ee $410, 000 
ea ag ath 817, 000 
Moorage facilities 758, 000 
Utilities 79, 000 
a a 96, 000 


Total 2, 160, 000 
Local interests will maintain project depths in the moorage area and maintain 
ill locally provided facilities at an estimated annual cost of $29,000. 


MIDDLE CREEK, CALIF. 


Senator ELLenper. Next is Middle Creek, Calif., a fiood-protection 
project having a total estimated cost of $1,210,000, and the benefit-to- 
ratio is 1.6 to 1. 

The budget estimate is $70,000 for the preconstruction planning. 
What is the flood problem in this area ? 

Colonel Penney. Mr. Chairman, the flood problem is created by 
the flows of Middle Creek which flows south into Clear Lake, flooding 
the town of Upper Lake and adjacent agricultural and orchard areas. 
In addition to that, Clover Creek, which joins this Middle Creek, flows 
through the town and it overflows. This project would improve the 
channel of the Middle Creek, raise some levees and construct addi- 
tional levees, and divert Clover Creek around the town so it does not 
flood the town. 

Senator ELtenper. And give it full protection ? 

Colonel Penney. Give it very substantial protection ; yes, sir. 
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Senator Ettenper. Are the local people contributing anything, and, 
if so, to what extent ? 

Colonel Penney. Sir, the estimated cost to local interests is quite 
heavy for this project. It is some $837,000 for the lands and rights- 
of-way. They have formed a flood-control district to take care of the 
cooperation, and the State of California has adopted the project. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLtenper. The justification will be placed in the record 
(The justification referred to follows :) 


l l : 
Additional 
| j 

| 


Tentative | Additional required 


Total esti- | Allotments | after fiscal 


Project | mated Fed- | prior to fiscal allocation, | complete year 1957 to 
eral cost vear 1957 fiscal year | after fiscal 
. . rr 1957 year 1957 

| 

| 


complete pre- 
construction 
planning 


Flood-control projects: | | 
California: Middle Creek___| $1, 210, 000 $70,000 | $1, 140, 000 
| | 


The Middle Creek project will provide urgently needed flood protection to the 
town of Upper Lake and to about 5,000 acres of highly developed agricultural! 
lands. Parts of the area to be protected are flooded as often as three times 
in a single year, and most of the town of Upper Lake is flooded on an average 
of once every 10 years. <A recurrence of the December 1937 flood, based on cur 
rent prices and development, would cause damages estimated at $800,000, all 
of which would have been prevented by the completed project. It is tentatively 
estimated that about $300,000 of the damages experienced during the December 
1955 floods would have been prevented by the project. The benefit-to-cost 
ratio is 1.6 to 1. 


SAN JOAQUIN RIVER, STOCKTON DEEPWATER CHANNEL, CALIFORNIA 


Senator ELttenper. The next project is San Joaquin River, Stockton 
deepwater channel, California 

This is a navigation project having a total estimated cost of $11,- 
580,000, of which the cost to the Corps of Engineers is $9,590,000, 
and the non-Federal cost is estimated at $1,990,000. The benefit-to- 
cost ratio is 1.2to1. That isa might thin ratio there. 

General Irscuner. That is the minimum benefit-cost ratio that we 
have in this amendment to the budget, sir. 

Senator ELLeNpeR. Was it ever higher than that? Do you think it 
will remain steady # 

General Irscuner. I have no reason to suppose it will not remain 
steady, sir. 

Senator Eiienper. I notice the appropriation to date of $335,000 
and the budget estimate is $450,000, for the initiation of bank protec- 
tion work. Will you tell us what is the plan for improvement in this 
area ? 

Colonel Atten. The feature that we are proposing to initiate in 
fiscal 1957 is the bank protection for the privately constructed levees. 
These levees have been constructed over the years to protect the very 
valuable lands that produce truckcrops such as asparagus, sugar beets, 
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and corn. By reason of the development of navigation on the water- 
way, these privately constructed levees are subjected to damage by 
wave wash. During the December and January floods on the San 
Joaquin River, it was necessary to stop navigation for a period be- 
cause of the fear that vessel traffic would severely damage and perhaps 
break these levees. 

We are proposing these moneys in 1957 to initiate that bank protec- 
tion which is necessitated by reason of the navigation channel. 

Senator ELLENDER. What are you using? Riprap? 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir. It will be stone riprap, the maintenance 
of which will be a local responsibility after completion. 

Senator Exienprer. That will be one of the requirements of the 
local people ? 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir. 

Senator E:itenper. Are they contributing anything whatsoever? 
What is $1,460,000 for ? 

Colonel ALLEN. That contribution, sir, is related to other features 
of the work in the vicinity of Stockton. A portion of the cash con- 
tribution was received for the turning basin which you will recall this 
committee appropriated funds for 2 years ago. There are other navi- 
gation features to which that cash contribution also applies. 

Senator ELLENDER. What about the tonnage at the port of Stock- 
ton? Is that increasing any? 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir; when this project was authorized, the com- 
merce was on the order of 800,000 tons, and this project was authorized 
with the expectation that it would increase some 300,000 tons. Last 
year, tonnage in and out of the port of Stockton was on the order of 
2 200,000. 

Senator ELLenper. In other words, it has gone up considerably over 

what you originally estimated ? 

Colonel ALLEN. We estimated it would grow to the vicinity of 1 
million, an increase of 300,000 over the then existing 800,000 tons. So 
it has just about doubled. 

JUSTIFICATION 


Senator Extenper. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows :) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CHANNELS AND HARBORS (NAVIGATION) 
San JOAQUIN River, CALIF. (STOCKTON DEEPWATER CHANNEL) 
(Resumption) 

Location.— Deepwater navigation channel in San Joaquin River from its mouth 
in Suisun Bay at Pittsburgh to the city of Stockton, a distance of 41 miles. 


Authorization.—1950 River and Harbor Act. 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.2 to 1. 
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Summarized financial data 


| Accumulated 
percent of esti- 
Amount | mated Federal 
cost (Cory 
Engineers 


Estimated Federal cost --- Be ae | $9, 590, 000 |. 
Estimated non-Federal cost... -- - oe ee | 1, 990, 000 | 
Cash contributions... _._.._- Bt itt bk 530, 000 
Other costs. ee a i <a dan abalone cadawil 1, 460, 000 
Total estimated project costs : Seas Soils ieteh lestesen dian was ee ais : 11, 580, 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955- cemmeans vekabpind ; : 335, O10 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956_-~._- ecigiinh cna ecetn dea ; : 0 
Appropriations to date. “ ipsduliae . pik s 335, 000 
Appropriations reque sted for fiscal ye ar 1957 ge ee 450, 000 
Balance to comple te after fiscal year 1957........ --..-.. paki 8, 805, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Channels: 

Mormon Channel: 9 feet deep, 100 feet wide, 1.8 miles long. 

Upper Stockon Channel: 30 feet deep, 150 feet wide, 5,500 feet long. 

Burns cutoff (including railroad and highway bridge): 30 feet deep, 225 

feet wide, 4 miles long. 
Turning basin: 

Enlargement of Stockton Harbor turning basin to 30 feet deep, 962 feet 

wide, and 1,200 feet long. 

At Rough and Ready Island: 30 feet deep, 600 feet wide and 1,350 feet long. 
Settling basins: Above head of Burns cutoff, 17 feet deep, 600 feet wide, and 
2,000 feet long. 

Bank protection: Levee protective works as required along ship channel, 


Status (Jan. 1, 1956) 


Completion 
schedule 


Percent 





Bank protection at scattered locations. --- Leben June 1959. 
Burns cutoff improvement (including rs silroad and highw: ay bridge) ; Indefinite. 
Dredging Mormon channel ; sectlaiedieneat ade ee Do. 

Enlarged turning basin June 1955. 
Enlarged upper Stockton channel bidshdeaeds einai | | Indefinite. 
New turning basin - sta | June 1958. 
Settling basin a ae 4 sults mantis | Indefinite 





JUSTIFICATION 


The Stockton Deepwater Channel portion of the San Joaquin River project 
provides deepwater shipping facilities to the southern half of California’s Cen- 
tral Valley, a very highly productive agricultural area, and to distribution cen- 
ters with large populations, such as Stockton (71,000), Modesto (17,390), Merced 
15,280), Madera 10,500), Fresno (91,700), and Bakersfield (72,960). Traffic 
in and out of the port has increased very rapidly in the last few years. Present 
tonnage in and out of Stockton Harbor is nearly 2,200,000 tons per year, as com- 
pared with about 800,000 in 1946. Of this amount, about 1 million tons per 
year is deep-draft cargo and the balance is local barge traftic. The port also 
serves military installations in the Stockton area, including the United States 
Naval Supply Annex and Sharpe General Depot at Stockton. Wave action 
induced by the river traffic has caused serious erosion of levees and banks along 
» San Joaquin River below Stockton, necessitating expensive maintenance 
by the local interests. Bank protection work is required to remedy the erosion 
already experience and to prevent further erosion in citical areas: 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $450,000 will be applied to: 
Initiation of bank protection work $375, OOO 
Engineering and design 45, 000 
Supervision and administration 30, O00 


Total 450, 000 
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With the funds recommended for the budget year, an investigation would be 
ade to determine the most critical areas in need of remedial bank protection 
along San Joaquin River below Stockton, and the remedial bank-protection work 
vould be initiated. 
COMPLETED MODIFICATIONS 


Work completed consists of provision of a 30-foot channel to Stockton; dredg- 
ng of Mormon Channel; and snagging, removal of overhanging trees, and con- 
struction of brush wing dams from the mouth of Stockton Channel to Hills 
Ferry, a distance of 86 miles, to facilitate light-draft navigation in that part 
f the river. The Federal cost of this completed work was $4,010,000. 

Von-Federal costs.—The costs to local interests of complying with the require- 
ments of local cooperation for the 1950 modification of the San Joaquin River 
Stockton Deepwater Channel) are currently estimated at $1,900,000, compris- 
ing a eash contribution of $530,000 toward the construction cost; payments for 
ands and damages, $1,315,000; and utility relocations and utility revisions 
$145,000. Of the required cash contribution toward the construction cost, local 
nterests have contributed $35,000 to date. Such contribution was required of 
them for enlargement of the turning basin at Stockton, which work was accom- 
plished in fiscal year 1955. The local interests have given assurances that they 
will comply with requirements for future construction when required. After 
completion, they will maintain and operate the combined highway and railroad 
bridge and will maintain the levees and banks for the entire project. 

Local interests made cash contributions of $1,307,500 in compliance with the 
requirements of local cooperation for previous work accomplished on the project. 
In addition other costs were incurred for furnishing lands, rights-of-way, and 
suitable spoil-disposal areas; providing terminal facilities; and assuming main- 
tenance of the levees. The amount of these other costs is not avzuilable. 


SACRAMENTO RIVER AND MAJOR AND MINOR TRIBUTARIES, CALIFORNIA 


Senator E.itenper. The next item is the Sacramento River, and 
major and minor tributaries in California. The estimated Federal 
cost is $19,500,000, and non-Federal is $2,860,000. We have appropri- 
ited to date $1,900,000 and you are asking for $250,000 now. 

As I note here, the flood protection project was started prior to the 
Korean war, and then stopped. This amounts to a resumption of 
the project. 

General Irscuuner. That is correct, sir. It stopped at the time of 
the Korean war. 

Senator ELLenpeR. I notice the benefit-to-cost ratio there is 1.3 to 1. 
Is that to remain constant, do you think? 

Colonel Penney. Mr. Chairman, we feel that it will not decrease, 
sir. The area is developing quite rapidly and the benefits from the 
flood protection are likely to increase. 

Senator ELLeNper. This amount you are now asking will be for the 
construction of levees ? 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. It will resume construction, actually, 
of work that has not been completed. 

Senator Eittenver. In other words, the work that has been done has 
been of no value ? 

Colonel Penney. It is not completely effective in its present state. 

Senator Extenper. And you propose to continue this / 

Colonel Penney. That is right, sir. 
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BUTTE CREEK LEVEES 


Senator ELLenprer. What is the estimated cost of the Butte Creek 
levees which will afford the protection desired ? 

Colonel Penney. For that unit of the work, the estimated cost is 
$1,359,000. Of that, about $660,000 has already been placed, leaving 
almost $700,000 to go. 

Senator Extienper. I notice here that the increased cost of the 
project has been $2,400,000. What is the cause of that? 

Colonel Penney. Principally, sir, two major reasons. One of al- 
most a million dollars was for price-level increases and the other major 
item was the inclusion in this estimate of an item of the work that 
inadvertently, in the last estimate that we submitted to Congress, had 
been carried with an inactive element, an inactive portion of the 
project. That has been put back in the active project. It should not 
have been in the inactive portion. 

Senator Exirenper. How will that additional cost affect the ratio 
of the benefit to cost ? 

Colonel Penney. The present benefit-to-cost ratio of 1.3 includes 
that increase and it actually has come down a little. 

Senator Eiienper. That is based on the most recent analysis? 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator Eittenver. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows :) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—LOCAL-PROTECTION PROJECTS 
(FLOOD CONTROL) 


SACRAMENTO RIVER AND MAJOR AND MINOR TRIBUTARIES, CALIFORNIA 


(Resumption ) 


Location.—On the Sacramento River from Colusa to Chico Landing, and on the 
lower reaches of its tributaries from Rio Vista to Red Bluff, in the Sacramento 
Valley, Calif. 

Authorization.—Flood Control Acts of 1944 and 1950. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.3 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of ¢ 
Amount | mated Federal 
cost (Cory 
Engineers 





Estimated Federal cost. - - aii te a bee $19, 500, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost... -._-- 2, 860, 000 
Cash contributions -.-.--- bs se : ‘ 0 |. 
Other costs- a — ih 2, 860, 000 |... 
Pe il estimated project c ee re aa ~ 22 36). 000 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955.__.__---.--- sigees a , 90, 000 
Appropri itions for fiscal year 1956_-~-.- ‘ we 3 0 
App ropriations to date a: 7 2 , 900, 000 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957 : and 250, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 __- . 17, 350, 000 
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PHYSICAL DATA 
Levees: 

Average height: 12 feet. 

Length: 335 miles. 
Channels: Channel improvement, 265 miles. 


States, Jan. 1, 1956 


| Completion 
2arce | 
Percent schedule 


| 





ssi 8 June 1961. 
Floodway control and diversion structures. --_...........-.-...-.-.-------- Do. 

Permanent operating equipment | Do. 
Total project Do. 


JUSTIFICATION 


This channel improvement and levee project is an integral unit of the author- 
ized comprehensive plan for flood control, and other related purposes, in the Sac- 
ramento River Basin. It is a modification and extension of the Sacramento 
River flood-control project (old project) as amended by the Flood Control Act 
of August 18, 1941. It will supplement the reservoir units of the comprehensive 
plan in providing flood protection to areas along the Sacramento River and 
flood bypasses, which are now unprotected or only partially protected. These 
areas include Chico, Willows, and smaller communities, and about 112,000 
acres of agricultural lands, protection for which is important to the economy 
of the area. In addition, partial protection will be provided to upper Butte 
Basin. In conjunction with authorized reservoirs, the project will render flood 
protection to some areas along the main river, and to United States Highway 
Nos. 99E and 99W; to the main lines of the Southern Pacific Railroad; to other 
State and county highways and feeder railroads used for transportation of 
supplies to and from these areas, and adjacent communities. The area to be 
protected is now flooded, at least in part, on an average of about once in 2 years, 
with average annual damages estimated at $1,700,000. Rapid and extensive 
developments and improvements within the project area necessitate prompt 
resumption of construction and completion of the project to prevent even greater 
damages from floods. It is tentatively estimated that had the project been 
completed and in operation during the December 1955 to January 1956 flood, 
about $700,000 of the damage experienced would have been prevented. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $250,000 will be applied to— 


Completion of Deer Creek levee_____- Bree ee eed ats ~ $15, 600 
Initiation of continuing contract on Butte Creek levees___- _.. 164, 000 
Engineering and design___ ee eg rae ae ib cain 50, 000 
Supervision and administration . aire 20, 400 


TR it ra : ~ 250, 000 


With the funds recommended for the budget year, flood protection on Deer 
Creek, halted in fiseal year 1951, would be completed and construction would be 
initiated on the uncompleted portion of the Little Chico-Butte Creek unit, en- 
ibling completion of that union in fiscal year 1958. Completion of that unit 
will provide urgently needed flood protection to the south portion of the city 
of Chico and to highly developed agricultural areas along Butte Creek. 

Von-Federal costs.—The initial investment required of local interests in con- 
struction of the authorized project is estimated at $2,860,000 broken down as 
follows: 

Lands and damages___ ee 
Road and utility relocations and bridge modifications_____- 1, 027, 000 


Total awe 2860; 680 


Local interests are required to maintain and operate the project unon com- 
pletion. The annual cost for maintenance and operation is estimated at $195,000. 
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HALFMOON BAY, CALIF. 


Senator Extenper. Next is the Halfmoon Bay, Calif. 

This is a navigation project having a total estimated cost of $6,- 
750,000. There has been appropriated $42,000 for planning and th 
budget estimate is for $53,000 to complete ‘the preconstruction plan 
ning. The current planning report gives the ratio of 1.5 to 1. Is that 
the present ratio? 

Colonel ALLEN. That is the ratio, sir, based on a recent review and 
applying the same policies which were in existence at the time of 
authorization. When this project was authorized a large share of 
the benefits were taken for the sardine fishing industry. Since 
authorization, the sardines have migrated and those benefits can no 
longer be accepted for this project. 

The purpose of this planning money is to make a thorough review 
of the project economics in view of those changed conditions as well 
as the engineering design of the breakwater. 


LOCAL CONTRIBUTION 


Senator Exienper. What are the local people supposed to con 
tribute ? 

Colonel Anten. The local costs for this project are $711,000, in 
cluding mooring facilities, royalties on stone, and a cash contribution 
of $100,000. 

Senator ELtenper. What do you mean by royalties on stone? 

Colonel AuttEN. They assume the royalties which we would norm 
ally have to pay by reason of taking the stone from the quarry in 
the vicinity. In other words, they would provide us rock, royalty 
free, for use in the breakwater, and they will pay those royalties. 

Senator ELLenper. What is the current project necessity ? 

Colonel ALLEN. It is to provide a very badly needed harbor where 
there is none existing now for the fishing fleet as well as a harbor 
of refuge on the south side of San Francisco Bay. 

Senator ELtitenper. Can you give us what the annual benefits wil! 
be on this project? 

Colonel Atten. The annual benefits as we have them now—and 
I want to point out that those will be revised with this planning 
money—are on the order of $451,000 due primarily to reduction in 
damage to fishing craft, increased fish catch, and a stimulus to the 
economy to be brought about by the provision of the harbor. 


NEAREST HARBOR 


Senator ELttenper. How far is that from any other harbor in the 
locality? What is the nearest harbor ? 

Colonel Atten. There is no harbor between here and San Fra: 
cisco Bay entrance. It is to the south of San Francisco Bay. 

Senator Exrenper. What is the distance? 

Colonel Aten. How far, Colonel Walker, would Halfmoon Bay 
be from the mouth of San Francisco Bay ? 

Colonel Watxer. Approximately 20 miles, sir. 


Colonel Arren. To the south, Santa Cruz would be the nearest 
harbor ? 
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Colonel Watxer. Yes, sir I would say so, and that is approximately 
00 miles. 
JUSTIFICATION 


Senator Exrtenper. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows :) 





| | | Additional 
| | orp : dies required 
a 4 ntative dditions : 
Total esti- | Allotments | soe + = nani | after fiscal 
> ated Fe aa : 4 al | sar 1957 
Project mated Fed- | prior to fiscal fiseal year | after fiscal | ¥°? 1957 to 
eral cost year 1957 1957 Boer complete pre- 
oP Be ne | construction 
planning 


gation projects: 
California: Halfmoon Bay-.-- $6, 750, 000 $42, 000 $53, 004 


| 


$6, 655, OOO 





Halfmoon Bay is located on the Pacific coast about 16 miles south of San 
Francisco. It lies near important fishing banks and in an area of considerable 
potential for recreational development close to the metropolitan area of San 
Francisco. Lack of a protected harbor results in loss of life, loss in fishing time, 
damage to craft and gear, and discouragement to recreational and general eco- 
nomie development. The proposed improvement will alleviate these undesirable 
conditions and in addition will provide a harbor of refuge for the many com- 
mercial and recreational craft operating in the unsheltered waters of this reach 
of the coast. Since authorization of the improvement, the economic aspects 
of the project have changed as well as the engineering criteria for breakwater 
design. Accordingly, no accurate benefit to cost ratio will be available until 
accomplishment of the proposed engineering and economic studies. 


REMOVAL OF WEST BASIN BRIDGE, LOS ANGELES HARBOR 


Senator ELLENpDeER. Next is the removal of the West Basin Bridge, 
Los Angeles Harbor. This is a bridge alteration under the Truman- 
Hobbs Act. The total estimated cost is $266,000, of which the Federal 
cost is $245,000 and the non-Federal is $21,000. What are the diffi- 
culties attending navigation in this area’ 

Colonel ALLEN. The reason for issuing an order to alter this bridge, 
Mr. Chairman, was the inadequate dimension between the piers and 
the fender system on this bridge. Vessels have extreme difficulty, and 
re still experiencing difficulty in negotiating this bridge opening. 

\n order to alter was issued after a hearing. 

Senator Extenver. Aside from the alterations to the bridge, will 
it be necessary to dredge any of the area? 

Colonel ALLEN. Not: at the present time. There is no Federal project 
through this bridge, sir. 


| Senator Extenper. Why is the cost to the Government so great 
in contrast to the non-Federal cost ? 


TRUMAN-HOBBS ACT 


Colonel Arten. The Truman-Hobbs Act relates the bridge owner’s 
cost to the original capital cost of the investment rather than to the 
present replacement cost. This apportionment between the Federal 
(rovernment and the local bridge owner is in strict accordance with 
the principles of the Truman-Hobbs Act. 
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General IrscHner. One reason, sir, for the small contribution by 
the railroad in this case is that the bridge that is being replaced is 
quite old. 

Senator ELLENDER. Quite old? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLenper. It strikes me that the oavner ought to be paying 
more than $21,000. That is why I am asking the question. 

General Irscuner. At the time he built the bridge, sir, the cost 
of building bridges was very small. That is what I am getting at. 
And he pays only a proportionate share. 

Senator Extenver. But to replace that bridge, if it gets in bad 
shape and he were to replace it, it would certainly cost him quite a 
lot more in proportion to what he is contributing. 

General Irscuner. That is certainly true, sir; but the Truman- 
Hobbs Act does not require a contribution based upon the cost of the 
replacement bridge but rather of the old bridge. 

Senator ELLeENpDER. We might have to amend it. 

General Irscuner. We have recommended legislation which would 
amend it. 

Senator ELtenper. Here is a bridge that is practically of no more 
use, and the owner will get a br andnew bridge by expending $21,000. 

Colonel Auten. No, sir. This is not a replacement structure. He 
is not getting a new bridge. A rerouted track has already been pro- 
vided by the railroad and the city of Los Angeles which eliminates 
the necessity of this bridge. It is not a replacement, sir; it is a 
complete removal. 

Senator ELienper. I see. He is going to benefit, though. He will 
not have to have any bridge tender there or anything like that. He 
will benefit quite a bit. 

JUSTIFICATION 


The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows :) 


CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—ALTERATION OF BRIDGES 
(TRUMAN-HOBBS ACT) 


REMOVAL OF WEST BASIN Brince, Los ANGELES HaArsor, CALIF. 
(New) 


Location.—Bascule bridge across entrance to West Basin in Los Angeles Inner 
Harbor, Calif. 

Authorization.—Act of June 21, 1940 (Truman-Hobbs Act). 

Benefit-cost ratio.—Not applicable. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent of 
estimated 

Federal cost 


Amount 


Estimated Federal cost___------ Z $245,000 |....__--- 
ee FEET RIS Oe SE ae aden 21, 000 
Jash contributions. _---- Seduaien 0 

Sueenene a phiieidaes keke Saaciles eas 21,000 |... 
Total estimated project cost _ as BES —_ bes ; | 266, 000 |_. 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955 sate saat eke wa pita icaiadc i D tein 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956 , SEN aoe bike sae ae 
Appropriations to date : : 0 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957__- , 245, 000 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957_...........-..-...-.-.---.------ Oiaas 
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PHYSICAL DATA 


Bridge: 

Single-leaf bascule bridge for double-track railroad: 180 feet long, 3 con- 
crete piers. 15 wooden dolphins. 220 linear feet of wooden approach 
trestle. 

Status (January 1, 1956) : Not started. 
Completion schedule : Removal December 1956. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The bridge has a horizontal clearance normal to the channel which is barely 
wide enough to allow a modern tanker, freights or passenger ship with tug as- 
sistance to pass through the span. Passage through the bridge is made more 
difficult due to a 90 degree turn required immediately below the bridge in order 
to enter the West Basin. An accident record compiled by the city of Los Angeles 
shows that 201 accidents occurred at the bridge from 1921 to 1954, including an 
accident in 1946 which caused considerable damage to the bridge. 

Again, in September 1955 a vessel struck the bridge and rendered it inoper- 
ative. At present the bascule span is jammed in the open position, and if any 
further accident occurs, the bridge will probably fall into the entrance to the 
West Basin, thus blocking all vessel traffic. Most of the naval and commercial 
ship repair facilities of the harbor are in the West Basin and closure of the en- 
trance could seriously disrupt vital commerce, largely in petroleum products, and 
hinder naval operations. 

Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $245,000 will provide the Federal 
share of the costs for removal of the bridge. 

Non-Federal costs.—The cost to local interests of complying with the require- 
ments of local cooperation as set forth in the authorizing legislation for removal 
of the West Basin Bridge is $21,000. 

In addition, the Los Angeles Harbor Department has agreed to pay a lump 
sum amount of $600,000 to the bridge owner for rerouting trackage and for antici- 
pated operating loss due to the longer haul involved. 


SAN LORENZO RIVER, CALIF. 


Senator ELLeNnDEeR. San Lorenzo River, Calif. This is a project 
that was originally considered for planning in the amount of $207,000. 
The revised budget estimate is for $307,000, which includes the $207,- 
000 for planning. The funds requested would be applied as follows: 
Initiate and complete preconstruction planning, $192,000; initiate 
levees and flood walls, $93,000 ; supervision and administration $22,000. 
The benefit to cost ratio is 1.2 to 1. Can you tell us a little about 
this project ? 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. The problem here is flooding in the 
city of Santa Cruz asa result of overflow from the San Lorenzo River. 
The flooding was very extensive in the December 1955 flood; and much 
of the city was inundated. It caused some $7 million worth of damage. 

The project is essentially one of levees and flood walls, and certain 
channel improvements on the San Lorenzo River. 

Senator ELLENDER. How long has that project been authorized ? 
Colonel Penney. It was authorized in the 1954 Flood Control Act, 
sir. 

Senator ELLenperR. All right. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


SAN LORENZO River, CALIF. 
(New) 


Location.—The entire project is located within the city limits of Santa Cruz, 
Calif., and will furnish local protection for the city, which is located in Santa 
Cruz County along the San Lorenzo River and Branciforte Creek, about 73 miles 
south of San Francisco. 

Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.2 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Accumulated 
percent 
estimated 

Federal cost 


| Amount 


Estimated Federal cost... pee Gd apie bd skackabwa so aitac Sop) Une 
Estimated non-Federal cost - - S eeninaiataliee athes aoe ceca ca aieenaish 1, 009, 000 

Cash contribution...............- ee 256, 000 

Other costs_..-- ‘ 753, 000 |_- 
Total estimated project cost- -- bead 3, 639, 000 |....-- 
Appropriations to. Jume 30, 1065 ..............-...---..-.-.----...-. ‘ |) See 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956- Sapeinp ihe aeieieas F saaeraes 0 
Appropriations to date ----. Sateen : : 0 | 
Appropriations request for fiscal year 1957-.-.......-- pabeeeews 307, 000 | 
Balance to complete after fiscal year 1957 ‘ 7 . 2, 323, 000 |_- 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Levees: 
Average height: 8 feet. 
Length: 13,000. 
Flood walls: 
Average height: 7 feet. 
Length: 7,700. 
Relocations: None. 
Channels: Minor improvement along San Lorenzo River below mile 2.4; channe! 
improvement and rectification along Branciforte Creek below mile 0.96. 
Pumping plants: Two pumping plants with attendant interceptor sewer. 


Status (Jan. 1, 1956) (new start) wameptetios 


Channels_____- Ba ae Re i te ee a en 
I Do. 


I a es ee aie Do. 
Entire project 


JUSTIFICATION 


The project will provide a very high degree of protection against damages from 
floods on San Lorenzo River and on Branciforte Creek in the city of Santa Cruz 
The river flows through a highly developed business, industrial, and residential 
area. Floodflows exceeding bank-full stages have resulted in inundating streets, 
buildings, and other improvements to depths of up to 4 feet and have caused 
extensive damages to these works in addition to merchandise stocks, household 
furnishings, and other such properties. Presently evaluated benefits reflected in 
the benefit-to-cost ratio do not include the upward revision anticipated as a 
result of the December 1955 flood, which inundated an area of 340 acres ani 
caused damages in excess of $7 million within the city of Santa Cruz. All of 
these damages would have been prevented had the project been constructed. 
Damages from this single flood amounted to approximately twice the total! 
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estimated project cost, including Federal, contributed, and other local costs. 
Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $307,000 will be applied to: 


Initiate and complete preconstruction planning._-___--______---_~_~- - $192, 000 
initiate levees and flood walls 93, 000 
Supervision and administration 22, 0UO 
Total 307, 000 
Note.—In addition, $29,000 of contributed funds are programed for propor- 
tionate application in fiscal year 1957. 
The earliest possible completion of the San Lorenzo River local protection proj- 
ect is essential in order to furnish the city of Santa Cruz protection against 
iunual flood damages and disastrous floods of the magnitude of that of December 
i955. In order that these benefits may be realized upon completion of the project 
fiscal year 1959 as now scheduled, the minimum of $307,000 of Federal funds 
| be required in fiscal year 1957 for application to this work. 
Von-Federal costs.—Local interests are required by the authorizing legislation 
contribute 8.9 percent of the project cost. On the basis of the present cost 
estimate, this contribution amounts to $256,000. In addition, local interests are 
required to furnish lands for rights-of-way, hold and save the Federal Govern- 
ent free from damages due to construction works, reconstruct vehicular and 
foot bridges, and modify a sewer crossing, all at the presently estimated first 
cost of $753,000, and maintain and operate the project at an estimated annual 
cost of $11,300. 


MATHEWS CANYON RESERVOIR, NEY. 


Senator ELLeNnprerR. The next item is Mathews Canyon Reservoir, in 
Nevada. 

This is also a flood-control reservoir having a total estimated cost 
of $772,000 and a benefit-to-cost ratio of 1.25 to 1 for the Mathews 
and Pine Canyon Reservoir projects; $67,000 has previously been 
appropriated for the preconstruction planning, and the budget esti- 


mate for 1957 is $250,000 to start construction. 

What is the nature of the flood-control problem in that area? 

Colonel PENNey. Sir, it is one of floods, caused by flood flows from 
these adjacent canyons, Pine Canyon and Mathews Canyon, running 
off and damaging portions of the tow of Cliente, some 3,500 acres of 
agricultural land, and a very important transcontinental railroad. 
These two projects, which are twin projects and are considered jointly, 
would provide substantial reduction of those damages, sir. 

Senator ELLenper. If we provide the funds requested, would you 
be able to award construction contracts this year ? 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENpER. Your planning is sufficiently advanced to enable 
you to do that ¢ 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENpER. What is required from the local people there ? 

Colonel Penney. The local interests—— 

Senator ELLenver. Nothing? 

Colonel Penney. Not in the w ay of a contribution, sir. They are 
required to adjust | any water right claims that do arise and prevent 
encroachment on the channels downstream. 

Senator ELtenper. Who determines that? 

Colonel Penney. Well, if those difficulties come up, the assurances of 
the local interests would take care of that, sir. 


75008—56—pt. 2——_57 
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JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLenper. The justification will be placed in the record 
(The justification referred to follows :) 


MATILEWS CANYON RESERVOIR, NEV. 
(New) 


Location.—On Mathews Canyon, 2 miles upstream from the junction of th, 
canyon with Clover Creek. Clover Creek is a tributary of Meadow Valle) 
Wash which, in turn, is a tributary of the Virgin River. The Virgin River empties 
into the Colorado River at Lake Mead above Hoover Dam. ‘The dam site is j) 
Lincoln County, about 20 miles southeast of Caliente, Nev. 

{uthorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.25 to 1 for Mathews Canyon and Pine Canyon Reservoirs 
projects not separable. 

Summarized financial data 


Accumula 
percent o 
estimat 
Federal co 


Amount 


Estimated Federal cost $772, 000 
Estimated non-Federal cost 0 

Cash contributions _- 0 

Other costs 0 
Total estimated project cost_ _- 3 772, OOO 
Appropriations to June 30, 1955 67, 000 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1956 0 
Appropriations to date 67, 000 
Appropriations requested for fiscal year 1957- 250, 000 
Balance to complete after fiseal year 1957 re 455, 000 


PHYSICAL DATA 
Dam: 
Height : 68 feet (maximum above streambed). 
Length: 717 feet. 
Type: Earth fill. 
Spillway: 
Type: Uncontrolled, concrete ogee crest, open channel, and deflector bucket 
in rock beyond left abutment. 
Length: 60 feet. 
Capacity: (maximum water surface): 11,200 cubie feet per second. 
Reservoir capacity : Acre-fees 
Flood eontrol___- : =e : = De LOO 
Sediment___ sci Ce a eta s ie cca oat tt a 


Total 
Outlets: 
Type: Benched into rock on left abutment. 
Service : 3 feet by 3 feet ungated rectangular conduit. 
Emergency : 3 feet by 3 feet gated rectangular conduit. 
Maximum design outflow : 221 cubie feet per second. 
Status (January 1, 1956): New start. 
Completion schedule : 
Lands and damages: February 1957. 
Dam: December 1957. 
Access road: June 1957. 
Dam closure: December 1957. 
Entire project: December 1957. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Pine Canyon and Mathews Canyon Reservoirs are coordinate parts of the 
overall plan for flood control on Meadow Valley Wash and its tributaries 
Construction of the project would provide protection to 80 miles of the main 
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line of the Union Pacific Railroad, to many miles of county roads along narrow 
canyons, much of the town of Caliente, Nev., and about 3,500 acres of irrigated 
land. Railroad traffic has been interrupted for more “than 6 months on a 
strategic transcontinental railroad due to a single flood. The remoteness of the 
overilow area results in crippling delays, and while repairs are going forward 
under that handicap, tratlic is delayed to (1) the Hoover Dam area, (2) the 
lead, zinc, magnesium, and glass-sand producing districts, and (3) all other 
areas in the East, Midwest, and West using this vital transportation facility. 
The flood of January 1910 caused an estimated damage of over $700,000. Ave 
age annual flood-control benefits from construction of Mathews Canyon 
Pine Canyon Reservoirs are estimated at $110,000. 
Fiscal year 1957.—The requested amount of $250,000 will be applied to: 


ale 


Initiation and completion of acquisition of lands___- na $26, OOF 
Initiation of construction of dam _____-_-__--- . cimscnininiuasinen Se Oe 
Initiation and completion of access road. ae 22 000 
Engineering and design_-~-~ , a Sst ceeeeee sided 2, 000 
Supervision and administration : . bees eess 20, 000 


Total ke Knannn 20, OOO 


Construction of the access road and acquisition of lands at the dam site are 
required to initiate construction of the dam. The earliest possible completion 
of Mathews Canyon Reservoir is essential to provide necessary flood protection 
to property subject to damage along Clover Creek, Meadow Valley Wash, and 
lower Muddy River. 


Non-Federal cost.—None. 
REPAYMENT OF ADVANCES AND INVESTMENTS MADE BY LOCAL INTERESTS 


Senator ELLeNpER. Here are a few items under repayments of ad- 
vances and investments made by local interests. .As we go over these 
items, 1 would like to have you state the circumstances under which 
each advance was made and state whether or not the local interests 
have requested repayment. 


SACRAMENTO RIVER DEEPWATER CHANNEL 


No. 1, the Sacramento River deepwater channel in California, 
$200,000. 

Colonel Aen. That advance was made several years ago. Mr. 
Chairman, when no funds were made available for the Sacramento 
project. They were advanced for dredging work in the harbor to pro- 
vide fill material on which terminal facilities were to be constructed. 
We accepted the funds with the understanding that no commitment 
was being made as to when they would be repaid. The dredging work 
Was comple ‘ted and, with the unexpended funds, we further “advanced 
the planning of the Sacramento deepwater project. Local interests 
have not been pressing for the repayment of these advanced funds. 

Senator ELnenpER. You are now ready to repay it, is that it ? 

Colonel Atien. Yes, sir. 


LOS ANGELES-LONG BEACH HARBOR 


Senator E.itenper. The Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbor, Calif.., 
485.000. 

Colonel ALLEN. That is for work that local interests did themselves 
ina federally authorized project. In the 1954 River and Harbor Act, 
authority was given, when this project was authorized, to repay them 
for work which they had done prior to its authorization. Local in- 
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terests have appeared before the Appropriations Committees this year 
and requested reimbursement. 

Senator ELLENpER. Who supervised the work? 

Colonel Atiten. The district engineer, sir. 

Senator ELvtenper. And the work is in accord with the specifica- 
tions ¢ 


Colonel Auten. In full accord with the project. 


CENTRAL AND SOUTHERN FLORIDA PROJECTS 


Senator Evitenpver. The central and southern Florida projects, 
$2,900,000. 

Colonel Penney. Acceptance of this advance was authorized in 
fiscal year 1955 by the Senate and House Appropriations Committees 
to advance work urgently needed. The money has been received from 
local interests and used in the project. Local interests have requested 
repayment of $750,00 of this $2,900,000. 

Senator ELLenpbER. How much are you requesting to repay on that? 

Colonel Penney. $2,900,000, sir. However, 1 understand that 
local interests have requested return of only $750,000 and would prefer 
that the balance of repayment item be appropriated to the Corps for 
additional construction with further repayment deferred until later 
years. 

Senator ELtenper. We took that up the other day, did we not? 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELttenper. I recall the amount. 


FRANKLIN CANAL, LA. 


Gulf Intracoastal Waterway, Franklin Canal, La., $35,000. 

Colonel Aten. That is for work for which local interests advanced 
funds for work to be done on the Franklin Canal. These funds were 
provided by the State of Louisiana. They have not recently urged 
that they be returned. 

Senator ELtenper. And was the work supervised by the engineers? 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELuenper. And done according to specifications? 

Colonel ALLEN. That is correct. 


JONES INLET, N. Y. 


Senator ELLenper. Jones Inlet, N. Y., $1,470,000. 

Colonel Auten. This is repayment for work for which local inter- 
ests have advanced funds on an authorized project and, again, it was 
done under the supervision of the district engineer. 

Senator Exixenper. Uncle Sam was too poor to make the money 
available at the time? 

Colonel Auten. Local interests could not wait in this particular 
instance. Reimbursement of the advanced funds were urged by local 
interests during this year’s hearings before the House Appropriations 
Committee. 

(The following note was supplied subsequent to the hearing :) 

The Supplemental Appropriation Act of 1953 appropriated $5,000 for this 


project. The Committee on Appropriations, United States Senate, in their re- 
port on this act stated that they recommend the additional sum to initiate con- 
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struction of an entrance jetty and channel at Jones Inlet, with the understanding 
that local interests will advance funds, without interest, for the remainder of 
the Federal portion of the project. 

Senator ELLenper. Does that have the tendency of having them put 
their foot in the door and we pick up from there and start the project 

General IrscHner. That certainly would be a danger, sir, but ac- 
tually we are very reluctant to accept any advances of funds and do 
«o only after notifying the committees of Congress. Usually it is 
required by some legislation, or an item in the appropriation bill 
causes us to accept these funds. 

Senator ExLtenver. Before any of this work is started in any of 
these cases you were consulted and you gave the green light ? 

General Irscrnxer. We have to get the : approval of the Secretary of 

e Army, but we would first notify the committee. 
‘Senator ELLENDER. Before they proceed to do any work? 
General Irscuner. Yes, sir. 


GREAT LAKES-HUDSON RIVER WATERWAY 


Senator ELLenper. The Great Lakes-Hudson River Waterway, 
New York, $275,000. 
Colonel ALLEN. That is a project wherein, as authorized, it provides 
local interests, New York State will do the work. In view of the 
ent need for maintenance work on the waterway, the State has 
‘n proceeding concurrently with that work and with the improve- 
nts authorized under the Federal project. They are going ahead 
d expect to be reimbursed. 
Senator ELtenper. Has this work already been accomplished ? 
Colonel Atten. The amount we are requesting for repayment has 
heen accomplished. 


MUSKINGUM RIVER RESERVOIRS, OHIO 


Senator E.uenper. I see. 

Muskingum River Reservoirs, Ohio. That is what we talked about 

arlier this afternoon. That is $425,000. How did that come about 
\" he nn there was no money appropriated since the Korean war. 

Colonel Pennry. No, sir. This is a different project. 

Senator E.ienper. This is reservoirs. I see. It is in that valley, 
that whole area ¢ 

Colonel Penney. That is right, sir. This is a request for additional 
fy funds to make final payment to the Muskingum Watershed Conserv- 

ney District for lands that they have e acquired for 14 reservoirs that 
were taken over by the Federal Government under the 1939 Flood 
Control Act. Under that act the Federal Government is to repay the 
conservancy district for the cost of the lands and their reasonable 
expenses incurred in acquiring those lands. Local interests have re- 
quested this repayment and we have entered into a contract with the 
conservancy district for final payment in fiscal year 1957 subject. to 
the appropriation of the necessary funds by the Congress. 
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BUFFATO BAYOU, TEX. 


Senator ELLenDEr. Buffalo Dam, Tex., $2,900,000. 

Colonel DatryMpPre. Sir, as part of the Buffalo Bayou project, au- 
thorized by the River and Harbor Act of 1938, and modified by the 
Flood Control Act of August 11, 1939, the Corps of Engineers con- 
structed two reservoirs above Houston called the Addicks and Barker 
Reservoirs. During the construction of those reservoirs, in 1941 and 
later in 1944, sufficient appropriations were not available to continue 
construction and advancement was made of a total of $2.9 million by 
the Harris County Flood Control District. . 

More recently. in the public works appropriation bill of 1956, lan- 
euage was included in that bill which authorized the Corps of Engi- 
neers to accept an advanced payment on the construction work for 
Bray’s Bayou, a portion of the Buffalo Bayou project, not to exceed 
$3 million. Of that amount, $1.5 million has been advanced. 

It is proposed to repay the total of $4.4 million. Local interests 
have been active in attempting to secure return of these funds. 

Senator Exrenper. All of this work was accomplished under the 
supervision of the engineers? 

Colonel Darrympie. All of the work, sir. has been accomplished in 
the first portion, and all of the work will be accomplished with the 
second increment of funds under supervision of the Corps of Fngi- 
neers. 

TOTAL FUNDS FOR PROJECTS 


Senator En.tenper. The total amount of the reimbursements we 


have been talking about is $10,190,000, all of which vou are ready to 
certify as correct ? 
General Irscuner. That is correct. 
Senator ELienper. You are willing to certify that it is repayable? 
General Irscuner. Yes, sir. 


GENERAL INVESTIGATION 


Senator E.ienper. The next item is the general investigation for 
1957. The total amount requested here is $1,050,000 for special stud- 
ies: $475,000 for collection and study of basic data; and $1,900,000 
for research and development. 

Special studies, Watershed Protection Act studies, $50,000; hurri- 
eane studies, $1 million. Collection and study of basic data, stream 
gaging, precipitation studies, fish and wildlife studies, for a total 
of $475,000; and the next is research and development, beach erosion 
development studies, $150,000; hydrologic studies, $100,000; civil 
works investigations, $1.25 million; and Mississippi Basin model, 
$400,000. 


Will you address yourself to those amounts, please ? 


SMALL WATERSHED PROGRAMS 


Colonel Wanker. The $50,000 requested, sir, for the Watershed 
Protection Act studies will enable the Chief of Engineers to conduct 
studies of the relationship between the small watershed programs and 
the projects of the Corps of Engineers on a river-basin basis. These 
studies will form the basis of determining the downstream effects of 
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the small watershed programs and should provide the basis of a better 
coordination with the Department of Agriculture in their programs. 

Senator ELitenper. Is that along the lines, General, that we talked 
bout this morning? 

General Ivscrner. I think the receipt of these funds, sir, would 
help a great deal in coordinating our efforts with the Department of 
\ericulture. 

Senator EL_tenper. I hope something can be done about that be- 

ise our Agricultural Committee went into this in good faith in the 

hope that the projects would be authorized and projected within the 
imits specified in the law. But we find that we have quite a few ambi- 
tious fellows who want to expand it. 

Personally, 1 do not want the committee of which I am chairman 
to mess around and take on big flood-control projects. That is what 
some of those amount to, in my opinion. Not only those that we con- 
sidered this morning, but I have heard of quite a few ambitious ones 
that they propose to submit to us. 


HURRICANE INVESTIGATIONS 


Colonel Watkrr. The next item is the sum of $1 million requested 
for the continuation of the hurricane investigations which were au- 
thorized under Public Law 71, 84th Congress. One million dollars 
was appropriated in fiscal year 1956 and that same amount is requested 
for continuation during fiscal year 1957 

Senator ELLENDER. H[ave vou spent all of that money ? 

Colonel Waker. The moneys will be obligated, essentially, by the 


en of the fiseal year, sir. 

Senator ELnenper. What are you getting out of these studies? Is 
there anything of importance / 

Colonel Watker. Yes, quite a bit, sir. A number of studies have 
heen undertaken with emphasis being given to those in the areas of 
greatest damage. For example, a detailed study, including a model 
study, is being made of Narragansett Bay in Rhode Island and Massa- 
‘husetts. New Bedford-Fairhaven, Mass., is also receiving emphatic 
study this year. Those two studies will probably be submitted to the 
ape: in the calendar year 1957. 

n addition to that, we are conducting several other studies on the 
ee necticut coast in the vicinity of the Housatonic River area, for 
ne; Jones Inlet to Montauk Point, N. Y., is another; Wrightsville 

i each and Carolina Beach, N. C., and Mytrle Beach, S. C., are others. 
Additional studies which will be submitted on or before calendar yea1 
1959 are on Galveston, Palacios, Port Arthur, and Corpus Christi, Tex. 

Senator Ertenprr. These studies, I presume, are made in order to 
determine what can be done to prevent the damage occurring from 
these tremendous hurricanes? 

Colonel Waker. That is correct, sir. We are working in close 
cooperation with the Weather Bureau, which is giving us very valu- 
able assistance in the hurricane frequency studies of these particular 
areas, and we, in turn, are undertaking studies of structures which 
might serve to mitigate the damages in these areas. 

Senator Exrenper. They are not made with the idea of trying to 
veer away these storms, are they, to divert them somewhere in the 
\tlantie ? 
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Colonel Waker. No, sir. For the most part, they may be barriers 
in the bay which will reduce the effect of extreme tidewaters. 


COLLECTION AND STUDY OF BASIC DATA 


Senator Eitenper. The next is collection and study of basic data, 
“Stream gaging, precipitation studies, and fish and wildlife studies.” 

That, is $475,000. That is an annual appropriation is it not? 

Mr. Hearn. That is correct, sir. The primary agencies in the pro- 
curement of this information are the Geological Survey of the Depart 
ment of the Interior for the stream gaging data, and the Weather 
Bureau of the Department of Commerce for precipitation data. The 
public responsibilities of these agencies cover only a minor portion of 
the information we require. The large portion of funds required for 
these activities is included in the amounts requested for our active 
projects. 

Funds that are requested under this appropriation title cover the 
procurement of stream gaging and precipitation data on projects for 
which we do not have an active appropriation, for which we need a 
continuing procurement of these basic data to insure safe and econo 
ical design eventually. 

Senator ELLenper. Is all of this work being done for the use of the 
corps? 

Mr. Hearn. Yes, sir. 

Senator Exiienper. It is just gathering information from vari 
sources ¢ 

Mr. Hearn. That is correct, sir. 


RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 


Senator E.titenper. Next is the “Research and development; beach 
erosion development studies.” Those are, I presume, a continuation 

of studies previously undertaken ? 

Mr. Hearn. That is correct. These are the studies that are neces- 
sary to advance our knowledge of beach erosion phenomena in order 
that we can design more economical and better projects. 

Senator E.tenper. How about the civil works investigations of 
$1.25 million? What is that for? 

Mr. Hearn. That is for the improvement of basic design knowledge, 
and is broken down into the six general engineering fields to gain 1n- 
formation which we can convert into better « design. 

Senator E,teNper. Where do you do this work? Where do you 
carry on these investigations? 

Mr. Hearn. They are conducted by our various field offices with : 
large amount of it actually done at the Waterways Experiment Sta- 
tion, which is one of our establishments for the procurement of design 
data. 

MISSISSIPPI BASIN MODEL 


Senator Exienper. I see an item of $400,000 to continue the 
Mississippi Basin model. It was my privilege to visit what you had 
constructed. It was very, very interesting. How much more would 
you require to complete this work after this $400,000 is spent, if it 
is made available? 
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Mr. Hearn. Approximately $8 million, sir. 

Senator ELLenprrR. More? 

Mr. Hearn. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLenper. That is quite a sum, but it is worth it. 

Is there anything further you desire to add to what you said? 
Mr. Hearn. No, sir. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ExLenper. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows :) 


1. EXAMINATIONS AND SURVEYS 
(d) Special studies 

(7) Watershed Protection Act studies.—The amount of $50,000 is requested 
for fiscal year 1957 to make possible more effective field cooperation with the 
Department of Agriculture in its activities under the Watershed Protection and 
Flood Prevention Act of 1954. Section 5 of Executive Order No. 10,584, dated 
December 18, 1954, required that cognizance be taken of constructed and con- 
templated upstream and downstream works, with a view to developing the best 
overall basin programs. As the agency responsible for the overall basin flood- 
control feature of such basin programs, the Corps of Engineers must provide the 
Department of Agriulture with information on proposed undertakings and the 
probable effect thereon of contemplated watershed programs. Moreover, if found 
necessary to attainment of the best and least costly basin program, as called 
for by the Executive order previously referred to, the corps must adjust its plans 
accordingly. To enable it to meet these obligations, the Corps of Engineers pro- 
poses to undertake special studies of the interrelationships in selected river 
basins. To the extent possible such studies will be carried out in collaboration 
with the Department of Agriculture in an effort to achieve the coordination 
required by Executive Order No. 10,584. 

(8) Hurricane study.—The amount of $1 million is requested for fiscal year 
1957 to continue the survey study of hurricane characteristics, forecasting and 
warning services, and economic measures of protection, initiated in fiscal year 
1956 under the authorization of Public Law 71, 84th Congress. The sum of $1 
million was provided for the purpose in fiscal year 1956. The estimated cost of 
the study for the North Atlantic-New England section is $2,800,000. Estimates 
of cost for the South Atlantic-Gulf areas are not yet available. 

The hurricanes of recent years, particularly those of 1938, 1944, 1954, and 
1855 have caused extensive and unprecedented damage to property and large 
loss of life along the eastern seaboard. Those of 1954 particularly resulted in 
tremendous damages to shore and other property estimated at over $300 million 

New England alone and additional damages occurred southward to the Caro- 
linas. The hurricanes of August 1955, in addition, produced rainfalls of record 
proportions in the coastal river basins of Pennsylvania, New York, New Jersey, 
Connecticut, Massachusetts, and Rhode Island, causing the greatest flood damage 
and devastation experienced in single flood events in the United States, when 
over 200 lives were lost and direct damages alone were estimated by State 
officials to be in excess of $1.6 billion. 

The hurricane study under way is proceeding in cooperation with the Weather 
sireau and other Federal and State agencies. Work accomplished by the 
Weather Bureau which is needed for the hurricane study and not as part of 
the regular Weather Bureau authorized program, will be reimbursed from the 
corps’ appropriations. Any work of a similar nature required from other agen- 
cies and needed for the hurricane study but not for the regularly authorized work 
of such agencies, will also be reimbursed. Except for the Weather Bureau, it is 
not anticipated that reimbursements of this nature will be other than minor 
amounts. The cooperation between the corps and other agencies concerned 
with hurricanes is in conjunction with the authorizing act and will form a 
hasis for sound conclusions in reaching the desired objectives. 

Funds provided in fiscal year 1956 are being used for hydrometeorological and 
hydrodynamic studies of hurricanes, damage surveys, and project feasibility 
analyses for the New Bedford, Narragansett Bay, Long Island South Shore, and 
several North and South Carolina beach areas. The funds requested for fiscal 
year 1957 will permit the completion of several interim reports on critical shore 
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areas that have experienced excessive damage and further progres on studies 
of forecasting and engineering measures to minimize future loss of life and 
property damage. 

2. COLLECTION AND STUDY OF BASIC DATA 
(a) Stream gaging (Geological Survey) 


In the planning, design, and operation of projects for flood control, navigation 
hydroelectric power development, and other water uses, continuous records of 
streamflow measurements over a long period of years are of prime importance 
These streamflow records provide a measure of the water resources available 
for useful purposes, and the magnitude of floods to be controlled, during the 
periods of observation. The records also provide a means of extrapolating 
additional information when studied in conjunction with storms producing the 
observed runoff. The value of these streamflow records is largely dependent 
upon uninterrupted station operation over a long period of years in which a 
maximum range of discharge from Minimum to maximum flows may be observed 

The United States Geological Survey, under its normal functions, maintains 
a primary network of streamgaging stations that was planned to meet the 
seneral needs of the public insofar as available funds permitted. Inasmuch as 
this basic network was not sufficiently dense in all regions to provide suitable 
records of streamflow for use in planning, design, and operation of specific rive: 
improvement projects for which the Department of the Army is responsible, 
funds have been transferred to the Geological Survey in recent years to cover 
in part the cost of installing and operating streamgaging stations necessary fo 
such purposes. To continue the operation of these stations that are of specia 
importance to the Corps of Engineers in connection with authorized activities, 
a total of $1,339,000 would be required by the Geological Survey during fiscal 
vear 1957, exclusive of funds received by that agency from other cooperative 
sources. This total amount includes funds to be transferred by the Department 
of the Army to the Geological Survey, as well as funds appropriated directly 
to the Survey expressely for use in operation of stream-gaging stations required 
by the Corps of Engineers. 

Of the total of $1,339,000, the amount of $285,000 is being included in the buds 
estimates for fiscal year 1957 submitted by the Geological Survey for expendi- 
tures on the stream-gaging program required by the Department of the Army. 
The amount of $188,000 is included in the Corps of Engineers budget estimates 
under “Collection and study of basic data’ for transfer to the Geological! 
Survey. In addition to the above amounts, it is estimated that funds in the 
amount of $866,000 will also be transferred to the Geological Survey from funds 
budgeted elsewhere for authorized projects and studies. 


(b) Precipitation studies (Weather Bureau) 


There are two separate activities funded from this item, a rain gage pro- 
gram and a technical service organization in the Weather Bureau. Each of these 
activities are discussed in the following paragraphs. 

The hydrologic network of precipitation stations operated by the United States 
Weather Bureau was established to supplement the network of meteorological 
stations with additional precipitation stations, particularly of the continuous 
recording type, so as to provide the Corps of Engineers with a density of stations 
and type of record which would be adequate for present and future development 
of water resources. While required and fully justified for specific river im- 
provement projects for which the Department of the Army is responsible, the 
program is also partially satisfying a long existent deficiency in recording pre- 
cipitation data. These data, for which there is no substitute, are used by all 
Federal, State, and other agencies and individuals dealing with water resources. 
As with all hydrologic data, the value of the records is largely dependent upon 
uninterrupted station operation. 

The hydrometeorological studies required by the Corps of Engineers are made 
by the Weather Bureau. This activity includes review of the meteorological 
aspects of the storm study program utilized by the Corps of Engineers in the 
planning, design, and operation of water control structures. As a result of this 
review activity, the Weather Bureau has developed a new and unique science of 
estimating maximum possible precipitation, in order to provide the Corps of 
Engineers with basic meteorological data needed to insure the adequate design 
of large structures whose failure would result in disastrous loss of life and 
property. 
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The amount of $244,000 is needed during fiscal year 1957 for transfer to the 
Weather Bureau for the above essential programs. In addition to this amount, 
an amount of $323,000 will be transferred to the Weather Bureau from funds 
budgeted elsewhere for authorized projects and studies. 


(c) Fish and wildlife studies 


Funds in the amount of $43,000 are required for making detailed studies and 
reports on navigation and flood control projects of the Corps of Engineers 
throughout the United States, exclusive of the Missouri River Basin, which are 
not yet authorized for construction. 

By law (act of Aug. 14, 1946; 60 Stat. 1080), the Fish and Wildlife Service 
is required to determine the effects on fish and wildlife resources of water 
development projects of the Corps of Engineers and other Federal agencies 
and private agencies under Federal license and to recommend measures for the 
protection of these resources. The act authorizes the transfer of funds for 
these investigations to the Fish and Wildlife Service from moneys appropriated 
to the Corps of Engineers and other Federal construction agencies for surveying, 
engineering, or construction, and provides that the costs of the investigations 
are to be treated as project costs. 

In its preauthorization studies of corps projects, undertaken to provide in- 
formation for the benefit of the Congress when it considers the authorization 
of projects for construction by the Corps of Engineers, the Service determines 
whether the net effects will be beneficial or detrimental to fish and wildlife. 
If detrimental effects are anticipated, the Service report on the project recom- 
mends specific measures for preventing or reducing losses to these resources. 
The corps report on the same project discusses these recommendations and 
indicates their acceptability. Mutually acceptable damage prevention measures 
are then included in the project plans and the costs of these measures are 
included as an integral part of project costs in accordance with the provisions 
of the act of August 14, 1946. 

Recommended damage prevention measures include mininium releases from 
reservoirs to protect downstream fisheries; minimum pools in reservoirs to 
maintain reservoir fisheries; protective screening to prevent fish from entering 
turbine intakes and diversions; fish ladders to pass fish over dams; fish hatch- 
eries to maintain fish runs where ladders are not feasible; selective reservoir 
clearing to facilitate fish and wildlife utilization; and acquisition and develop 
ment of land areas to serve as compensatory wildlife habitat. In some instances, 
in addition to damage prevention measures, the Service also recommends, 
where appropriate, that certain public lands and waters, acquired for project 
use and deemed suitable for wildlife management purposes, be made available 
to State or Federal conservation agencies, subject to agreements, mutually ac- 
ceptable to the Secretaries of the Army and Interior and the head of the 
appropriate State conservation department. 

The funds requested herein ($438,000) will permit the Fish and Wildlife 
Service to conduct detailed studies, during fiscal year 1957, of about 16 Corps 
of Engineers projects not yet authorized. 


RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 


(a) Beach erosion development studies 


The amount of $150,000 is required in fiscal year 1957 for the conduct of 
veneral beach erosion development studies as authorized and directed by existing 
law. The amount requested will permit continuation of the research program 
of the Beach Erosion Board on a minimum basis. The studies deal with physi- 
cal phenomena, techniques, basic principles, and remedial or control measures 
related to shore protection and improvement. They provide general criteria 
which may be applied to the sound and economic solution of shore erosion 
problems at specific localities. Results of these studies are published and 
disseminated to other Federal, State, and local agencies and individuals having 
need for this information. The Beach Frosion Board is the only ageney in 
the United States devoting significant and continuing effort to the development 
of more effective and economic methods of shore protection and improvement. 

Erosion damage on the coasts of the United States is widespread and huge 
sums have been expended by local interests for protective measures, a large 
proportion of which have been ineffective or even detrimental. Existing tech- 
nical knowledge of shore processes is inadequate, resulting in many past in- 
stances in construction of uneconomic remedies. The development and research 
program of the Beach Erosion Board will bridge these gaps in knowledge 
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systematically. The funds requested for fiscal year 1957 are essential in order 
to maintain a trained technical staff and continue the vital development pro 
gram on a limited and minimum orderly basis. This minimum program: of 
$150,000 does not provide for any research contract with technical universities. 
as the entire sum will be required to hold the trained staff for operation of the 
special wave-test facilities at the Board’s laboratory. 

(b) Hydrologic studies 


General.—The hydrologic studies included under this item are essential basi 
activities which provide a background of information and experience which 
is subsequently drawn upon in the optimum design, construction, and operation 
of water-control structures. These basic studies are conducted by field offices 
of the Corps of Engineers and are included in this item only because they are 
not clearly chargeable to authorized projects or reports. A discussion of each 
of the studies is presented below: 

(1) Storm studies.—An investigation of major storms is conducted by the 
Corps of Engineers for the purpose of accumulating comprehensive data for 
the most important past and current storms. Basic precipitation data from 
all sources are compiled and analyzed to determine critical depth-area-duration 
relationships for the storms as they actually occurred. These data are necessary 
to the proper planning, design, and operation of water-control structures. 

(2) General hydrologic studies—These studies are essential to the develop- 
ment of criteria on which to base the design and operation of flood-control 
projects. The criteria derived from these studies are required in determining 
economic justifications, capacity of flood-control works, required provisions for 
security against failure of the project during extreme flood emergencies, proper 
design for optimum performance, economy of construction, and proper operating 
procedures after completion of construction. The studies include analysis of 
the relations between rainfall and resulting runoff, snow studies, flood fore- 
easting, analyses of past floods, infiltration indexes, unit hydrographs, develop- 
ment of flood hydrographs, and other studies of related hydrologic nature. 

(3) Sedimentation studies.—These studies, such as the collection of suspended 
and bedload data, data on degradation, aggradation and delta formations, investi- 
gations of sediment transportation characteristics of natural streams and 
laboratory studies, are necessary to provide general knowledge and background 
data on which to base the planning, design, and operation of water-control 
structures. One of the major efforts under this item is a cooperative inter- 
agency investigation on methods used in measurement and analysis of sediment 
loads in streams. This project is conducted at the St. Anthony Falls Hydraulic 
Laboratory and is sponsored by the Subcommittee on Sedimentation, Inter- 
agency Committee on Water Resources. 

(4) Corps of Engineers stream flow and rainfall data.—In addition to the «x 
operative itesm (2a and 2b) above, the Corps of Engineers independently operates 
certain stream gaging and rainfall stations that are not included in the programs 
earried on in cooperation with the Geological Survey and the Weather Bureau. 
Those noncooperative general-coverage stations, which are not assignable to any 
specific project or report, are usually required in connection with some special 
study or purpose. Due to the special nature of the stations and the fact that 
they are operated for a limited time only, their inclusion in the cooperative pro- 
grams is impracticable. 

(5) International water studies —The United States is obligated by interna- 
tional agreement to actively participate in a number of control boards to allocate 
and control international streams and watersheds which mutually affect the 
United States and the bordering nations. Members of the Corps of Engineers 
are appointed to represent the United States on the following international boards 
of control: Niagara, Massena, Lake Superior, Lake Champlain, Prairie Portage, 
Lake of the Woods, St. Croix River, Kootenay Lake, Osoyoos Lake, and the 
Columbia River Engineering Committee. Funds are required to finance the 
Corps of Engineers’ share of participation on these international boards. 

The amount of $100,000 is needed during fiscal year 1957 in order that the field 
offices of the Corps of Engineers may carry out the essential and basic activities 
described above. 


(c) Civil works investigations 


The amount of $1,250,000 is requested for fiscal year 1957 to continue engineer- 
ing investigations designed to assist in the solution of unsolved or incompletely 
solved problems associated with design, construction, and operation and mainte- 
nance of civil works projects. The investigations are grouped into the six broad 
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engineering fields indicated below for which funds are needed in the amounts 
shown in the following table: 
Amount required 
Field: for fiscal year 1957 
Structural $158, 500 
Hydrology s 126, 000 
Electrical and mechanical : 15, 0OU 
Soils and geology 80, 000 
Concrete 
Hydraulics_-— 


Total 


The remaining $105,000 is needed for operation of the research center at the 
Waterways Experiment Station ($100,000) and for coordination of the civil works 
investigations program by Waterways Experiment Station ($5,000). 

In the fiscal year 1957, the funds will be applied to 66 individual invesiigations 
divided among the six fields of engineering as follows: 

Number of 
Field: investigations 
Structural__- 
Hydrology —_ 
Electrical and mechanical 
Soils and geology 
SN ie ccnnns 
Hydraulics_____ 


7ral....... 

‘These investigations are engineering problems which are encountered over 4 
wide segment of the area of the civil functions work performed by the Corps 
of Engineers. The solutions are widely applicable to design, construction, and 
operation of civil works projects, 

In the structural category, investigations to be conducted cover studies of the 
behavior of structures, and structural components for the purpose of checking 
design criteria, verification of structural integrity and as a means for improving 
design methods. Investigations in this field also include studies of reservoir 
clearing procedures to check the effectiveness of large-scale economies effected 
in recently cleared reservoirs and to improve equipment and methods used in 
reservoir clearing operations for the purpose of reducing the cost and improving 
the quality of reservoir clearing operations. Investigations of paints and pro- 
teclive coatings for application to hydraulic structures are also included. 

In the field of hydrology, investigations include: Studies of hydrologic data 

d methods of evaluating and utilizing hydrologic data to effect improvements 
in planning and design of tlood control reservoirs ; development of and improve- 
jient of hydrologic equipment; and investigation of the application of high-speed 
electronic computers to the problems of flood predictions and 
operations. 

In the flelad of soils mechanics and geology, the work will include investigations 
into the properties and behavior of soils in foundations and in levees and earth 
dams for the purpose of improving on design methods and criteria; and improve- 


ents in methods and materials for grouting of foundations under concrete 
gravity dams. 


reservoir 


In the electrical and mechanical field, investigations are underway on the 
mitigation of corrosion of metals by the cathodic protection method as applied 
to hydraulie structures. 

In the field of concrete, work will include investigations designed to improve 
test methods and evaluation procedures for concrete and concrete materials: 
improve methods of evaluating aggregates normally considered unsuitable for 
ise and development of means by which such aggregates can be safely utilized 
when aggregates of undeniable quality are not economically available; improve 
the properties of mass concrete and reduce its cost by the use of portland cement 
replacements including natural and treated pozzolans, natural cement, slag ce- 
ment, and other suitable materials; evaluate the influence of types of portland 
cement and properties of portland cement on the quality and characteristies of 
concrete; and improve construction equipment and procedures for production 
of conerete to effect improvements in quality and reductions in cost. 





2260 PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 


In the field of hydraulics, work will include investigation of tidal flows and 
waves in coastal rivers and inlets for the purpose of improving design criteria 
and methods of design on harbor channels, breakwaters and harbor works; in- 
vestigation of the design of spillway crests and piers, control gates, and intakes 
for fiood control conduits and tunnels; investigation of design of navigation 
locks and lock features including filling and emptying systems and gates; inves- 
tigations to improve model testing techniques and procedures; and investigation 
of the application of high-speed electronic computers to the solution of hydraulic 
problems. 

These investigations are essential to continuation of progress on improvements 
in design, construction and operation and maintenance of civil works projects, 
They constitute an engineering tool for reducing construction cost, providing 
for improved performance and reducing the cost of operation and maintenance of 
hydraulic features of civil works projects. Appreciable saving in cost of civil 
works projects have resulted from previous investigations; and safer and more 
utilitarian structures have also resulted. While much progress has already been 
made, answers are still needed to many vexing engineering problems. 

The research center of the Waterways Experiment Station maintains and 
operates the principal technical library of the Corps of Engineers; conducts 
literature researches for Corps of Engineers’ field installations and WES; main- 
tains a technical literature translation service; and edits, publishes, and dis: 
tributes all technical reports of the Corps of Engineers. The service is widely 
utilized and is an essential component of the investigative program of the Corps 
of Engineers. 

Coordination of civil works improvements by Waterways Experiment Sta- 
tion consists essentially of providing technical assistance to other field installa- 
tions to which civil works improvement projects are assigned for prosecution. 


(ad) Mississippi Basin model 


The amount of $400,000 is requested for fiscal year 1957 to continue construction 
and adjustment of the Mississippi Basin model at the Waterways Experiment 
Station, Vicksburg, Miss. 

The completed model will be a reproduction to scale of the Mississippi River 
and its major tributaries. Figure 1 shows the model and the status of construc- 
tion. 

The model was initiated in 1943 with prisoner-of-war labor on the Federal 
reservation near Clinton, Miss. A Mississippi Basin Model Board was estab- 
lished by the Secretary of War in 1945 and made responsible for determining 
policies and programs for subsequent development and operation of the model. 
The original and primary purpose of the model was to develop plans for co- 
ordinated operation of the reservoir system in the Mississippi Basin; this pur- 
pose has been expanded to include investigations for planning, design, and co- 
ordinated operation of all flood-control works in the basin. 

The total cost of construction of the Mississippi Basin model through June 1955 
has been $6,210,000. This cost has been prorated to flood-control projects within 
the area covered by the overall model limits. Thus, the cost of model construc- 
tion to date has been assessed as an engineering expense against flood-control 
projects under construction at the time throughout the basin. The estimated 
cost of completing construction of the model is $7,900,000. Adjustment of the 
model will extend through and 2 years beyond the construction period and will 
cost $700,000. Therefore the total cost will be $14,810,000. 

Coordination of the operation of flood-control works throughout the Mississippi 
Basin is becoming more complex each year as the completion of individual flood- 
control projects expands the overall system. Within the area there are, existing, 
authorized, or proposed, approximately 200 reservoirs, several thousand miles of 
levees, and many other flood-control structures. Those completed and under 
construction to date represent an investment of more than $5.4 billion. In addi- 
tion, projects exceeding $3.2 billion have been authorized. The design and op- 
eration of this vast and intricate system must be closely coordinated and control- 
led if maximum local and basinwide benefits are to be realized. 

Flood routing on simple streams can be accomplished very satisfactorily by 
analytical methods; however, the problem becomes quite complicated when ap- 
plied to a river system of the size and complexity of the Mississippi Basin. The 
model will assist in obtaining reliable answers to many problems not readily sus- 
ceptible of solutions by analytical procedures. 

The time required to analyze the probable combinations and to determine all 
the important effects of timing, storage, and discharge throughout the basin 
would be prohibitive if such investigations were confined solely to mathematical 
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procedures. However, because of the ease with which variables can be intro- 
duced in the model, once a basic setup has been made, a large number of condi- 
tions can be tested in a relatively short time. Effects at all points throughout 
the whole length of the river valleys can be easily seen and directly measured, 
whereas effects can be obtained only at key points in computational procedures. 
The use of the model will permit all phases of a problem to be carefully explored 
and thus produce a wore extensive and authentie solution or answer. For 
example, the model was used to aid in flood-fighting activities during the April 
952, flood on the Missouri River. Its use aided materially in delineating the 
flooded areas, locating critical points on levees, and assisting in timing of the 
evacuation of areas that were later flooded. The information thus furnished 
from the model was a major factor in preventing more than $65 million of 
damages, 

lor these reasons, it is considered that the Mississippi Basin model is a neces- 
sary tool for the development and refinement of plans for the construction and 
coordinated operation of flood-control wrks n a basinwide scale. The element 
of time for completion of this project is of importance, as the major basinwide 
benefit to be derived from the model cannot be realized until the overall model 
has been completed. 


GENERAL CONSTRUCTION 


Senator Ex.tenper. A justification of estimates for 
struction is the next thing to be taken up. 

I notice projects not requiring separate legislation, $1 million. 

Colonel PENNry. Those are projects that the Chief of Engineers 
is authorized to nen under authority of the section 212 of the 
1950 Flood Control Act at costs not to exceed $150,000 at any one 
locality, sir 

Senator ELLENDER. Any one locality or project 

Colonel Penney. In any single locality is the way it is written in 
the law. We inter “pret that to mean any one project. In other words, 
the project must be complete in itself. 


general con- 


AVERAGE COST OF PROJECTS 


Senator ELLenper. What is the average of the cost of these proj- 
s, approximately ? 
Colonel Penney. Sir, they average, I would say, about $125,000 
at least. 
Senator ExienpEr. With a million dollars you cannot do too much. 
Colonel Penney. No, sir; we can do approximately eight. 
Senator ELLenper. Could you use more money in that area? 
Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. 
Senator E.nenper. And could you egy much good ? 
— Penney. We think we could, 
tually, these projects take a little rae than a year to do, but 
ve cannot undertake them until we do get appropriations. I believe 
that we could efficiently utilize another $500,000. 
Senator EnLLenpDer. Have you made any tentative allocation for 
that amount ? 
BACKLOG LIST 


Colonel Penney. Yes, sir; we have a list of eight projects that are 
fully qualified that total a little over a million dollars right now on 
the backlog list. 

Senator ELLENDER. Would you give us a list of those projects for 
the record ? 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. 
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(The list referred to follows :) 


BACKLOG 
(Sec. 212 of 1950 Flood Control Act) 


Table 1 below contains a list of projects fully investigated that are qualifie< 
for construction. Table 2 contains a list of 10 problem areas now under investi 
gation with action thereon expected to be completed at an early date. 


TABLE 1 Estimated 
Project and location : Federal « 
1. Yellow Creek at Amsterdam, Ohio $145, 500 
2. Dry Creek, tributary of Walla Walla River, Wash 150, 000) 
rN ee nti ineemern 141, (1) 
sams SCO UDIO i  UUROIRIINO  U nreicncemecee 140, 00) 
. Ten Mile Creek at Wallace, W. Va 148, 000 
; eaw River at Cosnmen, Ores......................-.... 


2?) 1K) 


. Redwood River, Marshall, Minn 140, O00 
. Little Conemaugh River at Wilmore, 115, 000 


Total 


Estimated 
Project and location: Federal : 


1. Kishwaukee River at DeKalb, Ill $150, 000 
. Radio City Creek, Tazewell County, Ill 135, 000 
. Marsh Creek at Geneva, N. Y 150, (0n) 
. Buffalo Creek at Scranton, N. Dak 150, 000 

5. Box Elder Creek at Plentywood, Mont 150, 000) 
3. Squaw and East Cache Creeks, Lawton, Okla 150, 000 
. Stillwell Drainage District, Tillamook, Oreg 150, 000) 
. Oil City and Rouseville, 150, 000) 
. Missisquoi River at Richford, Vt 115, OW 
. Bear Creek at Friendsville, Md 


Total 1, 352, 000 


Senator ELtenper. How much more money could you economical!) 
use for this type of work ? 


Colonel Penney. We believe we could use another $500,000, sir. 
JUSTIFICATION 


Senator E.tenver. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows :) 


5. FLOOD CONTROL PROJECTS 
(a) Local protection 


(II) Projects not requiring specific legislation—Section 205 of the Flood 
Control Act of 1948, as amended by section 212 of the Flood Control Act of 
1950, provides for the allotment of not more than $3 million annually for coi 
struction of small flocd-control projects at locations where such constructio! 
has not been specifically authorized by Congress, and where the Federal alloca- 
tion will not exceed $150,000 at any single locality from the appropriations for 
any 1 fiscal year. The projects are to be selected and approved for constru 
tion by the Chief of Engineers upon determination of their feasibility and eco 
nomic justification, and are to be complete within themselves. Projects co! 
structed under this authority are subject to the normal requirements of loca! 
cooperation as prescribed by section 3 of the Food Control Act of 1936, as 
amended, for regularly authorized projects. 

Funds in the amount of $1 million are required in fiscal year 1957 for the 
eonstruction of feasible and economically justified small flood-control projects 
at locations throughout the Nation, where the need for protection from flood 
ing is so urgent that the delay involved in submitting formal survey reports to 
Congress would seriously jeopardize the social security and economic stability 
cf the area to be protected, and in some cases the flood threat to the lives of 
the residents of the area would be unnecessarily prolonged. 
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At the present time there are a considerable number of studies under way 
on projects that fall within this category. This flood-control legislation is now 
welk known and understood by local interests and, as a result, requests for 
remedial work under this authority are far exceeding in total estimated costs 
the annual appropriations for this work. 


EMERGENCY BANK PROTECTION 


Senator Evienper. The next is Emergency Bank Protection, 
~100,000. 

That is just chickenfeed, is it not? 

Colonel Penney. That has been increased, sir, to $400,000. 

Senator ELLENpErR. I am glad it has. I was going to strike it out. 
lt has been increased to $400,000. 

Colonel Pennry. Yes, sir. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator Evienper. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows :) 


5b. FLOOD CONTROL PROJECTS 
(a) Local protection 

(I11) Emergency bank protection.—Section 14 of the Flood Control Act of 
1946 provides for an allotment not to exceed $1 million annually for the con- 
struction of emergency bank protection works to prevent flood damage to high- 
ways, bridge approaches, and public works, when in the opinion of the Chief 
of Engineers such work is advisable. The work under this authority is limited 

a cost of not more than $50,000 at any single locality in any 1 fiscal year. 

Funds in the amount of $100,000 are requested in the fiscal year 1957 to con 
tinue the program of emergency bank protection construction at locations 
throughout the Nation where the threat of flood damages to highways, bridge 
approaches, and public works is serious. 

It is considered that the amount requested is the minimum necessary to allow 
work to be performed in fiscal year 1957 at critical locations. This work will 
prevent flood damage to bridges and highway facilities representing large in- 
estments of Federal, State, or local funds, and will permit the maintenance 
of adequate transportation facilities serving the needs of commerce and agri- 
cultural production. In other cases, the funds requested will be used to protect 
public works, such as municipal water-supply systems and sewage disposal 
plants. 

SNAGGING AND CLEARING 


Senator ELLENvER. Snagging and clearing, $500,000. That is about 
what you spend each year, Is it 4 
Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator Exirenper. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows :) 


5. FLOOD-CONTROL PROJECTS 
(a) Local protection 

(IV) Snagying and clearing.—Section 2 of the Flood Control Act of 1937, as 
amended by section 208 of the Flood Control Act of 1954, provides for an allotment 
not to exceed $2 million annually for removing accumulated snags and other 
debris, and clearing and straighteping of the channels in navigable streams and 
tributaries thereof, in the interest of flood control, provided further that not more 
than $100,000 shall be expended for this purpose for any single tributary from 
the appropriations for any one fiscal year. 

Funds in the amount of $500,000 are requested in the fiscal year 1957 to continue 
the program of snagging and channel clearing in streams throughout the United 
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States, where such work is necessary in the interest of flood control and where 
the need is most urgent. The proposed work to be accomplished with the allo- 
eations for fiscal year 1957 will provide flood-damage relief for areas where 
accumulated snags and debris and meandering stream channels cause overbank 
flows even during minor storms. In addition, drainage will be improved in farm- 
ing areas, thus permitting increased agriculutral production, and in certain loeali- 
ties incidental benefits wil be derived through pollution abatement. Work of this 
scope can be accomplished in a short period of time, thus providing an immediate 
return on the Federal investment by providing prompt reduction in flood damages 
SMALL AUTHORIZED PROJECTS 

Senator ELitenper. “Small authorized projects” 
the nature of those projects? 

Colonel ALLEN. That 52 million, Mr. Chairman, would provide for 
a continuation of the program initiated last year wherein the Chief 
of Engineers was authorized to spend up to $150,000 to complete 
projects which had been poersatirde: but for which no appropriations 
had been made. 

Senator ELLENDER. How does that differ from the $1 million ? 

Colonel ALLEN. These are authorized projects, sir, which have been 
presented to the Public Works Committee. 

Senator ExLenper. Do you mean the others need not be authorized? 

Colonel ALLEN. ve is right, sir. 

Senator ELLenper. I understand. Have you made a tentative list? 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir, of the 30 that we would propose for 1957. 

Senator ELLeNpER. Would you put that list in the record ? 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir. 

(The list referred to follows :) 


What is 


is next. 


Tentative program of small authorized projects, fiscal year 1957 


> | 
| Total esti- Appropria- | 


Fiscal ye 


Project 


Fly Creek, Ala ‘ 

Valdez Harbor, Alaska 

Connecticut River below Hartford, Conn.: 

Silver Beach to Cedar Beach, Conn 

Anclote River, Fla 

Vero Beach Basin, 

Lansing Harbor, 

Crisfield Harbor, 

Little Creek, Md 

Lowes Wharf Anchorage, Md 

Queenstown Harbor, Md 

St. Catherines Sound, Md 

Wicomico River, Md 

Falmouth Harbor, Mass 

Chippewa Harbor, Isle Royal, 

Eagle Harbor, Mich... 

Hastings Harbor, Minn 

Winona Harbor, Minn 

Hannibal Harbor, Mo 

Absecon Inlet, N. J 

Shoal Harbor and Compton Creek, N. J 

Rollinson Channel, N. C 

Waterway, Pamlico Sound to Beaufort Harbor, N. C.: 
Channel! around Harkers Island 
Harbor at Marshallberg 

Malhenr Improvement District, Oreg 

Umpqua River, Oreg.: Scholfield River at Reedsport - 

Gulf Intracoastal Waterway, Tex.: Widen channel vic inity of 

Aransas Pass 

Deep Creek (Accomack County), Va 

Oyster Channel, Va 

Anacortes Harbor, Wash- 


Fla 
Iowa-. 
Md 


Mich 


en eee 


mated 


| Federal cost 


$14, 000 


tion to date | 


1957 reques 


$14, 


Fight-Mile River_- 


129, 


ol, 
19, 


68, 


7 


9r 


, 000 


000 
000 
000 


000 
128, 
102, 


000 
000 


25, 000 


29, 
32, 
, 000 
21, 
60, 
95, 
112, 
87, 
80, 
93, 
46, 
139, 


55, 


OR 


90, 


97 


si, 


oO, 
54, 


38, 
95, 
86, 
149, 


O00 
000 


000 
000 
000 
000 
000 | 
00 | 
000 
000 
000 
000 


000 


000 
000 | 
000 | 
000 


2, 040, 


000 


i 
000 |__. 
000 |___- 
000 | 


12) 


000 
000 


OOO 


9 000 


$1, 000 | 


35, 000 | 
4, 000 





O00 


> OOD 
2 (MM) 


5. 000 


000 


noo 


95. O00 


F Ooo 


000 


5. 000 
6, VOU 


9, 000 


000 
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NEED FOR ADDITIONAL FUNDS 


Senator ELLeENvER. Could you use more money in that direction at 

vreat advantage and economically ? 

Colonel ALLEN. We have approximately $2 million worth of addi- 
tional projects in this category which cost $150, 000 or less each to com- 
plete and which could be constructed in fiscal year 1957. That will per- 
mit the continuation of this program for about 1 more year at the 
$150,000 level. 

Senator ELtenper. How much more could you use than this $2 mil- 
lion authorized ? 

Colonel ALLEN. We could use up to a total of $3 million or $4 mil- 
lion, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator ELLtenper. Do you need as much as that to complete all of 
these small authorized projects? 

Colonel Auten. All of those which we feel are of sufficient priority 
and justification to be completed; yes, sir. 

Senator Ertenper. So anything w e would give you above $2 million 
would be graciously acce pted 7 ¢ 

Colonel Arxen. It would help to reduce the backlog; yes, sir. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Senator Eiienper. The next is “Emergency operations, removing 
sunken vessels and other obstructions to navigation,” $350,000. 

Is that the usual amount you spend per year? 

Colonel Waker. Just about, sir. It is impossible to predict these 
requirements. Actually, this request is a little smaller than our past 


experience would indicate. Between 1951 and 1955, for example, we 
varied from $1 million in 1951 to a low of $418,000 in 1954. 

However, we have access to other emergency funds under this au- 
thority if the amount requested does not suffice. 

Senator ELLenper. In order for a stream to be eligible for this work, 
how much navigation must there be on it in order to make it possible 
for you to spend any of this money? 

Colonel Water. I think I misunderstood you, sir. My remarks 
were directed to the removal of sunken vessels. The other portion is 
the protection and straightening of channels. 


OBSTRUCTIONS IN BAYOU TERREBONNE 


Senator ELLtenper. I am talking about sunken vessels. The reason 
| am asking you about that is this: 1 received a flood of letters some 
time ago from some of my home folks. Houma, the city in which I live, 
is bisected by Bayou Terrebonne. There is quite a bit of navigation 
within the city limits, and it seems that quite a bit of money was spent 
or some money was spent removing sunken vessels south of the city. 

When you came up to the limits, because there was not ver y much 
traffic in the city limits itself, they refused to spend any money there. 
I can point out to you a half-dozen or more vessels that are sunk there, 
and that are certs Linky obstructing navigation. 

I wonder why it is that they did not continue it. To me it looks 
silly. 

General Irscuner. Senator, I don’t know about that particular case, 
We certainly will investigate it. In any case, where sunken vessels 
constitute a hazard to navigation, we are supposed to remove them. 
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Senator Extenper. You know the stream there is very narrow, 
There are several sunken boats in the stream. Some time they may 
break loose and become a real hazard. , 

I wrote the Department about it and I was told that although there 
may be a few sunken boats there, they do not affect navigation. To me 
that was ridiculous because there i is much small-craft navigation there 
within the city limits. Several ice factories are located there, to whic), 
a lot of these boats go to get ice. They also bring in boatloads of 

canned shrimp and other commodities that are pac cked to the south 
of the city, from points about 25 miles away. 

I wish you would look into it. 

General Irscuner. We certainly shall. 

Senator ELtenper. Of course, I happen to live on the shore of that 
stream and I know the volume of traffic. Almost every time I want to 
cross from my home to the city proper the bridges are up, indicating 
a e of traffic on the canal. 

I do not want to ask that anything be done that is not according 
to Hoyle, but if it is found necessary to remove sunken boats south of 
the city, then the ones in the city limits proper should be removed a 
well. They present the same hazard to navigation. 


PROTECTING AND STRAIGHTENING NAVIGABLE WATERS 


The next is “Protecting, clearing, and straightening navigable wa 
ters” not specifically authorized by Congress. 

That is work under section 3 of the Rivers and Harbors Act ot 
March 2, 1945, and it is $50,000. 

Colonel Waker. This authorization provides the emergenc , 
clearance in those channels in which no navigation improvement 1 
ready exists and it is about a normal amount. 

Senator Ertenper. You cannot do very much work with $50,000: 
can you? 

Colonel Waker. No, sir. But normally these are comparatively 
small jobs. 

Senator Errenper. It is dredging work; is it? 

Colonel Waker. Yes, sir; dredging and clearance of snags. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator E.tenper. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows :) 


5. EMERGENCY OPERATIONS 


(a) Removing sunken vessels and other obstructions to navigation 


Obligations for the removal of sunken vessels (wrecks) and other obstrnetions 
to navigation during fiscal year 1955 were $395,276. For the fiscal year 1956 it ca 
be expected that the obligations will approximate the 1955 amount. According! 
an estimate of $350,000 is included for this emergency activity in the fiscal ye: 
1957. 

(b) Protecting, clearing, straightening channels of navigable waters, not speci 
fically authorized by Congress (work under sec. 8, River and Harbor Act 
Varch 2, 1954) 

Under this authority the Secretary of the Army is authorized to allot not to 
exceed $300,000 from any appropriations heretofore or hereafter made for a! 
fiscal year for improvement of rivers and harbors, for removing accumulated 
snags and other debris, and for protecting, clearing, and straightening channels 
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navigable harbors and streams and tributaries thereof. During the fiscal year 
1055, $48,588 was obligated under this authority, and $77,383 is available for 
obligation for similar emergency work during the fiscal year 1956. The amount 
equested herein for this emergency activity for fiscal year 1957 is $50,000. 


GENERAL EXPENSES 


Senator ELLENpER. The next item Is general expenses for fiscal 1957. 
he Office of Chief of Engineers, $: 3.103 000, and division offices $4,- 
«94,000 are the 2 amounts. This is an increase of $61,000, for the Office 
of the Chief of Engineers. 

Will you tell us about that item ? 

Colonel Wavker. Yes, sir. Of the $61,000 increase which we are 
accounting for, $35,000 will provide payment on a full year’s basis 
of 6 positions which were authorized in the supplemental appropria- 
tions of 1956 for a part of the year. The remainder of the increase 
consist of $7,000 travel funds and $19,000 which complete the require- 
ment for meeting the pay raise to civilian employees of our currently 
\withorized staff. 

BUDGET BUREAU ACTION 


Senator E.tenper. To what extent, if any, has the Budget Bureau 
trimmed your requests ? 

Colonel Watxer. We requested for the Office of the Chief of En- 
gineers, $3,149,000. This it has been reduced by $46,000. 

Senator Eiienper. How will that affect your workload ? 

Colonel Waker. We felt that we needed the higher amount, sir. 
We have had a considerable increase of workload with the larger con- 
struction program that has been underway during the past year and 
the larger program of investigations and surveys. We felt that this 
Was &@ Very sincere requirement ‘for $ $3,149,000. 

Senator Extenprr. How about your division offices?) How much 
were you cut back there / 

Colonel WauKer. Our request for division offices was $5,076,000, 
sir. The Bureau of the Budget reduced this by $362,000. 

Senator ExLenper. How will that affect your work in the field? 

Colonel Waker. In much the same manner as I expressed for the 
Office of the Chief of Engineers, sir. We feel that the augmentation 
of the civil-works program, the new starts that were added and the 
new investigations which were undertaken have added appreciably 
to the workload. We are not able to absorb this to the satisfaction 
of the Chief of Engineers. 

Senator Exrenper. As a result of these cuts from your original 
request, will you have to lay off any of your people ? 

Colonel Wanker. No, we will not have to lay off any people, sir, 

‘ause these requests were intended to allow us to increase our staff 
to ‘one the added workload. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


Senator E.itenprr. The justification will be placed in the record 
(The justification referred to follows :) 


1. EXECUTIVE DIRECTION AND MANAGEMENT 


(a) Office, Chief of Enyineers 

The Chief of Engineers is responsible for carrying out a comprehensive civil 
works program in accordance with the directives of the Congress. The organi- 
zation to implement these directives is decentralized in 39 district and 10 division 
offices and a number of separate boards. In order that proper direction, adminis 
tration, coordination, and policy guides may be furnished these offices, it is essen 
tial that sufficient numbers of highly specialized technical and administrative en 
ployees be provided in the Office, Chief of Engineers, in Washington. In additio: 
it is essential that sufficient funds be provided for the various expenses of the 
Chief of Engineers’ Office, such as travel, communications, and other miscellane 
ous expenses. During the past several years the administration of the civil 
works program has required an increasing amount of detail in connection wit! 
its presentation to the Congress, the Bureau of the Budget and the Secretary of 
the Army. The fiscal year 1957 estimate provides for a simple extension 01 
a full year’s basis of the present organization with augmentation; as authorized 
in the urgency deficiency bill of 1956. 

The amount of $3,103,000 proposed for fiscal year 1957 will provide for only 
the minimum essential activities and services to supervise and administer the 
civil-works program. This amount has been allocated between ‘Personal servy- 
ices” and “Other expenses” as follows: 

Personal services.—$2,714,000 would be applied to the payment of salaries of 
personnel employed on technical, administrative, and clerical functions in con- 
nection with carrying out the civil-works program. 

Other expenses.—$389,000 is required during the fiscal year 1957 to defray th: 
cost of travel, communications, office supplies and equipment, printing and bind 
ing, and service contracts for the Office, Chief of Engineers. These requirements 
must be provided if the functions required of the personnel of the Office, Chief of 
Engineers, are to be efficiently and economically carried out. 

(b) Division offices 

Division offices provide the administrative and technical direction for th 
Chief of Engineers required for the proper supervision of subordinate district 
offices in carrying out the civil-works program. The direction and management 
activities are decentralized to 10 division offices throughout the United States 
One of these, the New England division, is an operating division with the equiva 
lent of only one district performing civil functions and is, therefore, not su] 
ported from general expenses funds. The amount requested in fiscal year 1957 
for this activity provides for an increase of $110,000 for the expense of operatior 
of three division airplanes, which in fiscal years 1955 and 1956 were not budgeted 
for under general expense. Based on a continuing analysis of the workload and 
utilization of personnel in division offices, the minimum annual requirement of 
funds needed for the operation of the nine division offices supported from ger! 
eral-expenses funds, with their present workload level, is $4,694,000. Provision 
of this amount will provide only the essential minimum funds for the continu 
ance of these administrative and technical functions considered necessary 
the eflicient operation of the program. 


REVIEW BOARDS 


Senator E.renper. The next is review boards, “River and Harbor 
Board,” and “Beach Erosion Board.” That amount is $589,000. Will 
you tell us about those two items? 

Colonel Waker. Yes, sir. These two boards will continue at 
same rate that they are now being staffed this current year. 

Senator ELtenper. What is their function ? 

Colonel Waker. The increases are only those associated with th 
pay increases we spoke of earlier. 
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Senator ELLENDER. What is the function of these boards? 

Colonel Waker. The River and Harbor Board, sir, was author- 
ized under the River and Harbor Act of 1902, which provided that 
all reports on the authorized preliminary examinations and surveys 
on rivers and harbors and flood-control projects are to be referred to 
the board for consideration and recommendation. 

Senator Ex.enper. Is this Board independent of the Corps of 
Engineers ¢ 

Colonel Warxer. It is staffed by Corps of Engineers personnel, sir 
It isseparate from the Chief of Engineers’ office. 

Senator ELLeNper. It is like a review board ? 

Colonel WALKER. Yes, sir. The Board itself consists of 7 officers, 

of whom serves as a full-time resident member, 1 is the Deputy 
Chief of Engineers, and 5 other members are division engineers. 
They are supported by a permanent civilian staff. 

Senator ELienprer. Have they power to veto projects that you 
authorize ? 

Colonel Waker. Yes, sir; that is, they have the power to recom- 
mend approval or disapproval of projects reported by the division 
engineers. 

Senator Ertenper. They are the final arbiter ? 

Colonel Warker. The Chief of Engineers is, sir; and he reviews 
their recommendations. 

BEACH EROSION BOARD 


Senator ELLENpER. How about the Beach Erosion Board? What 
function does that Board perform ? 

Colonel Waxker. Sir, it has a staff of 7 Board members and 
permanent staff of 14 employees. 

Of the Board members, 4 are officers, 1 of whom serves as a full- 
time president and resident member, and the 3 others are division 
engineers. 

In addition to that, there are three civilian Board members who 
have been selected with special regard to their fitness in beach-erosion 
studies. By authority of the River and Harbor Act of 1930, this 

Board makes investigations and studies in cooperation with the ap- 
propri: ite State agencies with a view of effecting means of pre venting 
erosion on the shores of the coastal and lake waters. 

Senator ExLenper. How do they obtain that data to make the 
studies ? 

Colonel Waker. From the field offices, sir; from our districts and 
divisions. 

Senator Ettenper. Thank you. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The justification will be placed in the record. 
The justification referred to follows :) 


2. REVIEW BOARDS 
(a) River and Harbor Board 


The Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors was authorized by section 
» Of the River and Harbor Act approved June 13, 1902. The act provided for 
the organization in the Office of the Chief of Engineers, by detail of a board of 5 
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(increased to 7 by 1913 act) engineer officers from the Corps of Engineers. The 
act directs that all reports on authorized preliminary examinations and surveys 
of river and harbor projects shall be referred to the Board for consideration and 
recommendation prior to submission of the reports by the Chief of Engineers 
with his recommendation to Congress. This directive was subsequently amended 
to apply to flood control reports. The Board in its review of reports for navi- 
gation and flood-control works includes consideration of hydroelectric power, 
major drainage, and allied water resource purposes. The Board is also author- 
ized, upon request by the appropriate committees of Congress, to review and 
report through the Chief of Engineers upon any authorized project or desired 
improvement previously reported upon, with a view to recommending the initia- 
tion of a project or modification of an existing project. Section 6 of River and 
Harbor Act approved March 38, 1909 provides that the Board shall consider and 
approve and recommend to the Chief of Engineers plans for modification and 
reconstruction of any lock, canal, canalized river, or other work for use and 
benefit of navigation. 

The function of the Board involves a thorough and comprehensive study and 
analysis of the field reports pertaining to a desired improvement and the sub 
mission of a recommendation by the Roard to the Chief of Engineers. In addi- 
tion the Board’s engineering staff makes special studies of and prepares reports 
on engineering works: furnishes guidance to division and district engineers’ 
offices on the engineering design and cost estimates of civil works improvements: 
and acts as consultant in its field to various elements in the Office, Chief of 
Engineers, 

The Chief of Engineers may refer to the Board for consideration and recom- 
mendation all special reports ordered by Congress and may prescribe such other 
duties as he desires. The Chief of Engineers refers to the Board for its views 
and recommendations investigations of other Federal agencies which in whole 
or part are concerned with use or control of waters. The Board staff makes for 
the Chief of Engineers studies relating to the economics of water transportation 
and conducts studies to determine the economy of existing waterways and fur- 
nishes guidance to district and division offices in the conduct of economie studies. 
In uddition the Chief of Engineers assigns numerous tasks to the Board for 
which its staff of experts are qualified to efficiently handle the problems in- 
volved. In order to properly comply with the present-day objectives of higher 
authorities the Board has programed a realistic and scientific study of policies 
and procedures applicable to the civil functions of the Corps of Engineers. The 
studies include the objective evaluation of engineering design, costs, and eco- 
nomic benefits involved in reports to be reviewed. 

The resident member is ex-officio secretary of the American section of the 
permanent International Association of Navigation Congresses and, in addition, 
serves on various interagency and Department of the Army committees and 
boards. In the administration of the American section all available informa- 
tion on foreign ports and waterway developments is coordinated for objective 
use for similar improvements in the United States. 

Various congressional acts have imposed upon the Secretary of the Army and 
the Chief of Engineers the duty of (1) the compilation and publication annually 
of useful statistics, data, and information concerning the volume and type of 
commerce moving on the inland waterways, on the Great Lakes, and through 
all ocean ports; (2) the compilation and publication annually of a report listing 
and describing all United States flag self-propelled and non-self-propelled vessels 
engaged in commerce, including the principal trade in which they are engaged 
and their zone of operations: (3) port and lake series reports which are pub 
lished periodically containing narrative and tabular information on all facilities 
available to shipping at the principal United States ports; and (4) the publish 
ing of the reports covering the principal ports of the United States giving com- 
prehensive information relative to the services available to shipping and the 
charges therefor. The Chief of Engineers has assigned ail of these functions to 
the Board which has set up a Statistical Division consisting of two branches, the 
Waterborne Commerce Statistics Branch and the Domestic Ports Branch. The 
Waterborne Commerce Statistics Branch performs the functions described in 
(1) and (2) above and acts as technical adviser to the office, Chief of Engineers. 
The expense of operating the Commercial Statistics Branch is paid from funds 
other than those allotted to the Board. The Domestic Ports Branch performs 
the functions described in (3) and (4) above and its operating expense is paid 
for from funds allotted to the River and Harbor Board. The Department of 
Defense requires for its various elements, essential information relative to 
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foreign ports and waterways. Owing to experience in similar work in the do- 
mestie field, the function was assigned to the Chief of Engineers who delegated 
it to the Board. A Foreign Ports Branch was set up in the Statistical Division 
and is paid for from military funds. 

The estimate of River and Harbor Board expenses for 1957 is $460,000 exclu- 
sive of $40,000 estimated reimbursements for services to be performed by the 
Board on a reimbursable basis. This sum includes $373,400 for the Board 
proper; and $85,000 for expenses relating to the Domestic Ports Branch of the 
Statistics Division which includes $22,500 for printing of reports on domestic 
ports and Inland Waterway terminal facilities. The Domestic Ports Branch 
is required to furnish assistance on foreign ports and the vulnerability of certain 
domestic ports. This assistance has first priority and within the limit of this 
budget some work on its regular reports may be deferred. 

The amount requested above is considered to be the absolute minimum neces- 
sury for this activity. 

(b) Beach Frosion Board 

The Beach Erosion Board was established in accordance with section 2 
of the River and Harbor Act approved July 3, 1930. The act authorized 
and directs the Chief of Engineers to make investigations and studies in 
cooperation with appropriate agencies of the various coastal and Great Lakes 
States and Territories with a view to devising effective means of preventing 
erosion of the shores of coastal and lake waters by waves and currents. 
The act prescribes that there be organized under the Chief of Engineers, 
by detail from time to time from the Corps of Engineers and from the 
State agencies charged with beach erosion and shore protection, a board of 
7 members of whom 4 shall be officers of the Corps of Engineers and 3 shall 
be selected with regard to their special fitness by the Chief of Engineers 
from the cooperating State agencies. The act provides that the Board will 
furnish such technical assistance as may be directed by the Chief of Engineers 
in the conduct of such studies and review the report of each investigation 
made. Section 8 of Public Law 166, 79th Congress, July 31, 1945, provides 
that the Beach Erosion Board, in making its report on cooperative studies 
made under provisions of the 1930 act, shall, in addition to any other matters 
upon which it is required to report, state its opinion as to (a@) the advisa- 
bility of adopting the project; (b) what public interest, if any, is involved 
in the proposed improvement: and (¢c) what share of the expense, if any, 
should be borne by the United States. This law further provides that in 
addition to making cooperative studies as above described, it shall be the 
duty of the Chief of Engineers, through the Beach Erosion Board, to make 
general investigations with a view to preventing erosion of the shores of 
the United States by waves and currents and determining the most suita- 
ble methods for the protection, restoration and development of beaches, and 
to publish from time to time such data pertaining thereto as the Board may 
deem to be of public value. 

In carrying out its functions with respect to the review of reports in co- 
operative studies and preliminary examinations and surveys, the procedures 
of the Beach Erosion Board are similar to those of the River and Harbor Board. 
An additional function of the Beach Erosion Board, when requested by the Chief 
of Engineers, is to comment on the shoreline aspects of improvements considered 
in navigation reports as required by section 5 of Public 409, 74th Congress, August 
30, 1935. 

The Beach Erosion Board maintains its headquarters in the District of 
Columbia, under direction of the President of the Board, assisted by a tech- 
nieal and administration staff and with facilities including 4 temnorary build- 
ings, and indoor and outdoor laboratory, and equipment required for labora- 
tory and field studies. Funds in the amount of $129,000 are required for 
“Exnenses, Reach Erosion Board,” to be applied to the cost of supervisory 
service of military personnel on the Board. travel of Board members and staff 
personnel, the review of coonerative studies, preliminary examinations and 
survevs on bheach-erosion control, the review of shoreline aspects of naviga- 
tion reports. the dissemination of information by publications and by informal 
advice to interested parties, and administrative and service functions required 
for operation of the Board’s establishment. 





2272 PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 


REGULATION, HYDRAULIC MINING; NEW YORK HARBOR; GENERAL REGULA- 
TORY FUNCTIONS 


Senator ELLenper. The next item is “Regulation, hydraulic mining, 
$5,000; New York Harbor, $253,000; and general regulatory func- 
tions, $547,000.” That is $805,000 altogether. 

Colonel WA.Ker. These three functions, sir, are being continued at 
the same general rate as the previous years, taking into account the 
authorized pay increases. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ExLenper. The justification will be placed in the recérd. 
(The justification referred to follows :) 


3. REGULATION 
(a) Hydraulic mining 


The act of March 1, 18938, provided for the creation of the California Debris 
Commission. The project provides for regulating hydraulic mining operations, 
planning the improvement of conditions upon the Sacramento and San Joaquin 
Rivers and their tributaries affected by such operations, and the preparation 
of plans to enable hydraulic mining to be resumed in their drainage areas. On 
application by prospective miners, full investigation is made by the California 
Debris Commission, and permits to operate are issued to those who provide 
satisfactory debris restraining basins by construction of suitable dams where 
necessary or use Government constructed debris restraining reservoirs. An 
estimate of $5,000 is submitted for such work during the fiscal year 1957 in order 
to continue the work assigned to the commission and to meet the needs of: the 
State and general public, which requires consultation with the commission under 
ihe provisions of this improvement. 


{b) New York Harbor 


The act of June 29, 1888, provided for the preservation of the tidal waters 
of New York Harbor, its adjacent or tributary waters, and the waters of Long 
Island Sound. The laws are administered by the supervisor of New York Harbor, 
who is the district engineer at New York. The supervisor is charged, under 
the laws, with the duties of preventing any obstructive or injurious deposits in 
all waters under his jurisdiction and preventing fishing, dredging of shelifish, 
or other activity which would interfere with navigation of entrance channels 
of New York Harbor by ships of deep draft. 

This work involves the control of dumping of approximately 19 million cubic 
vards of refuse or excavated material of which 9 million cubic yards is disposed 
of at sea and 10 million cubic yards by land fills. The lack of adequate control 
will inevitably result in large quantities of these materials being deposited in 
the navigable channels necessitating their removal at a far greater expense 
than is entailed by adequate control. Supervision is exercised by means of 
inspectors and patrols, with salaries and wages representing the major cost of 
the work, the remainder being expended for maintenance and operation of the 
patrol vessels. An estimate of $253,000 is included for fiscal year 1957. This 
amount will not provide for the same control that has been exercised in the 
past but is considered to be the practicable minimum necessary for supervision 
of New York Harbor. Any loss of control] in the harbor area can be expected to 
result in a general deterioration of harbor conditions. 


(c) General regulatory functions (inspections, issuance of permits, harbor lines, 
etc.) 


This activity pertains generally to the essential administration of the laws for 
the protection and preservation of the navigable waters of the United States. In 
connection with such administration, this activity is concerned with examina- 
tions, issuance, and inspection of permits, the issuance of regulations, examina- 
tions, and inspections of bridges and bridge plans, the establishment of harbor 
lines, the establishment and inspection of fish stake limits and necessary inves- 
tigations such as investigations of reported obstructions and wrecks (not re- 
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ved), and oil-pollution investigations. The amount of $547,000 proposed for 
fiscal year 1957 will provide for the entire cost of these activities and is be- 
believed to be the minimum consistent with the current program which will 
provide satisfactory results. 


COMMERCIAL STATISTICS 


Senator EvLuienper. The next item is “Commercial statistics,” 
S778.000. 

Colonel Waker. That also, sir, is being continued at the same rate 
as last year, taking into account the pay increase. 

Senator E.tenper. Why is that necessary ? 

Colonel Waker. By the River and Harbor Act of 1922 we were 
directed to perform the mission of collecting domestic waterborne 
commerce statistics, pertaining to rivers, harbors, and waterways, 
and the compilation and publication of that data. 

Actually, we publish a transportation line series which is a com- 
pilation of data on the vessels, and the owners of the vessels, in do- 
mestic travel; a national summary, which is a consolidated tabulation 
of the waterborne commerce, nationwide, by commodities, and by 
groups of waterways; and regional summaries, which give the ton- 
nages, the traflic, and the drafts of vessels, and so forth, using each 

of the harbors and waterways. These are very valuable documents 
not only to our studies, sir, ‘but to navigation in general and to the 
various ports in planning the deve elopment of their facilities. 

Senator EL.uenper. Are you charging for any permits here? 

I notice it says general regulatory functions, permits, harbor lines, 
et cetera. 

Colonel Waker. No, sir; we do not make a charge for permits. 

Senator ExLenper. I notice the appropriation for commercial sta- 
tistics for last year, you are asking for an increase of $4,000. I 
thought you indicated that it was to run the office the same as you 
did last year. 

Colonel Waxxer. It is, sir. This $4,000 is the remainder of the 
pay-increase item. We did not receive the full amount of the pay 
nerease this year. 

JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ExLLenper. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(‘Fhe justification referred to follows :) 


4. COMMERCIAL STATISTICS 


his activity consists of the collection of domestic waterborne Commerce sta- 
listies pertaining to rivers, harbors, and waterways and the compilation and the 
publication of such data in conformance with the River and Harbor Act of 
Sopcainer 22,1922. This activity includes the collection and reporting of neces- 

ry statistical data by district offices and the processing, compiling, and annual 
publie ation of such statistical data and information on waterborne commerce 
and vessels moving on inland waterways, the Great Lakes, and through all ocean 
ports as performed by the four regional statistical offices of the Corps of Engineers 
und by the River and Harbor Board. In addition to the funds to be expended 
for collection, compilation, and publication of data on domestic waterborne com- 
merce, this amount includes $70,000 to reimburse the Bureau of the Census for 
costs incurred in furnishing the Chief of Engineers complete port and waterway 
data on the foreign waterborne commerce of the United States. This arrangement 
was instituted under the sponsorship of the Bureau of the Budget in 1947 to 
eliminate duplication of collection and compilation of foreign commerce data. 
lhe amount requested for the total activity in fiseal year 1957 is S778,000 and 
is considered to be the minimum necessary to satisfactorily accomplish this 
Tunction, 
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SPECIAL INVESTIGATIONS 


Senator ExLLenver. “Special investigations” is the same, that 
$106,000 ? 
Colonel Waker. Yes, sir. It is to be conducted at the same leve! 
as previous years, sir. 
JUSTIFICATION 


Senator Evienper. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows :) 
5. SPECIAL INVESTIGATIONS 

This activity consists of special investigations, analyses, and reports ef 1 
inal scope prepared pursuant to congressional and other special requests, f: 
sources outside the Corps of Engineers, for information relative to projects 
other activities which have no funds; similar work of detailed scope as specit 
cally authorized by the Chief of Engineers; and the review of Vederal Vo 
Commission licenses, and reports of other agencies. The Office of the Chiet 
Engineers cannot anticipate the number or extent of requests of such a nat 
that may be received during the year to which prompt and full compliance 
expected and given. The costs of making investigations of this nature and pr 
paring reports thereon vary. The estimate of $106,000 for this activity in fisca 
year 1957 is at the same level as previous years and contemplates a restri: 
application of funds 

Senator E.itenper. Have you anything further you would like te 

say with respect to the justifies ition for the “General expenses” ? 

General Itscuner. No, sir; we have nothing further. 

Senator ELienper. Are you satisfied with that which the budget 
has allowed, or would you like to have more ¢ 

General Irscuner. With that information which you have, sir, | 
believe that we would say that we are satisfied. We asked, as » 
indicated, for $3,149,000 for the Chief of Engineers’ office. We feel 
that we need that amount. 

Senator ELLenper. You feel you need the amount you original) 
asked for ? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir; we do, definitely. 

Senator Extenper. If this committee should proceed to add a few 
more unbudgeted items, it would be reasonable for you to have mo 
money; is that right? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. We feel that it should be taken into 
account. Our workload in the Chief of Engineer’s office and in thie 
division offices will be increased. 

Senator ELLtenper. Thank you. 


ST. LAWRENCE RIVER JOINT BOARD OF ENGINEERS 


Senator ELtenper. Next is the St. Lawrence River Joint Board of 
Engineers, the United States section. That is in regard to the seawa) 
or the building of the power project 4 

Colonel Waker. It is the power project, sir. These funds will de- 
fray, until reimbursement by the New York Power Authority, the 
expenses of the United States section of the Joint Board whose duties 
are to review the plans and coordinate the construction of the power 
facilities. 

Senator Eitenper. I notice the amount requested is $150,000. How 
much have you spent up to now? 
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Colonel WaLkeEr. $65,235, this year, up to the 29th of February. 

Senator ELLenper. Whien is that going to be repaid ? 

Colonel Wa.xkrr.. We bill the power authority of New York on a 
quarterly basis and receive reimbursement from them to the Treasury. 

Senator ELtenper. You get repayment for this? 

Colonel Waker. The Treasury is reimbursed. 

Senator ELLenper. This item is a recoverable one? 

Colonel Waker. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Ettenper. How are you making out on that project? Are 
here any difficulties with our neighbor to the north ? 

Colonel Waker. There are some questions yet unresolved, sir. 
However, most of the major works in connection with the power have 
been placed under contract. 

Senator Ex.enper. I hope you do not let us be skinned alive, but 
that we get our just share of the electricity that is going to be gener- 
ated there. Have you anything to do with that? 

Colonel Warker. Actually, this Joint Board, sir, deals with the 
plans of the construction rather than with the negotiations on an in- 
ternational basis. 

Senator Ertenprer. The distribution of the power is a thing done 
by treaty, I suppose. 

General IrscHner. Each country gets exactly 50 percent of the 
power generated. 

Senator ELtitenper. Do the Canadians contribute equally to the cost 
of erecting the installation ? 


General ItscHner. Each one is building half of the powerhouse, sir, 
with half of the units in the powerhouse. 


Senator Exrenper. I guess they figure their labor is cheaper than 
ours and, therefore, it costs less. 


General Irscuner. I think that would be possible, sir. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator Ettenper. The justification will be placed in the record. 
(The justification referred to follows :) 


UNITED StTaTEs SECTION, St. LAWRENCE RIVER JOINT BOARD OF ENGINEERS 


Executive Order 10500, dated November 4, 1953, established the United States 
section of the St. Lawrence River Joint Board of Engineers. The duties of the 
United States section includes review of plans and coordination of construction, 
in conjunction with the Canadian section of the Joint Board, of power facilities 
being constructed in the International Rapids section of the St. Lawrence River 
by the Power Authority of the State of New York jointly with the Hydroelectric 
Power Commission of Ontario. The Executive order authorizes the Department 
of the Army and the Federal Power Commission to furnish to the United States 
section necessary assistance for effectuating the order, including facilities, sup- 
plies, and personnel. Funds in the amount of $150,000 were provided for this 
work in fiscal year 1956. The amount of $150,000 is requested to defray expenses 


'o be incurred during fiscal year 1957, pending the reimbursement of such amount 
by the Power Authority of the State of New York. 





2276 PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 
REVOLVING FUND 


Senator Extenper. Your “Revolving fund” is next. The state 
ment of expenditures under the “Revolving fund” will be placed in th 
record at this point. 

Will you do that for us? 

Colonel Warker. Yes, sir. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


Accrued erpenditures by objects 


Object classification 1955 actual 1956 estimate 


Ol Personal] services._..---.-- $71, 256, 687 $75, 323, 000 
02 Travel = . 3, 689, 820 | 3, 971, 000 
03 Transport: ition of things 536, 942 575, 000 
04 Communication services , 097, 331 1, 100, 000 
05 Rents and utility services y 822, 362 803, 000 
06 P rinting and | re produc tion services ; 683, 527 720, 000 
07 hang 9, 677, 095 48, 562, 000 | 
08 Supplie s ond m: ate rials ieacee , 197, 360 | 17, 965, 000 | 
09 Equipment. --- . ‘ : 5, 160, 097 11, 650, 000 | 
10 Lands and structures | 2, 175, 267 2, 571, 000 | 
11 Grants, subsidies, and contributions -- isd 3, 233 3, 000 
i3 Refunds, awards, and indemnities- - i i 26, O61 | 27, 000 | 
15 Taxes and assessments 537, 831 530, 000 
i i 


| 
Total accrued expenditures. aa . ‘oul 32, 863, 613 163, 800, 000 
| 


MOTOR VEHICLES AND AIRCRAFT 


Senator Exuenprer. Motor vehicles and aircraft is the next item. 
Last year you were authorized to replace 250 passenger motor vehicles. 


This year the request for replacement is 247 . How old are those vehi- 
cles, on the average? 

op Waker. Sir, our minimum criteria on replacement is 6 
years of age or 60,000 miles, whichever is reached first. In man) 
caeeiek however, the automobiles are exceeding both of those citeria. 

Senator Evtenver. How many do you plan to replace this year‘ 

Colonel WaLker. We plan to replace 247. 

Senator ELLenver. That is your request. 

Colonel Waker. Yes, sir. 

I might add that this is being done out of the revolving fund. We 
are not requesting appropriations for this purpose. 

Senator ExLenper. I notice you ask $250,000 for operation and 
maintenance of four aircraft. 

What is your experience thus far this year as to the cost of mai- 
tenance of these aircraft? 

Colonel Watker. So far, up to the 3ist of March, the cost has been 
$158,797. I may add that ‘the $250,000 figure, however, includes the 
cost chargeable to military construction projects. One aircraft is 
reserved for the use of the Chief of E ingineers and his staff and the 
other three are allocated to divisions. Two of those divisions have 
military construe tion projects in them. 

Senator ELtenper. Why is that chargeable to you? The military 
has all the money. ‘Why do you not get it out of them? 
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Colonel Wacker. It is not chargeable to us, sir. We are budgeting 
and requesting funds for $160,000 out of the $250,000, and the point 
that I was attempting to make was that the additional $90,000 is paid 
for from military construction projects. 

Senator ExtLenper. And you do the work ? 

Colonel Waker. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLenprer. You are not asking, then, for $250,000? 

Colonel Waker. No, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. It is $190,000? 

Colonel Waker. It is $160,000. 

Senator ExLenper. Yes; that is right. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The statement of vehicles and aircraft will be placed in the record. 
(The statements referred to follow :) 
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LANGUAGE CHANGE 


Senator ELLENpEeR. You are asking for a change of language in the 
bill. I think we discussed this before, General. It is in regard to 
the continuation of language for the repayment of the Indians at The 
Dalles. 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. We feel that a portion of the lan- 
vuage contained in last year’s bill should be continued another year at 
least since final payment to the Indians has not been made. The 
portion to which I refer is that which reads: 
provided, That funds appropriated herein may at the discretion and under the 
direction of the Chief of Engineers be used in payment to the accounts of the 
Confederated Tribes of the Yakima Reservation; the Confederated Tribes of the 
Warm Springs Reservation; the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Reserva- 
tion; or other recognized Indian tribes, and those individual Indians not en- 
rolled in any recognized tribe, but who through domicile at or in the immediate 
vicinity of the reservoir and through custom and usage are found to have an 
equitable interest in the fishery, all of whose fishing rights and interest will be 
jmpaired by the Government incident to the construction, operation, or main- 
tenance of the Dalles Dam, Columbia River, Wash. and Oreg. 


, and must be sub- 
ordinated thereto by agreement or litigation. 


There is no need to continue the language which provided funds for 
the relocation of the Indians in permanent resident in the Dalles 
project. ‘These funds have already been transferred to the Secretary 
of Interior. 

Senator Eitienper. Is there anything else, gentlemen ? 

(yeneral Irscuner. I cannot think of anything else, sir. 

Senator ELLeNpDER. The committee will stand in recess until 2 p. m. 
tomorrow, May 8, to meet again in room F-39. 


(Whereupon, at 5:20 p. m., Monday, May 7, 1956, the committee 
recessed, to reconvene Tuesday, May 8, 1956, at 2 p. m.) 


75008—56—pt. 2——59 
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TUESDAY, MAY 8, 1956 








Unirep Starrs SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 

Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 2 p. m., pursuant to recess, in room F-39, 

the Capitol, Hon. Allen J. Ellender (chairman of the subcommittee) 
presiding. 

Present: Senators Ellender, Hayden, Young, Mundt, Smith, 

Dworshak, and Gore. 










CIVIL FUNCTIONS—DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
Uraun Prosecrs 


STATEMENT OF HON. WALLACE F. BENNETT, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF UTAH 





SALT LAKE CITY FLOOD CONTROL 
Senator ELLeNver. The committee will please come to order. 
Senator Bennett, you may proceed. 

Senator Bennerr. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity of 
appearing before this distinguished committee to testify on two rela- 
tively small appropriation items; but they represent important and 
necessary steps toward the prevention of floods which have long 
plagued the people of Salt Lake City and their residential and in- 
dustrial property. 

The city is faced with a two-pronged threat virtually every year 
from, first, the spring or early summer runoff from the tributaries of 
the Jordan River pouring out of the mountain canyons east of Salt 
Lake City which is caused by rapidly melting snow in the mountains. 
In the years of such rapid runoff, and they are many, hundreds of 
residences and industrial areas are damaged. The second threat is 
posed by the inadequate capacity of the streams on the valley floor 
to handle the runoff. Again, many homes and manufacturing plants 
are flooded along the streams. 


















1952 FLOOD 










In 1952, thousands of homes and virtually the entire industrial area 
of Salt Lake City were flooded. I have been working since that time 
with local leaders and the Army Corps of Engineers to perfect a 


workable program to prevent these annual and oftentimes devastat- 
ing floods. 
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Jordan River and surplus project, construction planning: 
To meet the inadequate carrying capacity of the streams in the 
valley, the Jordan River and surplus project was authorized in 1946: 
but local agreement was achieved only 2 months ago. Consequently, 
there is no money in the President’s budget for the project. 
Senator ELLenper. Is that what delayed the action on the project ? 
Senator Bennerr. Yes, that is right. It finally required a change 
in the county administration to produce the local agreement. 


PLANNING FUNDS 


Senator ErLenper. Are you asking for planning money ? 

Senator Bennerr. Planning money. 

Senator ELLenper. How much? 

Senator Bennett. $53,000. 

Senator Evtenper. Would that complete the planning ¢ 

Senator Bennerr. That is my understanding; that it will complete 
the planning of this particular project. 

Senator ELtenper. I notice from the tables that I have before me, 
Utah has not been on there, and this committee will try to see to it 
that it is put on for something anyhow. 

Senator Bennerr. I have received a letter from Gen. E. C. Itschner, 
Assistant Chief of Engineers, who assures me that the Corps of En- 
gineers is prepared to testify on the project this year and that $53,000 
can be used in fiscal year 1957 to bring the project to construction 
status. 

Senator E:tenper. Senator, I wish to give you assurance that as 
soon as we hear outside witnesses, it is my purpose to again summon 
the Corps of Engineers, and we will go over those various projects in 
the hope that we can get a few unbudgeted items in the bill. 


LETTER FROM CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


Senator Bennetr. General Itschner has written me a letter con- 
firming the statement that I have given, and I would like to have it 
included in the record. 


Senator ELtenper. Without objection, it may be put into the record. 
(The letter referred to follows :) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF F NGINEERS, 
Washington 25, D. 0., March 23, 1956. 
Hon. WaLLAcE F. BENNETT, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR BENNETT: Reference is made to our reply of February 10, 1%6, 
to your letter of January 31, 1956, stating that additional data would be fur- 
nished you on the adjusted plan for the Salt Lake City local protection project 
upon its approval by local interests. They have recently approved that plan 
which is presented below. 

The 1946 Flod Control Act authorized the plan of improvement for the Jordan 
River at Salt Lake City as set forth in House Document 562, 79th Congress. As 
stated in our above-mentioned letter, that plan has been adjusted to reflect the 
changes desired by local interests in light of current conditions. Briefly, the 
adjusted plan provides for improvement of the river by excavation and levees 
from Mill Creek downstream to the head of Surplus Canal; modification of 
the existing structure at the head of the canal; enlargement of that canal by 
excavation and levees from its head downstream to the existing diversion struc- 
ture leading to Goggin Drain, an existing secondary distributary to Great Salt 
Lake; reconstruction or modification of 5 railroad and 3 street bridges; and 
modification of an obstructive irrigation diversion and other utilities. 
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The current estimated Federal cost of the Salt Lake City project is $1,397,000, 
including $100,000 for preconstruction planning. Local interests have indicated 
that they will meet the cooperation required in connection with the construction 
of the project, including the furnishing of all lands, making utility alterations, 
and constructing certain bridges and irrigation works. Construction of this 
project will protect some 2,800 acres of urban and suburban property and 3,000 
acres of adjacent agricultural lands, resulting in estimated annual benefits of 
4123,000. By comparing these benefits to annual costs of $80,800, the benefit- 
to-cost ratio is 1.4 to 1.0. Accordingly, the adjusted plan of improvement is 
economically justified and is one that will meet the needs of the area. 

As you recall, no funds have been appropriated by Congress for this project’s 
construction. Funds in the amount of $47,000, however, have been made avail- 
able for its detailed planning. Additional funds in the amount of $53,000 will 
be required to bring the project to construction status. The President’s budget 
for fiscal year 1957 does not contain an allocation for continuing that planning 
work. Its completion is dependent on the appropriation of funds therefor. 
You may be assured that we shall be prepared to complete that planning and 
initiate subsequent construction soon after funds are made available therefor. 

Sincerely yours, 
E. C. ITscHNER, 
Major General, USA, 
Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil Works. 


FUNDS FOR DAM SURVEY 


Senator Bennett. To prevent the runoff of streams pouring down 
from the mountains, a dam has been proposed in one of the larger 
canyons east of Salt Lake City to catch and retain the water. The 
President’s budget calls for $22,100 to complete the survey of the 
dam so that it may be ready for authorization, or possible author- 
ization, by Congress next year. 

I hope the committee will maintain the present level of these funds 
so that the project may go forward to a rapid completion. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity of making this brief 
statement. 

Senator ELLENDER. You are very welcome, Senator. 
Are there any questions? If not, thank you. 
Senator Williams? 


DELAWARE PROJECTS 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN J. WILLIAMS, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF DELAWARE 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Senator Witiiams. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
| appear today on behalf of Senator Frear and myself in support of 
certain projects in our State. 

I have three letters signed by Colonel Clark of the Corps of Engi- 
neers which I would like to have incorporated in the record for the 
committee’s examination. In one of them, they request $4,500 to pro- 
vide a study of the Wilmington Harbor and in the second there is a 
recommendation of $60,000 to provide for the construction work at 
Delaware City. 

[ will read one paragraph from this letter: 

The estimated cost of providing flood protection of Government property, in- 
cluding reconstruction and raising the elevation of existing bulkheads and the 


construction of new bulkheads, is $60,000. Funds are not now available to per- 
form any of this work during this fiscal year. 
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This is primarily to protect not only Government property but pri- 
vate property. There is some Government property oan which | is 
jeopardized, and they are recommending that this $60,000 be included, 
Senator Evienper. Is that for construction, Senator? 
Senator WituraMs. That is for construction of a bulkhead. The 
$4,500 was for advance planning in the Wilmington Harbor. 


DREDGING OF LEWES-REHOBOTH CANAL 


Then we have a request for $75,000 to provide for dredging of 
Lewes-Rehoboth Canal. The committee last year approved, ‘and the 
Government has already awarded, the contract for dredging the Reho- 
both Bay phase of this project. This is under construction now. 
They have also approved the project and awarded the contract to 
dredge the inlet and open that part. This the connnecting link be- 
tween the two. It will complete the project at $75,000. 

They did not recommend this until they got these other two projects 
underway. Therefore, it was not requested in last year’s estimate. 
These three are the extent of the requests that we have from our State. 
I am presenting this request on behalf of both myself and Senator 
Frear. 

Senator Ertenpver. If you will recall, last year for the inland water- 
way from Rehoboth to the Delaware we included $147,000. What 
became of that money? 

Senator Witu1AMs. That was construction work. One was in Re- 
hoboth Bay, leading up to the canal, and the other was the bulkhead 
at the inlet on the Lewes end and the Delaware Bay end of it. 

Senator ELLENper. That has been done? 

Senator Wiit1ams. The contracts have been awarded, and that will 
be done in the next few days. This is the connecting link between the 
town of Lewes and Rehoboth Bay, which completes the project. 

Senator Ex:enver. The record shows the estimated cost of this proj- 
ect to be $817,000. Is that the same one we are talking about? 

Senator Wimu1Ams. That is the same one, but this is ‘the last phase 
of the project. They had not recommended this last year until we got 
the other two connecting links done. 

Senator ELtenper. I notice there is nothing in the budget for it. 

Senator Witiiams. That is correct. 

Senator ELtenprer. We may have to act as we did last year, put a few 
more items in the bill without budget estimates. 

Senator WituiAMs. That is true. 

To offset that, last year, there was in the budget, and the committee 
approved $275,000 for the Mispillion River. It has been decided to 

aeaten t understand, by the local interest. That will revert back to 
the Treasury. 

You will really gain about three times as much as we are asking for. 

Senator E.tenper. I am not quarreling about that. I am hoping 
you would spend that and then some. 


COMMUNICATIONS 


Senator Witt1ams. For community reasons it has been decided that 
this $275,000 appropriated last year will be suspended or at least I so 
understand. I am speaking to these other three projects here today. 
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(The letters referred to follow :) 

January 17, 1956. 

Hon. Joun J. WILLIAMS, 

United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR WILLIAMS: Receipt is acknowledged of your letter of January 9, 
1956, with reference to previous conversations and correspondence concerning 
the condition of the banks and bulkheads along the Delaware River and the 
Branch Channel of the Chesapeake and Deleware Canal at Delaware City, Del. 

The estimated cost of providing flood protection of Government property, in- 
cluding reconstruction and raising the elevation of the existing bulkheads and the 
construction of new bulkheading is $60,000. Funds are not available to perform 
any of this work during this fiscal year. 

As indicated at the public hearing held at Dover, Del., on November 16, 1955, 
the Deleware cooperative beach erosion study was forwarded to higher authority 
for review. It has now been returned to this office with the comments of the 
Beach Erosion Board. This study did not include any recommendation relative 
to Delaware City. However, a study will be made of the evidence submitted at 
the public hearing in regard to the problem at Delaware City and appropriate 
recommendations in this respect will be included in the preliminary report on the t 
hurricane study under Public Law 71. 

Very truly yours, 

















ALLEN F. CLARK, Jr., 
Colonel, Corps of Engineers, District Engineer. 























Corps OF ENGINEERS, UNITED STATES ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE DISTRICT ENGINEER, 


Philadelphia, Pa., March 23, 1956. 
Hon. JoHN J. WILLIAMS, 


United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR WILLIAMS: I have your letter of March 20, 1956, in reference to 
the study of Wilmington Harbor authorized by Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate on February 14, 1953. You request advice relative to the 
funds required to complete this report. 

It is estimated that the funds required for holding a public hearing, surveys, 
cost estimates, economic studies and preparation of the report are $4,500. 

Should you desire further information concerning projects in your State, 
please do not hesitate to call on me. 

Sincerely yours, 
ALLEN F. CLARK, Jr., 
Colonel, Corps of Engineers, District Engineer. 


Corps OF ENGINEERS, UNITED STATES ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE DISTRICT ENGINEER, 
Philadelphia, Pa., March 30, 1956. 










Hon. Joun J. WILLIAMS, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR WILLIAMS: Receipt is acknowledged of your letter of March 23, 
1956, referring to a copy of letter sent to you by Mrs. Melvin W. Fell, president 
of the Village Improvement Association, Rehoboth Beach, relative to the present 
on of the Lewes and Rehoboth Canal in the vicinity of Rehoboth Beach, 

el. 

The existing Federal project for the Lewes and Rehoboth Canal provides for 
a channel 10 feet deep and 200 feet wide from Delaware Bay through the en- 
trance (Roosevelt Inlet) jetties; thence 10 feet deep and 100 feet wide to the 
highway bridge in Lewes, including a turning basin of the same depth at Lewes, 
thence 6 feet deep and 50 feet wide (40 feet wide through deep cutting) to 
Rehoboth Bay. The project also provides for a channel 6 feet deep and 100 feet 
wide between Broadkill River and Roosevelt Inlet and for extending the inlet 
jetties, 

As you undoubtedly know, a contract for dredging to project depth in the 
Lewes and Rehoboth Canal between Roosevelt Inlet and South Street Bridge 
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in Lewes has been awarded to Cape May Boat Works, Inc., Cape May, N. J 
This dredging work is expected to be completed by June 30, 1956. 

All of the funds allocated to the Lewes and Rehoboth Canal this fiscal year 
will be required for the dredging under the present contract and no funds could 
be used to dredge between Lewes and Rehoboth Bay, which dredging, to project 
dimensions, might cost $75,000. However, the dredging of this aie of the 
canal has been included as an item in the Corps of Engineers program. The 
time of initiation of the work is dependent, of course, upon the budget situation 
and the overall national requirement. 

An inspection of the canal was made upon receipt of Mrs. Fell’s letter in 
this office. The inspection showed a considerable amount of debris, as reported 
by Mrs. Fell, and other obstructions which are considered to be a potential 
menace to navigation. Funds in the amount of $5,000 would probably be re- 
quired for the removal of the debris and obstructions. I am initiating action 
to secure the necessary funds to accomplish this work of removal as soon ag 
possible. 

I trust the above is the information you desire. 

Sincerely yours, 
ALLEN F. CLARK, Jr., 
Colonel, Corps of Engineers, District Engineer 


Senator WiiiraMs. I thank the committee and, as I said before, 
I am also appearing in behalf of Senator Frear. 
Senator ELtenpver. Thank you very much. 


MILWAUKEE HARBOR SURVEY 
STATEMENT OF SENATOR M’CARTHY 


Senator Etienper. At this point in the record, we will place in the 
record a statement by Senator McCarthy with respect to the Milwaukee 
Harbor survey, and advance engineering and design money for Prairie 
du Chien Harbor. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


MILWAUKEE HARBOR SURVEY 


Mr. Chairman, as you know, there is included in the budget this year the sum 
of $8,500 for the completion of a preliminary survey of Milwaukee Harbor and 
the sum of $130,000 to begin construction. I am very much interested in having 
these two items included in the civil appropriations bill this year. 

The port of Milwaukee has been a major lake port for more than a century 
It handles a large and valuable commerce, approximating 9 million tons per 
year, and serves both foreign and domestic commerce. This port has consider 
able status as an ocean port. More recently it became an inland waterway port 
when one of the major Mississippi River barge lines extended barge service 
into Milwaukee Harbor, linking Milwaukee to the Gulf of Mexico, via the 
inland-waterway system 

Milwaukee Harbor is currently served by 17 lines of ocean steamers, operating 
on regular schedule. During 1955, there were 211 sailin’s of ocean vessels out 
of the port of Milwaukee. These vessels sailed from Milwaukee directly to 75 
major ports located in the Caribbean, on the north coast of South America, on 
the north coast of Africa, throughout the Mediterranean area, in Western 
Europe. and in the Baltic Sea area. The valuable imports and exports carried 
by these ocean vessels moved to and from more than 100 inland United States 
cities located in 18 States. 

This demonstrates that Milwaukee is an important gateway for the commerce 
of the United States and for the foreign trade of the Nation. 

The St. Lawrence seaway project, now well underway, will provide 27-foot 
navigation from the port of Montreal into Lake Erie. In addition, the program 
for deepening Great Lakes connecting channels, which will soon be enacted by 
the Congress, will provide 27-foot navigation from Lake Erie into Lake Huron, 
Lake Michigan, and Lake Superior. But these two great projects to provide 
27-foot navigation throughout the Great Lakes area will fail in their purpose 
unless the principal ports of the Great Lakes are also prepared to accommodate 
27-foot draft lake and ocean shipping. 
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Milwaukee will undoubtedly be 1 of the 6 major ocean terminal ports on the 
American side of the Great Lakes, since it is the principal lake and ocean port 
on Lake Michigan. Ocean shipping authorities have stated that only 6 or 7 
major port cities on the Great Lakes can be major ocean terminal ports, although 
other ports will of course benefit greatly from the St. Lawrence seaway and will 
serve ocean traffic. Milwaukee’s status as one of these major ports is assured 
since it is one of the principal gateways to the Middle West. 

The city of Milwaukee is preparing to expend over $9 million in the develop- 
ment of major new municipal port facilities to accommodate the growing lake 
and ocean commerce moving through this gateway. Included in Milwaukee's 
municipal program is a project for deepening the outer harbor slips to a 27-foot 
draft which will serve ocean shipping and lake shipping. But such dredging 
at municipal expense would be nullified unless the outer channel of Milwaukee 
Harbor provides comparable facilities. 

The survey of Milwaukee Harbor was authorized in 1955 but no funds have 
been allocated for this work. As you know, the survey must be completed before 
construction can actually be commenced. It is therefore necessary that the $8,500 
for survey work, as provided for in the budget, be appropriated, so that the Corps 
of Engineers may promptly make a survey of the slip channels serving Milwaukee 
Harbor and of Milwaukee Harbor anchorage areas with a view to determining 
their adequacy in the light of approaching 27-foot navigation throughout the 
Great Lakes-St. Lawrence system. 

The Corps of Engineers has stated that Milwaukee Harbor will be of major 
importance in accommodating the traffic that will develop when the St. Lawrence 
seaway becomes available. For that reason, I am sure that on making the sur- 
vey the Corps of Engineers will find the deepening of Milwaukee Harbor entrance 
channels and anchorages economically justified and essential. 

Since I am confident that such will be the result of the survey, I am also ask- 
ing that the sum of $130,000, set down in the bill, also be appropriated to begin 
construction immediately upon the completion of the survey. Since both figures 
are conservative for the amount of work to be done, I trust that the committee 
will see fit to include them in the bill when it is reported. 


PRAIRIE DU CHIEN HARBOR, WIS. 


As you know, this year’s budget includes the sum of $14,000 for preconstruc- 
tion planning for the Prairie du Chien Harbor project. I am very much inter. 
ested in having this item included in the civil appropriations bill. 

Prairie du Chien, a thriving city of 5,352 inhabitants, is located on the Mis- 
sissippi River and is ideally situated for the development of a harbor. At the 
present time there is no adequate harbor on the Mississippi River between La 
Crosse, Wis., and Dubuque, Iowa. Prairie du Chien is strategically located 
almost exactly midway between these two places. 

Suitable harbor facilities in this city would be of inestimable value in the 
growth and industrial development of a wide area in southwestern Wisconsin 
and eastern Iowa. The proposed project contemplates the development of a 
commercial harbor adequate to accommodate barge traffic such as is used in 
the canalized upper Mississippi River, together with a small boat harbor for 
pleasure craft. 

The commercial harbor would allow barge traffic in and out of Prairie du 
Chien for the many commodities needed in that area, such as sulfur, coal, oil, 
scrap, petrochemicals, salt, and molasses. Low water transportation rates will 
make possible an increased volume of commerce in these commodities and in 
many others. 

The benefits that would come about from the construction of this harbor 
would affect both agriculture and industry. The growth of industry would 
tend to curb the unemployment and underemployment which has recently been 
evident in southwestern Wisconsin and eastern Iowa. It would also provide 
that area with an opportunity to ship its agricultural products to domestic and 
foreign consumers. 

I call the committee’s attention to the additional fact that the project has the 
exceptionally high benefit-to-cost ratio of 4.82 to 1. 

The Mississippi Valley Association and the Upper Mississippi Waterway Asso- 
ciation have unanimously adopted a resolution urging immediate appropriation 
of funds for this project. It also has the support of the governmental bodies 
at the local and State levels. 
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Current cost estimates for the 
follows: 


Commercial | onek. boat Total 
harbor ota 
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$192, 700 $17, 600 $210, 300 
90, 8, 000 | 








In my opinion the $14,000 provided for by the budget is a conservative figure 
for the work that will be necessary in preconstruction planning. Because of 
the substantial benefits that will accrue to the southwestern Wisconsin and 
eastern Iowa area, as well as to Prairie du Chien, I trust the committee will see 
fit to include this item in the bill when it is reported. 

Senator ELLeENpEerR. Governor Harriman will be the next witness. 

Senator Lehman ? 


SusQUEHANNA Basin Fioop Conrrou 


STATEMENT OF HON. HERBERT H. LEHMAN, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK 


INTRODUCTION OF GOVERNOR HARRIMAN 


Senator Lenman. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
I certainly very greatly appreciate the privilege of being here this 
afternoon, with the opportunity of presenting to this committee a man 
who, of course, needs no introduction, the distinguished governor of 
my State, Gov. Averell Harriman. May I say I am particularly 
glad to introduce him, because I will vouch for the fact that he is 
thoroughly familiar with all parts of my own State of New York. 

We also have with us this morning some representatives of the 
flood-contro] district which most urgently seeks the construction of 
the works for which appropriations are being sought. They will 
make a brief oral presentation following the remarks of Governor 
Harriman, who will, I expect, have some material to submit for the 
record, 

Mr. Chairman, we have all come here for the single purpose, to 
urge this committee to approve the funds necessary for the planning 
and construction of certain flood-re tention dams in the upper Susque- 
hanna Basin. This is a matter which is very close to my heart and 
one in which I have a deep personal interest. I was governor of 
New York 20 years ago this very year. Susquehanna Basin was 
ravaged by a flood which took 59 lives and did many millions of 
dollars’ worth of property damage. I helped to direct flood-relief 
work. I was deeply touched by the tragic plight of the many victims 
of that disaster. It was after that disaster that a general scheme of 
control for the basin was conceived, studied and authorized under 
the authority of both the Congress and the executive branch. 


FLOOD-CONTROL PLAN 


A coordinated scheme, plus dredging of the lower part of the river 
to carry off floodwaters, and finally a number of retention dams in 
the upper tributaries, was developed and authorized as a result of 
these studies over the succeeding years. 
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Today we are discussing some parts of the third element of the 
three part flood-control sy ystem, namely the construction of certain 
retention dams. Whether one particular dam or another should be 
built, Mr. Chairman, or exactly how it should be placed, are matters 
beyond my competence. I have no basis for arriving at engineering 
judgment on such matters. I do feel the dams should be built in 
a way to cause the least possible local hardship consistent with the 
major purpose of flood control. 

This is a matter for determination by the experts, however. 

Mr. Chairman, I have already re ferred to the devastating floods 
which occurred in the Susquehanna Valley 20 years ago, whose ef- 
fects I personally saw. Indeed some of my friends in Broome County 
have brought some exhibits of that disaster containing some pictures 
of me while I was down in that area inspecting the da unage. 


HURRICANE DIANE 


At that time, Mr. Chairman, weather experts said that the rainfall 
that caused those floods of 20 years ago were of an unprecedented 
magnitude. Mr. Chairman, those rainfalls were minor compared to 
the rainfalls unloosed by Hurricane Diane last August. Hurricane 
Diane missed the Susquehanna Basin by literally no more than 40 
or 50 miles, In the adjoining drainage basins of the upper Delaware 
and Hudson, the next valley, Diane resulted in a shambles. In the 
basin lie Stroudsburg, Pa., and Ellenville, N. Y., and other cities 
and towns whose names filled the headlines last August. Had Diane 
chosen to swing even a little farther to the north and west, the names 
of Binghamton, Johnson City, Vestal, Endicott, and Corning, and 
many other cities in New York and Pennsylvania, might well have 
been added to the tr agic roll. I want to say at this point, and I feel 
very strongly about it, there has been too much paralysis in flood- 
control construction on the basis of isolated local opposition to one 
or more project structures. I am not referring to this particular 
project alone but to all kinds of flood-control projects. I speak not 
only with feeling but with some background in this matter, because | 
hs appened to be acting chairman of the Banking and Currency Com- 
mittee while that committee was conducting investigation of last 
year’s flood, in connection with disaster legisla ition, 


NECESSITY OF FLOOD-CONTROL WORKS 


We visited the scenes of many of these flood disasters along the 
eastern coast of the country and heard testimony from hundreds of 
experts as well as from victims of these floods. It was evident to 
the committee that flood insurance was desirable and urgent but that 
flood control on a large scale also was absolutely essential. Every- 
where we heard piteous appeals for the construction of the necessary 
flood-control work, as well as the passage of legislation authorizing 
a program of flood insurance. If there should be another flood in 
the Susquehanna Basin like the one in 1936 or like those caused by 
Diane, I do not think the Congress will be able to excuse itself by 
saying that there was local opposition to those flood-control works 
which, if they had been built, would have prevented or minimized the 
resultant damage. 
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To make these decisions is our responsibility in Congress. We have 
to weigh the merits of the project and then decide on ‘the basis of the 
opinion of experts whether the projects are justified. From what | 
have heard the projects which we are requesting today are indeed 
wholly justified. 

Mr. Chairman, I will not detain you further. I hope I will have 
an opportunity to discuss this matter further with you and with the 
other members of the committee any time that may appear to be 
desirable to you. 

At this time, Mr. Chairman, may I repeat that I am very proud 
indeed to present the chief executive of the State of New York, Goy. 
Averell Harriman. 


SusQUEHANNA Basin FLoop Con TROL 


STATEMENT OF HON. AVERELL HARRIMAN, GOVERNOR OF THE 
STATE OF NEW YORK 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Governor Harrrman. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
Senator Lehman has given you a very good picture of the problem, 
and I will try to supplement it although some of my statement over- 
laps his. 

[ am very grateful for the opportunity of appearing here before this 
distinguished subcommittee of the United States Senate. I appre- 
ciate the courtesy you have extended me in arranging this meeting for 
me today. 

I have come here because the issues under consideration are of 
vital importance to the south-central part of New York State, and in 
an important way to the State asa whole. It is worth noting also that 
areas of Pennsylvania downstream along the Susquehanna River will 
benefit materially from the appropriations I am requesting. 

I want to point out that the Susquehanna rises in Pennsylvania, 
flows into New York State, and I think its entire course is over 440 
miles, and it eventually discharges into the Chesapeake. The down- 
stream areas will be assisted by. whatever flood-control work is done 
above Binghamton. 


INTRODUCTION OF DELEGATION 


Here with me today are a number of distinguished citizens of 
Broome County who are members of the Flood Protection Council, 
and some of whom represent industries exposed to the risk of severe 
flood damage: Hon. Donald W. Kramer, mayor of Binghamton; State 
Senator Warren M. Anderson, 47th District ; Mr. Charles F. John- 
son, Jr., president of the Endicott-Johnson Corp.; Mr. Robert H. 
Austin, director of public relations, International Business Machine 
Corp.; Mr. Howard E. Orton, division manager of the New York 
State Electric & Gas Corp.; Mr. John Bruner , secretary- -treasurer of 
the Endicott Lumber & Box Co.; Mr. Edgar E. Severson, secretary- 
treasurer of the Binghamton Container Co. and president of the 
Binghamton Chamber of Commerce; Mr. Heath D. Andrews, staff 
executive of the chamber of commerce; Mr. George G. Coughlin, 
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chairman of the Flood Protection Council; and Commissioner John 
F. Donnelly of the New York State Department of Taxation and 
Finance, and chairman of the Democratic Committee of Broome 
County. In addition, you will be hearing from the chairman of the 
New York State Flood Control Commission, Assemblyman Black, 
and he is accompanied by the director of the Flood Control Com- 
mission. 

These gentlemen represent, I believe, the feeling of the area and 
have come down here to support Senator Lehman and myself in the 
testimony that we are giving. 


1957 









TRIPLE 





CITY AREA 






The triple city area of Binghamton, Johnson City, and Endicott 
has a population of 200,000. It is one of the industrial centers of 
ihe Northeastern United States. It possesses an unusual combination 
of skilled workmen and creative management. 

Its products are vital to our Nation’s prosperity and particularly 
to our national defense. 

It is a correspondingly alarming fact that these cities have suffered 
recurrent flood damage that has reached disaster proportions and may 
in the future suffer even greater damage unless vigorous and immedi- 
ate preventive action is taken. 













STATUS OF AUTHORIZED RESERVOIRS 















Senator ELLENDER. Governor, can you account for the delay in not 
taking care of this situation before? 

Governor Harriman. May I explain that after the disaster that 
occurred 20 years ago, and during the period when we all know 
people pay attention to this sort of thing, there was a program de- 
veloped by the engineers, and at that time, a few years later, there 
was a total authorization of 9 dams in all, 7 of them in this area 
and 2 of them a little further west. Of those 9, 4 have been built, 2 of 
the 7 in this area, and 5 remaining to be built. The total cost of those 
dams was something like $46 million. The five remaining dams con- 
stitute almost an equal amount as now estimated. 


LOCAL 














PROTECTION WORKS 


| want to point out that part of the job was done. There was also 
considerable work done in dikes and walls and in clearing the chan- 
nels, which has materially increased the amount of floodwaters that 
can be carried in the channels of the rivers. But the Corps of Engi- 
neers still tell me, and still report, that in order to protect this area of 
Binghamton from the damage, it will be necessary to complete this 
work, 

I cannot tell you, sir, why appropriations have not been made. | 
think perhaps it is just a human failing that we forget about the 
damage. 

Senator ELtenver. Until the calamity occurs. 

Governor Harriman. You know it in the Mississippi, and I have 


lived on the Mississippi. and the Illinois Central, and I know how 
these things happen 
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Senator ELttenper. As I pointed out to other witnesses in the North- 
east—that is, the Connecticut area, New Hampshire, and Vermont— 
it required a storm of the intensity of Diane in order to make the 
people of that area realize the necessity for coming to Congress and 
asking for this money. I wonder if that is not maybe the same situa- 
tion in your area, 

Governor Harrman. I think you are right, sir, and I think the 
Senator will probably agree. 

Senator ELtenper. To some extent, I am sure. 

Senator Leaman. I know that in the years after 1936 there was 
great activity and then it was let go. 

May I just say one more word? When we hi: id the hearings on 
disaster insurance, everybody agreed that disaster insurance was only 
one part of the answer; that we also needed flood control and that 
that was just as important. It was testified that at the present rate 
for appropriations, just the projects that had been authorized by 
Congress would take 22 years before completion. 


MISSISSIPPI RIVER FLOOD CONTROL 


Senator E.tenper. This situation to which I refer, Governor, is not 
peculiar to New York or Connecticut, for the simple reason that in 
te own area it required a flood that cost the people of the valley, 
the Mississippi Valley, almost $2 billion. Of course when that oc- 
curred the Flood Control Act of 1928 was put on the statute books. 
We are still at it, but we are still only about 66 percent complete. 


OPPOSITION TO CONSTRUCTION 


Governor Harriman. I was on the Illinois Central, you know, back 
in 1915 and I am familiar with what was done and what has to be 
done. I think the opposition develops. Any dam that is put in is 
going to flood a certain number of people’s properties, and they do 
not want to see it flooded. They want to see it go someplace else. In 
this case, there is opposition from a relatively few people because their 
properties are going to be flooded or going to be subject to flood. 


RETAINING DAMS 


These dams are retaining dams. <All the Government takes is an 
easement to flood it. They are nermitted to use it for pasture or other 
agricultural purposes at their own risk. They are retained, to some 
extent, on the tax rolls. The people who are affected by the flood get 
inactive as opposition grows. 

Senator Haypen. I believe you answered a question I had, because 
I believe the testimony was that in New England there were dams that 
had been authorized, and which could have been built, but local opposi- 
tion prevented their construction. Now it is realized that that was a 
mistake, and that dams must be built. I assume the same situation 
is true in New York. 

Governor Harriman. The same situation is true, sir. You may get 
a few letters protesting against the dam I am going to mention, but 
T think I have had in all about 45 letters protesting against this. 
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Senator Haypen. I think this committee has yet to hear of a par- 
ticular dam site that someone did not object to because it flooded his 
farm. 

Governor Harriman. They will be paid for, of course, fully by the 
Government. It is the same thing if you want to put a road through 
or any improvement. We always meet that opposition. 


DAMAGING FLOODS 


The Susquehanna River and its tributary, the Chenango, meet at 
the center of the city of Binghamton; Johnson City adjoins Bing- 
hamton on the downstream side, and Endicott is located a short way 
down from there. They are thus doubly exposed to flood conditions. 
Along the course of these streams and in low-lying areas are many in- 
dustrial plants, large and small, and thousands of homes. 

Sixteen major floods have, in fact, occurred during this century 
alone. In July 1935 and again in March 1936 catastrophic floods took 
place with a heavy loss of life and with direct property losses of over 
$70 million, which I have been told equaled about 25 percent of the 
then assessed value. 

Following the 1935 flood, and again in 1936, Senator Lehman, then 
our Governor, was most active in pressing for flood-control measures. 
In July 1936, he wrote to President Roosevelt urging the Federal Gov- 
ernment to move ahead rapidly on the program which the Corps of 
Engineers was planning for the southern tier. He said that this 
program— 
if successfully carried forward will be of the greatest possible benefit to the 
southern tier counties and, as a matter of fact, to the State as a whole. 


CONGRESSIONAL AUTHORIZATION 


Following the 1935 flood, Congress authorized the construction of 
7 dams upstream from Binghamton; the other 2 were farther west. 
Of these, two have been completed—at Whitney Point on the Otselic 
River in Broome County and at East Sidney on the Ouleout Creek in 
Delaware County. None of the remaining five has been built, or even 
wholly designed. 
DAMAGES PREVENTED 


Last summer’s floods brought home to us once again the folly of 
efforts to economize at the expense of effective flood-contro] measures, 
Aside from the human factors involved, these dams pay for themselves 
with surprising speed. Whitney Point, completed in 1942, has already 
prevented more damage than it cost, according to Corps of Ei ngineers 
estimates, 

| hardly need to detail to this committee the devastation to business, 
to homes, to farms, that occurred in some areas in 1955. The point I 
want to make is that it was sheer chance that it did not happen in 
Broome County, as Senator Lehman said. 

If Hurricane Diane had swished her tail a degree or two on her 
course last August, we would have had 1935-36 or worse all over again. 

This close brush with disaster, and the terrible reality of the havoc 
wrought in Connecticut and other neighboring States, have pointed up 


to all of us in New York the critical importance of flood-protection 
measures. 
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This year, in March and April, heavy rains in the Susquehanna and 
Chenango drainage basins caused considerable flood damage in low 
lying areas below Binghamton. The damage would have been more 
severe if the gates at W hitney Point and i: ast Sidney had not been 
closed. But it would have been reduced had the Davenport Center 
Dam or any of the other projects been completed. Such flood damage 
occurs in this area almost every year. 

We have already suffered much; we have been warned of even more. 

We feel there can be no longer any excuse for further delay. The 
fact that we have been lucky so far since 1935 and 1936 should not blind 
us to the risks we have taken or the disasters which may yet occur 
before the program is completed. 


1957 BUDGET RECOMMENDATIONS 


You will understand, therefore, the degree of our disappointment 
when we learned that the President's budget for the civ il- works pro 
gram for the Department of the Army for the fiscal vear 1957 did not 
recommend the appropriation of funds for any of the uncompleted 
dams. 

I want to say there was $1,030,000 that was included in the budget 
for some work below Binghamton, in Johnson City, Endicott, and a 
suburb of Vestal, which I hope will be authorized. But that is for 
work in the stream. That is for dikes and walls, which will increase 
the capability of the flow of water through the normal river channel. 

Senator ELLenper. For those three cities, Endicott, Johnson City, 
and Vestal, there has been a request for construction of $1,030,000. 

Governor Harriman. I am glad to hear that that will go forward. 
That is important. That increases the flow, the possibility of the 
channel, normal channel, of the river taking a larger flow, but in no 
sense reduces the need, in case there is a major flood, of these dams 
up the river. I assume that the omission that I speak of was either 
an oversight or stemmed from a lack of understanding af the im 
portance of this flood-control program to south central New York 
und parts of Pennsylvania. 


DAVENPORT CENTER DAM 


The United States Army Corps of Engineers and the New York 
State Flood Control Commission have assigned the highest priority 
to the dam at Davenport Center on Charlotte Creek, a Susquehanna 
tributary in Delaware County, for which plans are 92 percent com- 
plete. 

Accordingly, this year we are asking particularly for an appropria 
tion of $1 million lie the completion of these plans and the first 
year’s construction. The total cost of this dam is estimated at $12, 
100,000. It will have a reservoir capacity of 52,500 acre-feet, cover 
ing an area of 1,820 acres, if filled, and will reduce the flood discharge 
of the Susquehanna at Binghamton by more than 7 percent above 
the Chenango confluence, and by 4 percent below the Chenango. At 
flood stage such margins can, and often do, spell the difference be 
tween safety and disaster. 

In addition to the tricity area, the Davenport Center Dam will 
benefit Owego in Tioga County and a number of communities above 
Binghamton, inc luding Oneonta, Unadilla, Sidney, Bainbridge, Af- 
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ion, Wellsbridge, Otego, and Conklin-Kirkwood, and also a number 
of areas in Pennsylvania, both above and below Binghamton. 


COST OF OTHER RESERVOIRS 


The remaining four dams of the approved program are estimated 
\o cost about $43 million. They are, in order of priority, Genegantslet 
on the stream of that name in Chenango County, West Oneonta on 

Otego Creek in Otsego County, South Plymouth on the Canasawacta 
in Chenango County, and Copes Corners on Butternut Creek in 
Otsego County. 


PLANNING FUNDS REQUESTED 


There is more opposition to the last one than any other, but I under- 
stand it has been reconsidered. Therefore, a study is desirable. 
Eventually these dams should all be built to provide adequate protec- 
tion both above and below Binghamton, but we are not pressing for 
construction funds this year as the plans are not sufliciently advanced. 
| am, however, asking for an appropriation of $468,000 for additional 
planning on these four dams. 

That is $1 million for the Davenport Center Dam, to begin work, and 
“468,000 for additional planning. 

Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen of the committee, our requests are 
ndeed modest in light of the dangers that confront our industries and 
homeowners in south central New York. 

In making these requests, I have tried to take account of the prob- 
lems you face in the total Federal budget and in balancing our needs 
iwainst the demands of other areas 

Knowing of the pressure of time that is upon the committee, I will 
ot outline the specifics of the projects for which we are seeking 
appropriations. The briefs filed by the State Flood Control Commis- 
sion and the Broome County Flood Protection Council set forth the 
details. 

Agaim, may I express my appreciation to the committee for 
courtesy to me in setting this hearing. 

Senator Extenver. The committee is delighted to have had you, 
(;overnor. 

Are there any questions 4 

Governor Harriman. May I introduce Mr. Jerry Black, the chair. 
ian Of the flood control commission, which is the body in my State 
that, by legislation, is empowered and authorized to study these 
problems. 

Senator Exienpren. Thank you. 


SUSQUEHANNA Basin FiLoop Conrron 
NEw YORK Svate FLoop Contrrot COMMISSION, ALBANY, N. Y. 
STATEMENT OF JERRY W. BLACK, CHAIRMAN 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Mr. Brack. Senator Ellender and members of your distinguished 
committee: It is indeed a pleasure. for me, as chairman of the New 
York State Flood Control Commission, to join Governor Harriman in 

T5008—56—pt. 2 60 
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appearing before you today. The Governor has eloquently expressed 
the purpose of our being here. I have a prepared memorandum set- 
ting forth the views of the commission. With your kind permission, I 
will brief it. 

Senator ELLENpER. Have you a brochure on it? 

Mr. Buack. Yes. 

Senator ELLeNpeER. Very well. 

Mr. Brack. The New York State Flood Control Commission was 
created in 1936 and charged by the legislature to: 
* * * act as the agency of the State in assisting in the institution and consumma- 
tion of a Federal long-range program of flood control and regulation of flood- 
waters in the areas of the State where hazards from floodwaters obtain. 


DAVENPORT CENTER DAM 


The appearance before your distinguished committee today is con- 
sistent with the commission’s efforts to effectuate its legislative man- 
date by requesting appropriation of sufficient funds to insure com- 
pletion of advance design and planning and initiation of construction 
of the flood-centrol dam on Charlotte Creek at Davenport Center, N. Y. 

Construction of this dam was authorized in the 1936 Federal Flood 
Control Act. It is 1 of the 9 reservoir structures in the Army engi- 
neers’ comprehensive plan of flood control in the Susquehanna River 
Basin in New York State. Four of the nine have been completed and 
are effectively operating to reduce flood damages and control the oc- 
casional torrential runoffs. 

Of the 9 originally authorized dams, 7 are located upstream of the 
southern tier’s most important industrial district, the Binghamton, 
Endicott, and Johnson City area. Two of these, Whitney Point and 
East Sidney, have been completed. Of the remaining five, the Daven- 
port Center project is the most important and is No. 1 on the priority 
list of the Corps of Engineers and the New York State Flood Control 
Commission. 

As proposed, the Davenport Center Dam will control a drainage 
area of 164 square miles and have a reservoir capacity of 52,500 acre- 
feet. The site is in Delaware County about 4 ¢iiles above the creek’s 
junction with the Susquehanna River. This is a detention type dam 
and when full the reservoir will cover 1,820 acres. Its operation will 
provide flood protection for Oneonta, Otsego, Wells, Bridge, Unadilla, 
Bainbridge, Afton, Binghamton, Endicott, Johnson City, Vestal, and 
other downstream municipalities of New York State. It also will 
reduce flood damages to agricultural lands bordering on Charlotte 
Creek and the Susquehanna River downstream of the junction. 


URBAN AND RURAL PROPERTY IN RESERVOIR 


The proposed project contemplates a reservoir area which would 
include taking rights on both urban and rural property. Field investi- 
gations disclose ‘that 49 properties wold be affected in entirety and 
59 partially affected. Thirty acres involve residential, commercial, 
school, and church properties, the remainder being rural. It is perti- 
nent to explain here that in the type of dams and reservoirs constructed 
in New York State, there is a policy on the part of the State, in which 
the Federal Government has concurred, that flowage easements be 
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acquired rather than taking of property in fee simple. This means 
that affected properties remain on tax rolls and can be used, subject to 
the fee owner’s risk, for agricultural or other ee which do not 
conflict with oper ation and maintenance of the project. 

New York State, in its basic flood control law, has approved and 
authorized construction of the Davenport Center Dam. 


ESTIMATED COST 


The most recent cost estimate is $12,100,000. Advance design and 
planning, the commission is informed, are 92 percent complete. In 
order to prepare final plans and initiate construction during the 1956- 
57 fiscal year, it is essential that $1 million be made av ailable to the 
Corps of Engineers. 

The flood control commission feels that other authorized flood 
control dams in the Susquehanna River Basin should be constructed 
at the earliest practicable time. These are the structures at Genegants- 
let, South Plymouth, West Oneonta, and Copes Corners. They are 
essential and necessary to provide adequate flood control. However, 
the commission’s opinion is that the Davenport Center Dam, since it 
controls the greatest drainage area, would previde the greatest pro- 
tection and that, since the jlanning i is in the most advanced st: ge, con- 
struction could be initiated at the earliest time. This is not to say that 
planning should not be continued for the other dams. 


APPROPRIATIONS REQUESTED 


Your honorable committee is respectfully urged and requested to 
provide $1 million in the Army engineers civil works appropriation 
measure for completion of advance. planning and design and initia- 
tion of construction of the Davenport Center Dam duri ing the 1956- 
57 fiscal year. Your honorable committee is further requested to in- 
clude in the appropriation measure such sums as in its wisdom are 
deemed advisable and practical for advance planning and design for 
the Genegantslet, South Plymouth, West Oneonta, and Copes Corners 
flood-control dams. 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


Senator Warren M. Anderson of Binghamton, a member of the 
New York State Flood Control Commission, and Horace S. Evans, 
commission executive director, join me in presentation of this mem- 
orandum. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


MEMORANDUM—DAVENPORT CENTER DAM 


To: Public Works Subcommittee of the United States Senate Committee on 
Appropriations. 


From: Jerry W. Black, Chairman, New York State Flood Control Commission, 
Albany, N. Y. 
Date: May 8, 1956. 


The New York State Flood Control Commission was created in 1936 and 
charged by the legislature to “* * * act as the agency of the State in assisting 
in the institution and consummation of a Federal long-range program of flood 
control and regulation of floodwaters in the areas of the State where hazards 
from floodwaters obtain and in cooperating with any department or agency 
of the Federal Government duly authorized to institute and consummate such 
a program and to expend moneys made available therefor * * *” 
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The appearance before your distinguished committee today is consistent with 
the commission’s efforts to effectuate its legislative mandate by requesting appro 
priation of sufficient funds to insure completion of advance design and planning 
and initiation of construction of the flood-control dam on Charlotte Creek at 
Davenport Center, N. Y. 

Construction of this dam was authorized in the 1936 Federal Flood Contro! 
Act. It is 1 of 9 reservoir structures in the Army engineers comprehensive plan 
of flood control in the Susquehanna River Basin in New York State. Four of 
the nine have been completed and are effectively operating to reduce flood dam 
ages and control the occasional terrential runoffs. 

Of the 9 originally authorized dams, 7 are located upstream of the Southern 
Tier’s most important industrial district—the Binghamton, Endicott, and John 
son City area. Two of these, Whitney Point and East Sidney, have been com 
pleted. Of the remaining five the Davenport Center project is the most important 
and is No. 1 on the priority list of the Corps of Engineers and the New York 
State Flood Control Commission. 

As proposed, the Davenport Center Dam will control a drainage area of 164 
square miles and have a reservoir capacity of 52,500 acre-feet. The site is in 
Delaware County about 4 miles above the creek’s junction with the Susquehanna 
River. This is a detention-type dam and when full the reservoir will cover 
1,820 acres. Its operation will provide flood protection for Oneonta, Otego, Wells 
Bridge, Unadilla, Bainbridge, Afton, Binghamton, Endicott, Johnson City, Vestal, 
and other downstream municipalities of New York State. It also will reduce 
flood damages to agricultural lands bordering on Charlotte Creek and the Sus 
quehanna River downstream of the junction. 

The proposed project contemplates a reservoir area which would include 
taking rights on both urban and rural property. Field investigations disclose 
that 49 properties would be affected in entirety and 59 partially affected. Thirty 
acres involve residential, commercial, school and church properties, the re 
mainder being rural. It is pertinent to explain here that in the type of dams 
and reservoirs constructed in New York State, there is a policy on the part of the 
State, in which the Federal Government has concurred, that flowage easements 
be acquired rather than taking of property in fee simple. This means that af 
fected properties remain on tax rolls and can be used, subject to the fee owner's 
risk, for agricultural or other purposes which do not conflict with operation 
and maintenance of the project. 

Flood-control works have been completed at Binghamton and others are sched 
uled for construction during the coming year in the Endicott, Johnson Cit) 
Vestal area. The plan for local works at Binghamton provided for increasinz 
the nondamage capacities from 42,000 cubic feet per second to 75,000 cubic feet 
per second on the Chenango River and from 50,000 cubic feet per second to 
80,000 cubic feet per second on the Susquehanna River above its confluence with 
the Chanango at Binghamton. The design flood channel capacities were deter- 
mined on the assumption that the authorized upstream reservoirs would be com 
pleted. It is noteworthy that the July 1935 storm produced a flood on the Che 
nango River approximately equal to the design channel capacity and that if this 
storm had occurred a few miles farther east, it would have caused floods exceed 
ing the design channel capacity on both the Chenango and Susquehanna. For 
tunately, synchronization in the peaks of flood flows in the Chenango and Susque- 
hanna Rivers at Binghamton did not occur and consequently the flood flow 
helow the confluence and flood stages at Binghamton were substantially lower 
than those which would have occurred had the peaks synchronized. A closer 
synchronization of peak flows in these streams or larger floods on either stream 
are entirely possible and the provision of dams is necessary to reduce flood dis 
charges in the design channel capacities for the Binghamton improvement as wel! 
as the Endicott area project. The occurrence of a major storm producing a flood 
which would overtop the protective works at Binghamton would be disastrous 
Such a flood would not only cause great losses to the city of Binghamton, with 
resulting damage claims against the State, but also would be extremely damaz 
ing to Endicott, Johnson City, and Vestal, as well as to Oneonta, Unadilla, Sid- 
ney, Bainbridge, Afton, Wellsbridge, Otego, Conklin-Kirkwood, Owego, and other 
municipalities. It is believed that completion of the local flood works at Bing 
hamton has resulted in a false sense of security which would result in serious 
consequences in the event of the occurrence of a major flood. 

New York State, in its basic flood-control law, has approved and authorized 
construction of the Dayenport Center Dam. Under terms of the existing law 
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the State has authority to acquire necessary lands, easements, and rights-of-way 
required for the dam and reservoir and to convey, subject to reimbursement, 
these to the Federal Government. 

The most recent cost estimate is $12,100,000. Advance design and planning, 
the commission is informed, is 92 percent complete. In order to prepare final 
plans and initiate construction during the 1956-57 fiscal year, it is essential 
ihat $1 million be made available to the Corps of Engineers. 

The flood-control commission feels that other authorized flood-control dams in 
the Suhsquehanna River Basin should be constructed at the earliest practicable 
time. These are the structures at Genegantslet, South Plymouth, West Oneonta, 
and Copes Corners. They are essential and necessary to provide adequate flood 
control, However, the Commission's opinion is that the Davenport Center Dam, 
since it controls the greatest drainage area, would provide the greatest protection 
und that since the planning is in the most advanced stage construction could 
be initiated at the earliest time. This is not to say that planning should not be 
continued for the other dams 

Your honorable committee is respectfully urged and requested to provide 
$1 million in the Army Engineers civil works appropriation measure for comple- 
tion of advance planning and design and initiation of construction of the Daven- 
port Center Dam during the 1956-57 fiscal year. Your honorable committee is 
further requested to include in the appropriation measure such sums as in its 
wisdom are deemed advisable and practical for advance planning and design for 
the Genegantslet, South Plymouth, West Oneonta, and Copes Corners flood- 
control dams. 


Senator Warren M. Anderson, of Binghamton, a member of the New York 
State Flood Control Commission, and Horace E. Evans, commission executive 
director, join me in presentation of this memorandum. 

Mr. Buack. Mr. Chairman, at this time I have with me Senator 
Anderson who would like to speak to this project, if he may. 

Senator ELLENDER. Will you proceed, Senator ? 


SusQUEHANNA Basin FLoop Conrrou 


STATEMENT OF HON. WARREN M. ANDERSON, STATE SENATOR, 
47TH DISTRICT, NEW YORK STATE 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Mr. Anprerson. Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen, the Governor, Sena- 
tor Lehman, and Assemblyman Black have stated the case so com- 
pletely that I have no desire to attempt to rephrase what they have 
covered. But I am the first real native of the area to speak, and I 
am a victim of the floods that Senator Lehman referred to so graphi- 
cally a few minutes ago. My house in which I lived at that time was 
very severely damaged. For some time thereafter, there did not 
liappen to be, fortunately, a recurrence of those storms. 

| think this plus perhaps the advent of World War II and the 
expenses involved in defense more or less lulled our communities into 
i false sense of security. But the slumber has been rudely inter- 
rupted by what appears to be, to a man who is not a meteorologist, a 
change in our weather pattern. It seems to me that hurricanes, with 
their accompanying torrential rainstorms, are becoming rather fre- 
quent and very unpleasant visitors to our section of the State. ‘These 
storms have awakened our people to a danger that, in all probability, 
existed right along. 

Until these remaining dams that have been outlined to you earlier 
are built, we in that area of the State live in danger, and until these 
dams are completed the entire triple cities area must depend on simple 
luck for its safety any time a storm of the proportion of Diane, as the 
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Governor outlined, should land in our part of the State, in either the 
Chenango or Susquehanna watershed. Those are the two rivers that 
join at Binghamton, and fortunately we have never had a storm hit 
both watersheds at the same time. If we did, the modest works that 
are in existence in Binghamton and the two dams that have been 
constructed would not begin to take care of the runoff. 

Fortunately, I say, that has never happened, nor have we ever had 
a storm of Diane’s proportion hit either one of the watersheds. But 
we live in fear that may occur. 

Senator ELtenper. Senator, these storms that you speak of have 
come about in recent years? 

Mr. Anprerson. Yes, sir. 


PATTERN OF HURRICANE PATHS 


Senator ELtenper. You know, in that connection, we used to have 
them down our way, but we have not had a severe storm in my area 
since 1926. We have succeeded in shooing them to the east. I hope 
to shoo them further east yet. That is a peculiar thing. 

Governor, that has actually happened. New Orleans, for instance, 
has not been struck with what we call a real storm since 1926. They 
seem to have veered from us and are going eastward. 

Mr. Anverson. That is about all I have to say, sir. 

Senator Ettenper. I hope I did not deter you. 

Mr. Anverson. Not at all. I just have a few notes. I just want 
to say, as Mr. Evans and Mr. Black have said, and as Governor Harri- 
man outlined, the flood-control commission, the people in the area, 
the flood-control council, all respectfully request favorable consider. 
ation of the appropriations that have been outlined. 

Senator Extenper. The items that have been approved by the 
budget, you need not waste your breath on. We will give consider- 
ation, of course, to those unbudgeted items. 

Mr. Anperson. Most of these are unbudgeted items at the moment. 

Senator ELienper. I understand. 

Last year this committee provided funds for over a hundred new 
projects that were unbudgeted. It is my hope, if the subcommittee 
will stand by me, to add a few more. 

Mr. Anperson. We ant to thank you for one of those. 

Mr. Brack. At tha <:me, could I introduce to you and to your hon- 
erable body, Horace S. Evans, executive director of the flood control. 

Senator ELitenper. Proceed, Mr. Evans. 


ENDICOTT-JOHNSON CITY-VESTAL PROJECT 


STATEMENT OF HORACE S. EVANS, NEW YORK STATE FLOOD 
CONTROL COMMISSION EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Mr. Evans. I had the privilege, Mr. Chairman, of appearing before 
you last year for an unbudgeted item affecting virtually every one of 
this group here. That was for funds for designing the Endicott- 
Johnson City-Vestal project. It was added here and was retained 
in the bill. 

Senator Ettenper. Today, as a result of that planning, you have 
some construction funds. 
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Mr. Evans. Yes, sir. On all occasions that I have had the privi- 
lege to appear before your committee, always we found the most 
courteous treatment and the most understanding reception. 

I would like to leave this map with you. This shows our program 
in the State. 

At this time I would like to introduce Mr. George C. Coughlin, 
chairman of the Broome County Flood Protection Council. 


BROOME CouUNTY FLOOD PROTECTION COUNCIL 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE C. COUGHLIN, CHAIRMAN 
PREPARED STATEMENT 


Mr. Covenuin. I should like to say that to add anything to the very 
fervent remarks of Senator Lehman and the comprehensive statement 
made by Governor Harriman would be gilding the lily. I think both 
gentlemen have covered the ground so thoroughly that there is noth- 
ing to add, except that I might say that we have filed with your com- 
mittee a brief or memorandum which we hope will be considered by 
you. There are two phases to that. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


IN THE MATTER OF APPROPRIATIONS TO CONSTRUCT FIVE RETEN- 
TION DAMS ON THE SUSQUEHANNA WATERSHED 


Authorized by the Congress in 1936 and 1944 
BRIEF IN BEHALF OF BROOME COUNTY FLOOD PROTECTION COUNCIL 


The following representatives will appear before the committee in Washington 
yn March 8, 1956: 

Hon. Donald W. Kramer, mayor, city of Binghamton, N. Y. 

Senator Warren M. Anderson, State senator, 47th district, New York State. 

Edgar E. Severson, president, Binghamton Chamber of Commerce. 

John Brunner, vice president, Greater Endicott Chamber of Commerce; vice 
chairman, Broome County Flood Protection Council. 

Charles F. Johnson, Jr., president, Endicott-Johnson Corp. 

Robert H. Austin, director of public relations, International Business Ma- 
chines Corp. 

John Donnelly, deputy commissioner of motor vehicles, State of New York. 

George G. Coughlin, chairman, Broome County Flood Protection Council. 

Howard E. Orton, chairman, governmental relations committee, Broome 
County Flood Protection Council. 

Heath D. Andrews, staff executive, Binghamton Chamber of Commerce, and 
secretary-treasurer, Broome County Flood Protection Council. 


I. INTRODUCTION 


The Broome County Flood Protection Council is an official unit of the Chambers 
of Commerce of Binghamton, Johnson City, and Endicott. It represents all of 
Broome County, N. Y., in matters pertaining to flood protection. 

The city of Binghamton, in the southern tier of New York State, is located at 
the confluence of the Susquehanna and Chenango Rivers. Immediately west of 
Binghamton is Johnson City, and next west is the village of Endicott, the largest 
village in the State of New York. 

Population figures as shown by the 1955 New York State Commerce Department 
Census are as follows 


Binghamton 81, 271 | Endicott 21, 637 
Johnson City 20, 443 | Broome County 197, 462 


There are 181 industries in Broome County employing 48,559 workers. The 
yearly payroll of the industries is $196,027 ,924. 
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II. HISTORY OF THE DAMS AND CONGRESSIONAL ACTION 


In the 1935 Susquehanna flood, 35 lives were lost. In the 1935 and 1936 floods 
on the Susquehanna, direct property losses were estimated at over $70 million 

In 1935, Senator Herbert H. Lehman, then Governor of the State of New York 
presented to the Congress and President Roosevelt, a plan for flood protection f; 
the southern tier of New York State including Broome County. 

In 1936, Governor Lehman said to the people of Binghamton: “Flood protec- 
tion is not now a matter of promises. It is definitely in the making. I am con- 
vinced that the protection of these southern tier counties is not only a great 
thing for them but for the State as a whole. I am proud to have had an active 
part in the consummation of this great project.” 

In 1936, Congress authorized the building of the Davenport Center, Copes Cor- 
ners, West Oneonta, Whitney Point, and East Sidney Reservoirs. The latter two 
have been completed. In 1944, the Congress authorized the building of the 
South Plymouth and Genegantslet Reservoirs. These projects were held up, pre- 
sumably, due to the war. 

The 5 reservoirs, 3 on the Susquehanna and 2 on the Chenango River, are the 
only reservoirs in the State of New York, authorized by Congress, but not com- 
pleted. 


Ill. OTHER COMMUNITIES URGE APPROPRIATION TO COMPLETE THE DAMS 


The Susquehanna River is one of the longest rivers in the northeastern portion 
of the United States. It flows 444 miles from Otsego Lake into Chesapeake Pay, 
Scores of communities below the proposed dams will benefit therefrom, a few 
of which communities have presented petitions or letters to your committee or 
are submitted herewith, including the following: 


Owego, Tioga County, N. Y. Terrytown, Bradford County, Pa. 
Plymouth, Luzerne County, Pa. Athens, Bradford County, Pa. 
Sayre, Bradford County, Pa. sloomsburg, Columbia County, Pa 
Sunbury, North Umberland County, Pa.Wilkesbarre, Luzerne County, Pa. 
Danville, Montour County, Pa. 


IV. ADDITIONAL PROTECTION REQUIRED 


We do have dikes and flood walls in Binghamton alone, but these are only part 
of the program. We need upstream reservoirs for the Army engineers tell us 
that an increase in protection is necessary since the protective works now con- 
structed and those which we hope will soon be constructed for Endicott, Johnson 
City, and Vestal, will be overtopped by the recurrence of the 1935 storm trans- 
posed slightly eastward in the basin. 

As stated by the New York Flood Control Commission : 

“The design flood channel capacities were determined on the assumption that 
the authorized upstream reservoirs would be completed. It is noteworthy that 
the July 1935 storm produced a flood on the Chenango River approximately equal 
to the design channel capacity and that if this storm had occurred a few miles 
farther east, it would have caused floods exceeding the design channel capacity 
on both the Chenango and Susquehanna. Fortunately, synchronization in the 
peaks of flood flows in the Chenango and Susquehanna Rivers at Binghamton did 
not occur and consequently the flood flow below the confluence and flood stages 
at Binghamton were substantially lower than those which have occurred had 
the peaks synchronized. A closer synchronization of peak flows in these streams 
or larger floods on either stream are entirely possible and the provision of dams 
is necessary to reduce flood discharges in the design channel capacities for the 
Binghamton improvement as well as the Endicott area project. The occurrence 
of a major storm producing a flood which would overtop the protective works 
at Binghamton were substantially lower than those which have occurred had 
losses to the city of Binghamton, with resulting damage claims against the 
State, but also would be extremely damaging to Endicott, Johnson City, and 
Vestal as well as at Oneonta, Unadilla, Sidney, Bainbridge, Afton, Wells Bridge, 
Otego, Conklin-Kirkwood, Owego, and other municipalities. It is believed that 
completion of the local flood works at Binghamton has resulted in a false sense 
of security which would result in serious consequences in the event of the occur- 
rence of a major flood.” 
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V. URGENT NEED 


The torrential rains associated with Hurricane Diane pointed up the need for 
additional flood protection not only for southern New York, eastern Pennsyl- 
vania, and northern New Jersey, but also for southeastern New York. It is true 
that the sections worst hit by the floods caused by Hurricane Diane were in New 
England, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania, but a study of the data submitted by 
the United States Weather Bureau indicates that the course of Diane was 
headed northward past Raleigh, N. C., and west of Washington, D. C., and when 
it reached the point opposite Philadelphia it took almost a right-angle turn and 
headed for Long Island and New England. An inspection of the Weather Bu- 
reau’s map showing the total storm precipitation during the period from August 
17 to 20, 1955, indicates that if Diane had continued its course northward or 
veered slightly to the west, Broome County, N. Y., would have been one of the 
worst victims of the storm. We were just plain lucky. 


VI. COST ESTIMATES AND PRESENT REQUESTS FOR APPROPRIATIONS 


The Army engineers’ 1954 revised estimates as to the cost of the reservoirs are 
as follows: 


Genegantslet $8, 040, 000 
South Plymouth 8, 270, 000 


Davenport Center 12, 100, 000 
Copes Corners 14, 100, 000 
West Oneonta 12, 500, 000 


A communication which we received from Maj. Gen. E. C. Itschner, Assistant 
Chief of Engineers for Civil Works, on April 20, 1956, states the following amounts 
could be economically used during the coming fiscal year on the authorized dams: 

Davenport Center Dam: $1 million, to complete planning and initiate first 
year construction. 

Genegantslet Dam : $168,000, for continuing the next year of planning. 

South Plymouth Dam: $100,000, for continuing the next year of planning. 

West Oneonta Dam : $100,000, for continuing the next year of planning. 

Copes Corners Dam: $100,000, for continuing the next year of planning. 

We urgently request that your committee recommend appropriations in the 
last-mentioned amounts to insure the eventual completion of the dams and ade 
quate protection of our community. 


VII. PROMPT ACTION NECESSARY 


The history of building of flood-control reservoirs shows that with the infla- 
tionary trend of our times each year’s delay means more in the cost of the build- 
ing of the dams. 

To date, according to advice from a reliable source, over $500,000 have been 
spent in the design, planning, fieldwork, and preparation of data by the Corps 
of Engineers. Any rejection of the dam would be a wasteful throwing away of 
valuable man-hours and materials spent on the projects. 


VUI. THE QUESTION OF “LOCAL OPPOSITION’’ HAS BEEN CONSIDERED BY THE CONGRESS 
AND DISPOSED OF 


Prior to the enactment of the 1936 and 1944 acts by which Congress authorized 
and approved the five remaining unbuilt dry reservoirs, hearings were held and 
the usual “local opposition” was considered. Congress used the following 
language: 

“The projects ‘are hereby adopted and authorized to be prosecuted in the order 
of their emergency as may be directed by the President under the direction of the 
Secretary of War and the supervision of the Chief of Engineers, etc.’ ”’ 

No “newly discovered”’ opposition has been presented beyond that which was 
originally presented. The same type of “local opposition” is encountered in 
every public-works project whether it be a highway, a bridge, or a dam. 


IX. THERE ARE NO ALTERNATIVE METHODS” 
Some misguided zealots try to stir up local opposition by saying that there 


are other methods by which large communities can be protected from excessive 
flood damages, such as soil conservation and forest management. 
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Responsible supporters of the soil-conservation program of the Department of 
Agriculture do not claim that the development of small watersheds will play a 
major part in waterflow retardation on the main rivers. Every flood-contro! 
measure helps, but soil erosion and harnessing of small streams are minor 
factors. Soil-conservation promotional groups have done such a good job of 
publicizing their program that now the Department of Agriculture is issuing 
the warning that soil conservation is not major flood protection. 

Mr. Hugh M. Wilson, soil conservationist of Cornell University, stated: “While 
it is not expected that head-water measures will control major floods, they will 
help reduce damages. However, most of the benefits will be in the immediate 
vicinity and, until work has been done on all tributaries, cities downstream can 
expect little benefit.” 


X. BOTH URBAN AND RURAL POPULATIONS WOULD BENEFIT FROM THE DAM 


It is true that the population of the communities represented by the under- 
signed council, according to the 1955 New York State Department of Commerce 
census, is 197,462. It is true that we are an industrial community; that we 
have a total of 181 industries in Broome County including such outstanding 
nationwide industries as: 

Endicott Johnson Corp. 

International Business Machines Corp. 

Link Aviation, Inc. 

Ansco & Ozalid divisions of General Aniline & Film Corp. 
Kroehler Manufacturing Co. 

General Electric Co. aeronautics division. 

But farmers too will benefit from the proposed dams. 

The following are excerpts from letters received from farmers whose lands ‘ire 
helow the proposed dams: 

Excerpts from letter No. 1 

“We own 80 acres in the Susquehanna Valley which has in the last 3 days 
been about 70 percent under water.” 

“The East Sidney Dam kept back sufficient water to prevent a serious situa- 
tion. Any dam or dams east of our property would greatly relieve the ever- 
present threat of summer or well as winter or spring flooding.” 

“Another foot of water above the recent high point would have flooded our 
barn and required the movement of cattle and other property.” 


Excerpts from letter No. 2 


“Received your letter concerning the Davenport Center or West Oneonta Dam 
project. In regard to myself I would undoubtedly be benefited by it. Each year 
at flood time I lose a good many feet along the river bank of my river flat. 
Eventually, without control, there will be no river flat at all. I'm sincerely in 
favor of this project.” 


Ezcerpts from letter No. 3 


“T lost all the manure on my land and it also washed about 30 feet of land 
away. We had some benefit by the East Sidney Dam, but I would be benefited 
just as much or more by the two other dams.” 


Excerpts from letter No. 4 


“On the other hand the high water here does damage the property of several 
of my neighbors and I would be in favor of any dam that might prevent the 
flooding.” 


Excerpts from letter No. 5 

“TI don’t like to see people lose their homes, but if they live by the river they 
sure think as I do, what if we get a bad flood in the night as we did some years 
ago. East Sidney took a lot of farms and homes, but it has helped a lot.” 


Excerpts from letter No. 6 


“T have 10 acres of flat land along the river which about 75 percent of it is 
flooded. Before the East Sidney Dam was built and also the dam removed below 
Harpursville my flat was completely flooded. This meant washing of the river 
bank and the flat also. It always meant a late start for oats, too.” 

“T certainly believe something has to be done and done soon. If we ever 
get a flood like Pennsylvania had it will be pretty bad on Binghamton. I haven't 
helped you much, I know, only to say I agree with a proposed dam on the river.” 
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What better proof can we have that farmers below the dams who would be 
penefited thereby are in favor of the project? 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Mr. Covecniin. You know, Mr. Chairman, as a lawyer, we say to 
the courts, “We assume the court is going to read the briefs.” Some- 
times they do and sometimes they do not. 

Senator ELLENpEr. And sometimes lawyers speak too much, too. 

Mr. Covenurn. That is right. Not this time, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator ELtenper. [ am not accusing you. 

Mr. Covenuin. I just want to call attention to the fact that the 
communities in Pennsylvania, Wilkes-Barre and others, who are join- 
ing with us, together with our communities, represent a population 
center of over three-quarters of a million people. 

The other point that I want to call your attention to is on pages 4 
and 5 of our brief. We have quoted from a letter from General Itsch- 
ner, who says that in addition to the $1 million, that the $468,000 could 
be economically used in this coming year in advance planning. 

Senator ELLenper. I wish to reiterate what I said before this com- 
mittee before, that as soon as we hear all outside witnesses it will be 
my purpose to assemble the Corps of Engineers before this committee 
and let them give us a briefing on all of those unbudgeted items, and 
from that we will make a selection. Of course, I do not want to say 
that we can cover them all, but we will at least cover the most im- 
portant ones. 

Mr. Covucuuin. Thank you for the privilege of appearing today. 

Senator ELLENDER. You are welcome. 

Mr. Buiacx. Senator Ellender and members, we certainly appre- 
ciate the opportunity of having been heard. 


LEWIS AND CLARK AND Burorp-TrRENTON IRRIGATION Disrricts 


STATEMENT OF HON. MILTON R. YOUNG, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF NORTH DAKOTA 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Senator ELLENDER. Senator Young we will be glad to hear from you 
at this time. 

Senator Young. Mr. Chairman, there have been many problems in- 
volved in the construction of Garrison Dam and Reservoir on the 
Missouri River in North Dakota. Thanks to the Appropriations 
Committees of the House and Senate, most of these problems have 
been resolved. We have, however, a few very important matters 
remaining which require action by Congress. The amendments which 
I am offering will result in a savings to the Federal Government, ac- 
cording to a letter of March 28 from Maj. Gen. Charles G. Holle, Act- 
ing Chief of Engineers, to the Honorable Clarence Cannon, chairman 
of the House Appropri iations C ommittee, of approximately $6 million. 
I request that this letter be placed in the record following my statement. 

Senator E.Lenper. Without objection the letter will follow your 
statement. 

Senator Youne. These amendments concern two irrigation projects, 
namely, the Lewis and Clark and Buford-Trenton, which must be 
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protected under the act authorizing Garrison Dam. These amend 
ments would not be necessary if the operating pool level for Garrison 
Reservoir had been set at 1,830 feet or 1,840 or even 1,845. The land- 
owners fought hard to keep the pool level at 1,830 feet. Against their 
wishes Congress took action to raise the operating pool level to 1 80 
feet. I had part in this action by Congress. I believed then, as I do 
now, that the overall benefits accruing, not only to the people of the 
Missouri Basin, but to those people on ‘the Mississippi River who have 
long suffered from floods caused by the Missouri’s uncontrolled flow 
into the Mississippi, made necessary this higher elevation. 


PROTECTION CONTEMPLATED 


The plan of the Corps of Engineers, in accord with the authorized 
act itself, has been to protect these two projects by dikes. This would 
be a very expensive undertaking and the landowners feel that they 
would not be adequately protected by these dikes. Last year, at my 
suggestion, they agreed to a package proposal in the form of two 
amendments which I introduced. 

It will be recalled that last year this committee agreed to my pro 
posal to provide language in the public works appropriation bill for 
the current fiscal year authorizing the Corps of Engineers to acquire 
the Lewis and Clark irrigation project, and the lower portion of the 
Buford-Trenton project by December 31, 1955. You will recall that 
funds were also provided for the relocation of certain utilities and 
for the stabilization of a short section of the Missouri River bank as 
it affects the Buford-Trenton project. 


APPRAISALS 


Pursuant to this authority, the Corps of Engineers engaged ap 
praisers and appraisals were ‘made of all the property on the basis 
of a willing seller and a willing buyer. Such situation did not prevail, 
however, as the landowners did not want to sell in the first place. 
but offered to do so at a stipulated price only after determining that 
it would be unsatisfactory and perhaps unsafe to continue farming 
operations behind the protective works which otherwise would be 
required. 

The appraisals, therefore, failed to correctly reflect the true circum 
stances, namely, that of unwilling sellers. Moreover, it is contended 
that other factors which would have resulted in higher valuations 
were not considered, such as a production period taking into considera- 
tion a more representative production history, the sale value of going 
concerns, the value of small irrigation units operated in connection 
with larger dryland farms or ranches, and other. The details of these 
negotiations are contained in the letter from Major General Holle, 
which I have previously mentioned. 

Because of the failure of the Corps of Engineers and the landowners 
to reach an agreement under last year’s authorization and because thie 
time within which negotiations may be carried on has expired, I again 
offer proposals for an amicable solution of the problems relating to 
these irrigation districts. 
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I hope that the bill this year may contain appropriate language 
directing the Corps of Engineers to acquire at a definite price the 
land of the Lewis and Clark and Buford-Trenton Irrigation Districts 
required for the project in lieu of providing the protective works 
which would otherwise be required. It will be recalled that under my 
amendments last year the Corps of Engineers was authorized to 
acquire the land in these irrigation districts if their proposals were 
acceptable to two-thirds of the landowners. This year, however, the 
acquisition must be acceptable to 100 percent of the landowners 
affected, with one exception which is noted in my proposed amend- 
ments. This exception is the public domain allotment of Louis Morin, 
Jr., now deceased. 


LETTER AND PREPARED STATEMENT 


Mr. Chairman, at this point I would like to have made a part of the 
record statements which I have received from local interests and 
which they have requested be filed with this committee. 

Senator ExLLenper. The letter from General Holle and the state- 
ments you have received from local interests will be placed in the 
record. 

Senator Young. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

(The letter and statements referred to follow :) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, 
Washington 25, D. C., March 28, 1956. 
Hon, CLARENCE CANNON, 
Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, 
House of Representatives. 

DeaR Mr. CHAIRMAN: This report is submitted pursuant to the provisions of 
Public Law 163, 84th Congress, approved July 15, 1955, with particular reference 
to the provisions therein relating to the Lewis and Clark and Buford-Trenton 
Irrigation Districts located in the Garrison Reservoir. 

Construction of the Garrison Dam and Reservoir project on the Missouri River 
was authorized by Public Law 534, approved December 22, 1944 (58 Stat. 88). 
In the extreme upper reach of the reservoir, in the vicinity of Williston, N. Dak., 
ure located the Lewis and Clark and the Buford-Trenton Irrigation Districts. 
In their present condition the Lewis and Clark district and the greater portion 
of the East Bottom unit of the Buford-Trenton district would be inundated by 
the reservoir during those -perieds wher the reservoir is near maximum operat- 
ing level and there is relatively high inflow into the reservoir. Planning for 
completion of the Garrison project has included necessary provisions for protec- 
tion of these areas by the construction of levees, and the approved cost estimate 
for the project includes the cost of the protective works. Testimony before the 
uppropriate committees of Congress has so indicated. 

The Lewis and Clark Irrigation District comprises approximately 8,112 acres, 
representitng 57 ownerships. The project was constructed in 1938 by the North 
Dakota Water Conservation Commission at a cost of $626,789, of Which $366,867 
was paid from Works Progress Administration funds not assessed against the 
project. Irrigation water is furnished from the Missouri River by a pumping 
plant into a system of canals and laterals to approximately 4,905 acres. Farm 
units were initially leased to selected operators and in 1945 sold to them when 
the project was turned over to the Lewis and Clark Irrigation District, a cor- 
poration organized and existing under the laws of North Dakota. The irriga- 
tion district now operates and maintains the irrigation works. 

The Buford-Trenton Irrigation District embraces four areas referred to as 
Zero Bottom, West Bottom, Middle Bottom, and East Bottom units comprising 
4 total of approximately 16,800 acres. The major portion of the District lands 
affected by the Garrison project is in the East Bottom unit. The total acreage 
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involved is 8,708.29, held by 42 owners including a small amount situated outside 
of the irrigation district. The total acreage irrigated in the East Bottom unit 
is 2,640, held by 27 owners. The project was organized in 1939. The irrigation 
works were constructed by the Bureau of Reclamation with funds obtained from 
the Works Progress Administration, Farm Security Administration, and the 
Rehabilitation Corporation. Construction costs as of June 1953, by the Bureau 
of Reclamation for this project, totaled $932,218. <A final accounting has not 
been made to correlate expenditures from the various funds by the several! 
agencies involved. The Department of Agriculture purchased 88 percent of th: 
irrigable acreage, subdivided it into farm units, and subsequently leased the 
farms to selected operators. The Buford-Trenton Mutual Aid Corp. was organ- 
ized in September 1942 to manage the federally owned lands and operate the 
irrigation system. Delivery of water commenced in 1944. Between 1947 and 
1950, 80 percent -of the Government-owned and developed land was sold to opera- 
tors. The Buford-Trenton Irrigation District has been recently organized to 
take over operation of the project and to act as the contracting agency with the 
Bureau of Reclamation for repayment of the reimbursable project construction 
funds. A repayment contract with the district has been prepared by the Bureau 
of Reclamation. As of this time, it is understood that the contract has not 
heen executed. 

Public Law 163, 84th Congress, approved July 15, 1955, provided legislation 
pertaining to the Government's acquisition of land in both irrigation districts 
in lieu of protection. The pertinent portions of the legislation, with respect t: 
the acquisition of land in the districts, are as follows: 

(a) That in lieu of protecting the Lewis and Clark Irrigation District lands 
funds not to exceed $2,050,000 shall be made available for the purchase of the 
lands and improvements. 

(b) That in lieu of protecting the East Bottom unit of the Buford-Trenton 
Irrigation District, funds not to exceed $1,750,000 shall be available for the 
purchase of lands and improvements in and contiguous to the Buford-Trenton 
Irrigation District, and not to exceed $2 million shall be available to the Corps 
of Engineers for protection of the pumping plant in Zero Bottom and for the 
construction of bank protection to prevent erosion in the Missouri River adjacent 
to the Buford-Trenton irrigation project. 

(c) That substitution of land acquisition for protection of these areas shall 
not be made unless two-thirds of the landowners, on or before December 31, 1955, 
have offered to sell their property on agreeable terms. 

Subsequent to the enactment of Public Law 163, the Corps of Engineers con- 
tracted with two expert real-estate appraisers to make appraisals of the fair 
market value of the ownerships affected by the Garrison project within the two 
irrigation districts as well as the contiguous areas. One of the appraisers was 
selected by the Corps of Engineers and the other by the irrigation districts and 
agreed to by the corps. Both appraisers are members of the American Institute 
of Read Estate Appraisers and are well qualified to make a fair and impartial 
appraisal of the land and improvements involved. 

The appraised value of the lands and improvements of the Lewis and Clark 
Irrigation District and the East Bottom unit of the Buford-Trenton Irrigation 
District and contiguous lands as determined jointly by these expert appraisers 
is $1,305,636 and $790,370, respectively. The values represent the total appraised 
value of the farm units including imprevements in each district. The appraisal 
is based on the assumption that upon purchase of the lands the owners will 
retain all oil and gas interests. Since the right of the owners to explore and 
remove oil and gas must be subordinate to the Government’s right to inundate, 
the total damage resulting from the restrictions on development of oil and gas 
interests is estimated at $31,398 in the Lewis and Clark Irrigation District and 
$14,889 in the East Bottom unit of the Buford-Trenton Irrigation District and 
contiguous lands. This results in total appraised figures of $1,337,034 and 
$805,269 for the 2 respective districts. 

The construction charges for the irrigation works of the Buford-Trenton 
Irrigation District which have yet to be repaid to the Federal Government 
amount to about $55.80 per acre, and in the event of purchase, presumably this 
amount will have to be repaid from any sums which might be paid for the land. 
The appraisals were made of the land and improvements without regard to any 
indebtedness against them. 

The Corps of Engineers has considered the amounts mentioned in the act 
as a limitation which permitted, if necessary, the expenditure of funds equaling 
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that amount. However, the language of the act has been interpreted as not 
making it mandatory that these amounts be paid for the land and improvements. 
Furthermore, it does not appear that the language gives the Corps of Engineers 
additional authority to pay more than the fair market value equivalent to just 
compensation. 

After the lands in both districts were appraised, representatives of the Corps 
of Engineers held separate meetings with the landowners of each district which 
were attended by most of the owners or their representatives. The owners were 
informed of the overall evaluation and individual owners present at the meeting, 
or represented, were furnished with the valuation of their individual properties. 
Owners not present or represented were later supplied with the values apptying 
to their individual holdings. The owners or their representatives informed the 
representatives of the Corps of Engineers that they would not accept the values 
offered by the Government. 

The owners in the Lewis and Clark district have, through the secretary- 
treasurer of the district, submitted to the Chief of Engineers a written counter- 
offer in the total amount of $1,920,815, compared with the appraisal of $1,337,034. 
Also, the owners of the 27 tracts of land in the East Bottom unit of the Buford- 
Trenton Irrigation District have, through officials of the district, submitted to 
the Corps of Engineers, a written counteroffer in the total amount of $1,320,806.85, 
compared with the appraisal of $805,269. This latter figure does not include the 
15 tracts of land located outside of the Buford-Trenton Irrigation District. In 
fact, no offers have been received from these owners although they have refused 
to accept the Government’s appraised values. 

The actions taken by the Corps of Engineers have been reviewed and it was 
determined that the individual owners of the lands should be offered by the 
Department of the Army not more than the amount of the Government appraisals. 
This determination was influenced by the following factors: 

(a) The Corps of Engineers employed 2 well-qualified appraisers, 1 selected 
by the irrigation districts. Their conclusions represent fair market value. 

(b) Approximately 89 percent of the owners who own lands required for the 
Garrison project have accepted the Government’s appraised valuation as repre- 
senting the fair market value. 

(c) To accept the offers of the owners whose lands are located in the two 
irrigation districts would place the Government in an untenable position with re- 
spect to the great majority of the landowners in the Garrison project who have 
accepted the appraised values developed by the Corps of Engineers. 

(d) To accept the offers of the landowners would set an undesirable precedent 
in pending and future actions. 

Accordingly, the official representatives of the Lewis and Clark and Buford- 
Trenton Irrigation Districts were notified by the Corps of Engineers on Decem- 
ber 30, 1955, that the Secretary of the Army had rejected the districts’ com- 
promise offers and further that the Secretary of the Army is unwilling to go 
above the appraised valuations. Further formal offers from the irrigation dis- 
tricts have not been received by the Corps of Engineers. 

Pursuant to the provisions of Senate Report No. 456, 83d Congress, 1st session, 
a report on the protection plan was submitted to the Congress in January 1954. 
The plan would provide for protection of the irrigation districts with levels, 
drainage works, and pumping facilities. The estimated cost of the plan is $3,- 
644,000 for Lewis and Clark and $4,823,000 for Buford-Trenton, for a total con- 
struction cost of $8,467,000. The estimated costs in connection with lands re- 
quired for construction purposes is $141,000 for Lewis and Clark and $469,100 for 
Buford-Trenton, for a total lands for construction cost of $610,100. The esti- 
mated annual cost to the Federal Government for operation and maintenance is 
$86,000 for Lewis and Clark and $94,100 for Buford-Trenton, for a total annual 
cost of $180,100. The present value of annual operation and maintenance costs 
of $180,100 at 2% percent interest over the 50-year period for the life of the 
project, is $5.108,100. The total estimated cost for protective works, including 
acquisition of necessary lands and the present value for annual operation and 
maintenance, is $14,185,200. 

A comparative presentation of the estimated costs to the Federal Government 
for acquisition of lands based on appraisal values, for acquisition based on the 
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offer of the owners and the expired provisions of Public Law 163 and for con 
struction of protective works and operation and maintenance is as follows: 


Estimate of costs to the Government to acquire lands under normal acquisition 


Appraisal value 

Government acquisition costs 
Resettlement costs 

Severance damaves 
Relocation of utilities 


Total normal acquisition 


procedures 


Lewis and Buford- 


Clark | Trenton 


$1, 337, 034 | $805, 269 | 


24, 800 | 21, 200 


20, 000 30,000 | 


243, 900 


1, 196, 000 


2, 577, 834 1, 100, 369 | 


Total 


| 
$2, 142. 303 
46. 000 
50, 000 
243, 900 
1, 196, 000 


3, 678, 2 


Estimate of costs to the Government to acquire lands pursuant to Public Law 163, 


84th Cong., the provisions of which expired Dec. 31, 1955 


i ! 
Lewis and Buford- a 
Clark | Trenton | Total 
~- =| jnceipeociaied 
Value by owners = $1, 920, 815 {$1, 320, 806 85 
Government acquisition costs pd ak eat eee te | 31, 000 26, 500. 00 
Resettlement costs .__._.__- Bice sias 20, 000 | 30, 000. 00 
Severance damages ; ett J ; 
Relocation of utilities. __ : ; aden ieee 1, 196, 000. 0) 


Bank protection aera hae ian c : 1 2 , 000.00 | 2,000, 000. ( 


Total, Public Law 163 3, 167,815 | 4,048, 577.85 | 7, 216, 392 


Excess of normal acquisition -- - ee ee 589, 981 | 2,948, 209.00 | 3, 538, 190 


Estimate of costs to the Government to construct protective works, including acquisili 
of necessary lands and operation and maintenance 


Lewisand |  Buford- 


Clark | Trenton Total 


Protective works wie becicdibl tke eine ah $3, 644, 000 | $4, 823, 000.00 | $8, 467, 000 
Acquisition of lands nace ecee an ane take once 107,000 | 189,000.00} — 296, 000. 00 
Government acq ‘isition costs : 13,000 | —-17, 200. 00 30, 200 
Resettlement costs wats Eee Rote ALi 5 Fe : 6, 000 | 7, 000, 00 13. 090. 01 
Severance dainages mewn ngeciainile il oe eee 15,000 | 255, 900.00 | 270, 900 
Operation and maintenance __.._____. < DES 5 . 439, 200 | 2, 66 .00 | 5, 108, 10/ 
ae oti a a pe }, 224, 200 | 7, 961,000.00 | 14, 185, 200 
Excess of normal acq'tisition i cellar ert 3, 646, 366 }, 860, 631. 00 | 10, 506, 997 
Excess of provisions of Public Law 163 ; 3, 056, 385 | 3,912,422.15 | 6, 968, 807.15 


Filling of the Garrison Reservoir began in 1954 and over 5 million acre-feet 
of water has been accumulated as of the close of 1955. Impounded water has 
raised the reservoir pool 100 feet at the dam to elevation 1,775. Additional 
water will be impounded during 1956 and the possibility of threatening the 
irrigation areas grows with the continued raising of the reservoir pool level. 
The construction of protective works would require about 3 years. 

The provisions of Public Law 1638 relating to the problem expired December 
31, 1955. In view of the past interest of the Congress in this respect, and in 
view of the circumstances that the cost to the Government for the protective 
plan exceeds the cost of land acquisition under normal procedures by approxi- 
mately $10,507,000, and exceeds the cost of the expired provisions of Public Law 
163 by approximately $6,969,000, this matter is brought to the attention of the 
Congress. 

Sufficient funds are presently available and are included in the fiscal year 1957 
budget to either initiate the construction of protective works or to proceed under 
normal land acquisition procedures to acquire the lands necessary for operation 
of the Garrison project. In view of commitments made in testimony before 
congressional committees that the construction of protective works was con 
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templated, the Corps of Engineers is prepared to proceed with construction of 
the protective works unless directed by the enactment of legislation or otherwise 
ustructed by the Congress to acquire the lands. 
Sincerely yours, 
Cras. G. Horr, 
Major General, United States Army, Acting Chief of Engineers. 


Chairman Bilender and members of the committee, the following is a state- 
ment of the position of the landowners in the east valley of the Buford Trenton 
Irrigation District relative to the acquisition by the Government of said lands 
n lieu of dikes as provided in the above law. 

The landowners are not desirous of selling their lands. If the Garrison Dam 
could be operated at a pool level which would not require diking of the east 
valley of the Buford-Trenton irrigation project, the landowners would rather 
retain their lands than sell them for the price they are offering them to the 
Government. Since the entire valley is underlaid with a deep layer of quick- 
sand and gravel, many of the landowners feel that the dikes would be ineffective 
and therefor do not care to live behind the dikes. 

The landowners have agreed to sell their lands to the Government for 
£1.341,891. The estimate of costs to the Government to construct protective 
works, including acquisition of necessary lands and operation and maintenance 
as estimated by the Army engineers is as follows: 

Protective works $4, 823, 000 
Acquisition of lands 189, 000 
VOT RIT ia a. oni ve eartingini cir ceniane 17, 200 
FERN a aia etetecncaliniininee Bak aekeedestnind deietes idnsinn tiation 7, 000 
CI i ep cschdbnnt Nip iin Riean ieee Mareece kiccbiba the slink 255, 900 
Operation and maintenance , 668, 900 


Total... 7, 961, 000 


It is easy to see that the economic saving to the Government amounts to $6,619,109 
by approving the provisions of the above act rather than constructing the dikes 
hy the Army engineers. The economic saving of $6,619,109 by acquisition of 
the land as provided in the above law would make it very difficult to justify 
the construction of the dikes. The provision of $2 million for bank stabilization 
would give the necessary bank protection required by the remainder of the 
project, 

It is the unanimous opinion of this board that the figure of $1,341,891 fairly 
represents the value of said lands and the improvements situate thereon. The 
appraisal previously made by the Army engineers did not represent the land- 
owners as Claimed by the Army engineers. The appraisers were selected by the 
Army engineers, paid by the Army engineers, under contract to the Army engi- 
neers, and the appraisers report was made to the Army engineers only. The 
only figures released to the landowners were the figures released by Colonel 
Hille on the 17th of November 1955, when he met with this board. 

We would also like to point out to this committee that in the event the dikes 
are built and fail to fulfill their purpose, the United States Government would 
be liable for damages for their failure and may also require the future acquisi- 
tion of the lands here involved. 

For the reasons mentioned herein we believe that passage of the above provision 
would be in the best interests of the landowners involved and the Government of 
the United States. 

Respectfully submitted. 

EAst VALLEY LANDOWNERS ASSOCIATION, 
By M. W. ANDERSON, President. 

F. T. Martin, Vice President. 

JAMES A. MARTEN, Secretary-Treasurer. 

MARVIN BRAATEN, Trustee. 


75008—56—pt. 2——61 
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OPERATORS REASONS FOR SELLING LEWIS AND CLARK PROJECT LANDS IN LIEU oF 
BUILDING PROTECTIVE WORKS 


I. There is no one on the Lewis and Clark project who believes that protective 
works can be constructed which will safeguard our land. Most operators of land 
in the project prefer to sell rather than live behind dikes. The operators fee] 
that the security they originally built and operated the project for, is lost with 
proposed dikes and levees. 

(a) Many wells in the project area rise and fall with present river level, 
Normal river level is 1,836.20 feet. Present level, May 4, 1956, is 1,834 feet. 
Flood state is 1,850 feet. Corps of Engineers have added 22 new test wells last 
year. All these rise and fall with the river. (Map attached showing farm loca- 
tions where wells rise and fall with river. ) 

(b) Structure of the soil in the project area is as follows: From 0 to 30 feet 
of silt and clays soil on the surface underlain by sand and gravel varying in 
depth from surface to unknown depth of at least 250 feet. 

(c) Sewers and disposal fields would be affected by higher water levels. At 
present time some farmers have problems with even normal river level. 

(d) Old river chanvel on south side of project already is problem drainage area 
and present elevation is about 1,838. (Low point in drain is about 1,856 feet, 
cannot be drained.) 

II. Loss of as little as 10 percent of project area would be disastrous to 
efficient Operation of balance or irrigation district. 

(a) Some acreage to be taken for dikes and some areas adjacent to old 
riverbed wili be lost with higher river level regardless of pumps. 

(0) Dikes would destroy about 2,000 acres of very good grazing area, now 
used by some of the operators adjacent to these farms. 

III. Danger from ice jams is increased by having dikes on both sides of 
river in vicinity of the bridge as channel at this point is very narrow and no 
chance for ice or water to escape without breaking through dikes. The iast 
ice jam that caused flooding of the bottom was in 1928 and occurred at the 
bridge. Also a higher pool level of the Garrison Pool will tend to slow down 
movement of ice in river thereby causing more ice jams. 

IV. Cost of maintaining dikes and operating necessary pumps to put seepage 
water back in river channel would be prohibitive in comparison with cost of 
buying land at present asking price. Corps’ figure $86,000 per year for main- 
tenance alone. In spring of year when ice is breaking up and going out, 
heavy damage can be expected along dikes even though dikes are riprapped 
We have experienced this damage on present revetment in vicinity of existing 
pumphouse. 

(a) It would be very difficult to pump in winter months because of extreme 
cold weather in this area and if pool were at any level above normal flow 1,836, 
there would still be boils breaking out in low areas causing damage to land. 

V. Much of area could be farmed for several years while pool is being filled, 
and again when pool is in lower than 1,838 operating level, land could be 
farmed. This could be done on a lease basis from whichever department of 
Government who owned the land. 

Operating level at Williston end of lake would be at least 5 feet over level 
at Garrison, due to head caused by flow of river coming in at upper end. In 
operating pool at 1,838 (maximum operating level) this would mean 1,843 feet 
in vicinity of Lewis and Clark project or 7 feet higher than present river flow. 
This would means all wells, cesspools, disposal fields, and old river area would 
be below river level almost constantly. This in turn means constant running 
of all pumps spaced at 300 to 500 feet intervals or closer if necessary continuously 
along front of dikes for distance of approximately 8 miles. Present Corps of 
Engineers plans call for operating 105 pumps to pump seepage water back. 

VI. If dikes are constructed and the irrigated lands waterlogged because of 
seepage, there undoubtedly would be a claim filed for the damages. By the 
United States purchasing the lands this contingency will be avoided. 


(The following communication was subsequently received from the 
Buford-Trenton Irrigation District :) 
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WILLISTON, N. Dak., May 11, 1956. 
Re Public Works Committee, Garrison Dam, amendment H-2, 
Irrigation District 
Senator ALLEN ELLENDER, 
Chairman, Subcommittee for Public Works, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


3uford-Trenton 


DEAR SENATOR ELLENDER: This letter is being written to you with the author- 
ity and under the direction of the Buford-Trenton Irrigation District and repre- 
seuts essentially the official position of the irrigation district on this particular 
awendment No. 2 relative to public works appropriation in re the Garrison 
Dam. 

About a year ago or more it came to the attention of the Buford-Trenton Ir- 
rigation District that there was some question as to whether or not the Army 
engineers were going to protect the east bottom of the Buford-Trenton Irriga- 
tion District, which would be involved as a direct result of the high waters of 
the Garrison Dam. For your information, we have a total number of 12,000 
acres in the district and approximately one-quarter of these acres lie in the 
east bottom. We understand that it is the desire of the owners of the land 
in the east bottom to sell their land to the Government rather than have dikes 
constructed for their protection, and we also understand unofficially that this 
is also the desire of the Corps of Engineers, from an economy standpoint. 

When the Buford-Trenton Irrigation District was formed, it was formed 
under careful planning by the Department of Agriculture to encompass a 
unit of 12,000 acres, and the cost per acre was based on that amount of 
acres. If dikes are not going to be constructed to protect the east bottom, 
as stated above, we will lose one-quarter of our physical aren and also one- 
quarter of anticipated income from all sources over the lifetime of the proj- 
ect, and the pay-out period is from 40 to 60 years. 

The official position of the Buford-Trenton Irrigation District is simply 
this, that if the lands in the east bottom are purchased by the Corps of 
Engineers, it shall be agreeable to the Buford-Trenton Irrigation District 
chly if $2 million shall be available to the Corps of Enginers for protection 
of the intake structure at the pumping plant in zero bottom and for the con- 
struction of bank protection to prevent erosion in the Missouri River ad- 
jacent to the Buford-Trenton irrigation project. Further, that in direct rec- 
cognition of the increased per acre annual operation and maintenance cost 
to the remaining land in the Buford-Trenton Irrigation District, the con- 
struction charge obligation as set forth in a proposed contract between the 

nited States and the Buford-Trenton Irrigation District, approved as to 
form February 23, 1955, in the amount of $593,820, assignable to such re- 
maining lands shall be nonreimbursable, and the Secretary of the Interior 
shall be authorized and directed to transfer the operation and maintenance re- 
sponsibility for project works constructed by the Bureau of Reclamation for 
the benefit of the Buford-Trenton Irrigation District to 
the remaining indebtedness to the Bureau to be canceled. 

We wish to call your attention to the further fact that it was not, to the 
hest of onr knowledge, the desire of any of the people living or owning lands 
on the Buford-Trenton Irrigation District to have the usefulness of any of the 
lands destroyed by the building of the Garrison Dam, and it was our under- 
standing that this would not be the case, but apparently such will be the 
net result. By following the procedure as recommended herein, there will be 
a great savings of court costs, acquisition charges, and we understand from 
discussing these matters with the representatives of the owners of lands on 
the east bottom, that they are agreeable to the proposal providing the proper 
appropriation is made. 

We trust that this statement may be filed with your committee relative to 
this matter, inasmuch as this can be considered, as heretofore stated, an 
official statement of the Buford-Trenton Irrigation District. We would like 
to have your committee keep in mind that we do not represent the owners 
of the land on the east bottom. That is a separate organization set up for 
the sole purpose of handling the problem that has been created by the high 
Waters of the Garrison Dam. Our concern is in the preservation and future 
of the Buford-Trenton Irrigation District proper, and its people. 

Sincerely, 


such district, and 


RUFORD-TRENTON IRRIGATION DISTRICT, 
$y RONALD GORDON, President. 
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Cacue River Basin 


STATEMENT OF HON. KENNETH J. GRAY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ILLINOIS 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Senator ELLenper. Next is the Cache River Basin project. 

Congressman, will you proceed. 

Representative Gray. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and 
members of this committee. 

For the purpose of the record, my name is Kenneth J. Gray, repre- 
senting the 25th Congressional District, down in southern Illinois. 

First I want to express my deep appreciation for the privilege of 
appearing before this splendid committee. I shall be very brief, 
Mr. Chairman. 

My district of southern Illinois is bounded on both sides by two of 
the greatest navigable streams in the world, the Ohio and Mississippi 
Rivers. Due to the great work of the Army Corps of Engineers over 
the past several years, the danger from floods of these rivers has al- 
most disappeared with the great levee work that has been provided. 
However, our great problem now comes from floods of the tributaries 
draining into the rivers. With this very important and pressing 
problems of floods and their devastating effects, I come om this 


committee today to ask for a small amount of funds with which to 
start two engineer surveys in order that we may be able to determine 
what can be done to combat these flood problems. 


The first request I would like to make is concerning a needed study 
on the Cache River of southern Illinois. Thousands of acres of land 
are inundated during each flood with a result of thousands of dollars’ 
loss by crop and property damage. The Cache River has two tribu- 
taries, one leading from the center of the State into the Mississippi 
River and the other leading into the Ohio River. The cost of the 
survey for both tributaries has been estimated by the Corps of Engi- 
neers at $50,000. I hope this committee will be able to allow the full 
$50,000 so the survey may be started immediatley. 


DRAINAGE PROBLEM IN MONROE COUNTY 


The second item concerns a pressing problem of internal drainage 
in the Harrisonville and Ivy landing drainage and levee district No. 2 
in Monroe County, Ill. This problem is pressing and is in regard 
to the matter of controlling the surface waters which impound them- 
selves on the inside of the levee of the Mississippi River when the 
river is at a high stage and the locks are clogged with tree limbs and 
debris. And, at this point, I would like for you to examine some 
actual photographs taken at the site on the inside of the levee. Of 
course, that is after the flood has abated. 

The engineers feel that the only way to remedy this problem is to 
install a pumping station that will be able to ag 4 into the river 
the impounded water. I am only asking, today, for $25,000 with 
which to make a study of this pressing problem. i 

Mr. Chairman, I will not bore this fine committee with long testi- 
mony but will say in closing that out of all the flood-control projects 
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up and down the Mississippi and Ohio Rivers in my congressional 
district, the two for which I am requesting funds are the most press- 
ing at this time. These projects have been authorized for several 
years and the problem has grown steadily worse. Inasmuch as the 
amounts are very small, I am very hopeful in your great wisdom you 
will allow us the $50,000 for the Cache River project and the $25,000 
for the Monroe County project so the engineers will be able to get on 
with their studies of these two problems. 

[ again want to express my ive appreciation for the opportunity 
of appearing before your committee. Thank you very much. 

Senator ELLENDER. Do you know whether or not those two items 
are budgeted ? 

Representative Gray. The Corps of Engineers told me that they 
sent the request over to the Budget and they had to cut down on what 
was sent by the engineers. Mine was one that was left out. 

Senator ELLeNpeR. Both of them ? 

Representative Gray. That is right. They have been sent up the 
last 3 or 4 years, I understand. 

Senator ELLENDER. Which of the two is the most important to you? 

Representative Gray. The most important is, of course, the Cache 
River, because it affects thousands of acres of farmland. This other 
is more or less a local problem. The Cache River is the most im- 
portant. 

Thank you. 

Senator ELLENpER. Thank you. 

Next is the McGee Bend Dam. 

Senator Daniel? 


McGer Benp Dam anp REsERVOIR 


STATEMENT OF HON. PRICE DANIEL, A UNITED STATES SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS 


SUPPORT OF PROJECT 


Senator DanteL. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
appear today in favor of the Budget Bureau request of $4 million to 
continue construction of the McGee Bend Dam and Reservoir on the 
Angelina River approximately 10 miles northwest of Jasper, Tex. 

I was called by Senator Johnson’s office about 2 hours ago and was 
requested in his absence to speak also in his behalf. He has appeared 
previously in support of the project and asked that I give these 
remarks urging approval of the $4 million requested by the Budget 
Bureau in his behalf as well as my own. 

The Congressman from this district, Mr. Jack Brooks, is here, 
and he will speak and present other witnesses. 

Senator ELLENpER. I know how persuasive you and Senator John- 
son were last year in assisting us in getting started on this program. 
If I were in your place, with all persons who have come, do not waste 
too much breath on projects where the budget has given us an esti- 
mate, as in this case. On budgeted items, it is very soldom we take 
a penny off. It is difficult to get the unbudgeted items in. 

Senator Dante. In view of the chairman’s remarks, I will file my 
statement in behalf of myself and Senator Johnson, and just say this 
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project has the support of the Lower Neches Valley Authority, the 
chambers of commerce in Beaumont, Port Arthur, and several other 
cities, several large REA cooperatives and a number of other organi- 
zations and many individuals in southeast Texas. 

Frankly, I must say that there is opposition to a certain portion 
of the project represented by witnesses here today. They are good 
people and I know you will hear them. That is one reason I intended 
to go on through and state our position as it has been in the past. 

For about 10 years, this project has been authorized and has had 
the support of the people in southeast Texas. Senator Johnson and 
I have supported it from its inception. As this statement will show, 
we are on record continuing our full support of the project as author- 
ized, and the $4 million construction funds recommended in the budget. 

I regret that a conflict on a portion of this project has developed 
among our good neighbors, but. I do believe that the majority of the 
people of southeast Texas feel that we need this project as approved 
by the Congress, and the Army Corps of Engineers. In view of the 
urgent need for flood control, water conservation, and power develop- 
ment, I hope the committee and the Congress will appropriate the 
additional funds requested in the sum of $4 million for construction 
in the next fiscal year 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


I will file my prepared statement. 
Senator Exitenper. Thank you. 
(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR PrIcE DANIEL 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appear today in behalf of the 
Budget Bureau request of $4 million to continue construction of the MeGee Bend 
Dam and Reservoir on the Angelina River approximately 10 miles northwest of 
Jasper, Tex. I would like first to make a statement about the dam and then 
introduce my own Congressman from the Second District of Texas, Hon. Jack 
Brooks. My colleague, Senator Lyndon Johnson, asked me to speak for him and 
would like to be here himself except that he was detained in Texas. Therefore 
what I say is on his behalf as well as my own. 

This project is designed to control floods, generate electric power, and con- 
serve water for municipal, industrial, and agricultural uses. It has the support 
of the Lower Neches Valley Authority; chamber of commerce in Beaumont, Port 
Arthur, Nacogdoches, and other cities; several REA cooperatives; and a large 
number of other organizations and individuals throughout southeast Texas. 

McGee Bend Dam was first authorized by Congress as a multipurpose dam in 
1945, and it is to be an integral part of a two-dam system on the Neches and 
Angelina Rivers. A public hearing was held in Jasper, Tex., about 10 miles from 
the actual dam site, on November 12, 1945, and at this hearing the overwhelm- 
ing majority of people living in the affected area, living both above and below 
the proposed dams, were wholeheartedly in favor of the project. I have sup- 
ported the project from its inception. 

The first money for the dam system was appropriated by Congress in 1946. 
Work was then begun on the smaller reregulating dam, called dam B. Dam B 
lies downstream from the main, multipurpose project. Further appropriations 
were made for construction of dam B in 1947, 1948, 1949, and 1950, when the 
reregulating dam was completed. In the meantime local people through the 
Lower Neches Valley Authority—a nonprofit, nontaxing, State agency—con- 
tributed $2 million toward the total cost of Dam B. 

In 1949 Congress also appropriated the first money for detailed planning of 
McGee Bend Dam and further appropriattions were approved by Congress in 
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1950, 1951, and 1952. The Lower Neckes Valley Authority stood by to make 
good its pledge of an additional $3 million for this project on its completion. 

In 1955 the Congress appropriated $1.5 million in initial construction money 
for McGee Bend Dam as authorized and planned, after receiving further assur- 
ances from the Lower Neches Authority of additional local contributions total- 
ing $13 million. The President approved this appropriation. In making up the 
proposed budget for this next fiscal year, the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau 
the Budget have recommended that an additional $f million be appropriated 
to continue construction. 

Gentlemen, this is no new project. We've been working on this system of dams 
since 1945. The Corps of Engineers, during the Korean emergency, listed McGee 
Bend Dam as 1 of the 9 most necessary projects for the Nation’s defense and 
essential civilian economy. ‘There is a great need for the fresh water, the 
electric power, and the flood control McGee Bend Dam will give industry, busi- 
ness, communities, and homes in this entire area of Texas. Local interests have 
already made a substantial cash contribution of $2 million toward the completion 
of McGee Bend Dam and they have pledged to contribute $13 million more. 

Some of my friends here today are opposed to the inclusion of power in McGee 
Bend Dam, and I regret that this conflict has arisen among my east Texas 
neighbors. However, I have been committed to the entire project for many 
years, and I believe the vast majority of people in southeast Texas are for the 
larger dam with a powerplant included as planned for more than 10 years, and 
as authorized by the Congress. 

The Government has already received two offers for the electric power to be 
generated at McGee Bend Dam, and each offer will more than pay for the 
estimated incremental cost of putting power in the dam. I think it is important 
to point out here that the REA co-ops and the private utilities to whom this 
power will be available are working together harmoniously for this dam. 

My own opinion is that the project as authorized has a sufficiently high benefit- 
to-cost ratio to justify immediate construction. The Army Corps of Engineers, 
which has been studying the proposal for 10 years, estimates that for every $100 
invested in the work, $139 will be forthcoming in benefits to the people. 

In view of the urgent need for flood control, water conservation and power 
development, I hope the committee and the Congress will appropriate the addi- 
tional funds requested in the sum of $4 million for construction during the next 
fiscal year. 


McGer Benp Dam 


STATEMENT OF HON. JACK BROOKS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE SECOND DISTRICT OF TEXAS 


SUPPORT OF PROJECT 


Senator EL.LeNpER. Congressman Brooks. 

Representative Brooks. Gentlemen, I know you are busy, and I do 
not want to be repetitious. I will read my statement quickly. 

Mr. Chairman, the record of McGee Bend Dam has been an open 
book for more than 10 years. We've had numerous public hearings 
beginning in Jasper, Tex., in November 1945, at which every oppor- 
tunity was given to opponents of McGee Bend Dam to adequately 
present their case. Since that first hearing, Congress has been con- 
sistent in its action in supporting the full-sized dam as authorized in 

1945 and the President, the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of 
the Budget have concurred in that action. 

[ must say that the opposition has been consistent too. They 
represent a small handful of very powerful and hard-fighting timber 
interests in east Texas, and elsewhere, and in spite of the overwhelm- 
ing support for the dam by the vast majority of people in the Second 
Congressional District, they have continued to oppose this project. 
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TIMBER ACREAGE AFFECTED 


The full-sized McGee Bend Dam as authorized by Congress wil! 
inundate only 1 percent of the timber acreage in east Texas. I do 
not think this will be a serious problem to our timber industry in east 
Texas. Mr. Paul Hursey, a very competent woodsman who is here 
today with the opposition, has said himself that east Texas timber 
acreage is growing only one-half of what it is capable of producing. 
In all fairness, I do not think this 1 percent is justification for denying 
a half-million people the opportunity to work and prosper and make 
a maximum contribution to this country’s economic well-being and 
defense. And I do not think that this 1 percent is going to put 
these timber people out of business. They have made some very 


handsome profits out of east Texas timber, and I expect they will 
continue to do so. 


HOUSE HEARING 


Sixteen people appeared at House hearings on McGee Bend Dam 
March 20 supporting the full-sized project in behalf of people from 
every county in the Second District of Texas and the entire affected 
area in east Texas and southwest Louisiana. The fact of this tre- 
mendous support for the full-sized dam, with power included, 
clearly shown in the House record which, of course, is available to the 
committee and we hope to save your time by not repeating this 
testimony here. 

Most of these same people are here today. They are not one bit less 
enthusiastic or less determined to see the vital fresh water supply of 
the Neches and Angelina Rivers fully utilized, but in order to save 
time they will submit written statements to the committee. 

Also in order to save time, I would ask the committee to include 
in the record this summary I have prepared of hundreds of indi- 
viduals and organizations which are supporting the full-sized McGee 
Bend Dam. 


BENEFIT-COST RATIO 


Mr. Chairman, there is no question as to the value of McGee Bend 
Dam. It has met every test; the benefit-cost ratio is 1.39 according 
to the Corps of Engineers. An alternate plan for a smaller dam 
without power which the opponents have proposed for study hus 
already been reviewed by the Corps of Engineers and set aside. This 
year Congress has the opportunity to keep faith with the people of 

east Texas who are contributing $15 million toward this project and 
make it possible for work to go forward on McGee Bend Dam during 
the next fiscal year. 

In 1952 and again in 1953, the United States Corps of Engineers 
made a comprehensive economic study of the results of this dam, and 
found that in their estimate the dam would have no adverse effect 
on the local economy, contrary to the opinion of some of the people 
who may well testify here today. 


LIST OF PERSONS SUPPORTING PROJECT 


To briefly go on, I would like to ask the committee to consider for 
1 second that the following responsible business leaders and citizens 
have expressed full support of the full-sized McGee Bend Dam as 
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authorized by Congress, and for the $4 million appropriation to con- 
tinue construction in the next fiscal year. I will not read the long list, 
but I would like for you to consider these people. 

(The list referred to follows:) 


The following responsible business leaders and citizens have expressed full 
support of full-sized McGee Bend Dam as authorized by Congress and for $4 mil- 
jion appropriation to continue construction during the next fiscal year: 


W. R. Bateman, president, Nederland Chamber of Commerce 

Cecil Halstead, Port Neches 

Wilton P. Hebert, president, First National Bank, Port Neches 

Otis BE. Fullen, chairman, fresh water committee, Beaumont Chamber of Com- 
merce 

Carl Bledsoe, chairman, industrial development committee, Jasper Chamber of 
Commerce 

Edward T. McFarland, county judge, Angelina County, Lufkin 

Tom Schoffield, consignee, Magnolia Petroleum Co., Jasper 

ik. G. Perkins, president, Jasper Chamber of Commerce 

Mrs. Tom Hart, manager, Jasper Chamber of Commerce 

T. Gilbert Adams, vice president, First State Bank, Jasper 

George Allison, Jasper 

i. k. Latham, president, Morgan & Lindsey, Inc., Jasper 

C. C. Pool, president, First State Bank, Jasper 

|. H. Kenesson, Jr., president, Woodville Chamber of Commerce 

5. D. Walker, county judge, Tyler County, Woodville 

bzra Eaves, mayor, city of Woodville 

kK. W. Tubb, president, Tyler County Water Control and Improvement District 

B8. P. Mann, president, Citizens State Bank, Woodville 

G. L. Jackson, Livingston 

Frank Hathcock, city commissioner, Nacogdoches 

Vv. A. Stewart, city commissioner, Nacogdoches 

Bieto Beseler, city commissioner, Nacogdoches 

iS business leaders of Livingston who telegraphed support 

4) business leaders of Nacogdoches who telegraphed support 

W. C. deCordova, city manager, city of Livingston 

W. Ff. Martin, Broaddus 

C. George Goetz, president, Sin Augustine Chamber of Commerce 

H. M. Jones, mayor, city of Silsbee 

A. W. Dainwood, president, Silsbee Chamber of Commerce 

E. M. Wiltshire, Jasper Appliance Co., Jasper 

J. H. Minton, Hemphill 

Local 4-228, OCAW, CIO, Jefferson County 

Port Arthur Chamber of Commerce 

City Council, Jasper 

Jasper Chamber of Commerce 

County Commissioners Court, Jasper County 

City Commission, city of Port Arthur 

Petition with 640 names of people living in area of dam site 

36 businessmen of Nacogdoches telegraphed support 

Beaumont Building and Construction Trades Council (Beaumont and vicinity) 

Board of Aldermen, Griffing Park 

Port Arthur Downtown Lions Club 

R. L. Bass, Huntington 

J.C. Rowland, Port Arthur 

C. M. Locke, Jasper 

Dozier Berry, Lufkin 

Dr. B. H. Hall, mayor, city of Nederland 

KE. L. Gish, former mayor, city of Nederland 

Mr. and Mrs. Osear W. Clark, Nederland 

James ©. Pinegar, Beaumont 

Lewis Townsend, Broaddus 

C. L, Chambers, San Augustine 

Dan M. Brazil, Lufkin 
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MCGEE BEND DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION 


Representative Brooks. Without further ado, knowing you are 
pressed for time, | would like to present the st: itement of Mr. D. G. 
Butts, of San Augustine, Tex. He is president of the McGee Bend 
Development Association, in support of the $4 million appropri: iio 
for this dam as authorized by Congress last year and by this great 
committee. I would like to present the statement of Mr. Butts. 

Senator ELLtenper. Without objection, it may be filed. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Mr. D. G. Butts (SAN AUGUSTINE, TEX.), PRESIDENT OF THE McGee 
BEND DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION, IN Support oF $4 MILLION APPROPRIATION FOR 
McGee BEND DAM AS AUTHORIZED BY CONGRESS 


Iam D. G. Butts, of San Augustine, Tex., which is 35 miles above the McGee 
Bend Dam location. 

I am president of the McGee Bend Development Association. This asseciation 
was organized by the official representatives of the chambers of commerce of 
towns in San Augustine, Nacogdoches, Tyler, Sabine, Jasper, Hardin, and Jeffer- 
son Counties. All of the counties are on the Angelina River or on the Neches 
River below its confluence with the Angelina River. This includes the area 
where the dam and its reservoir will be constructed. 

The purpose of this association is to promote the building of McGee Bend Dam 
in accordance with present plans and specifications as submitted by the Corps 
of Engineers, and to build it as soon as possible. 

This purpose is heartily endorsed by the great majority of the residents of the 
counties named, by the ofticials of those counties, and of the cities in the counties, 
by bankers, businessmen, chambers of commerce, and ordinary citizens in the 
entire area. 

Opposition to this program is numerically small and originates from that part 
of the timber industry, and a very small percentage of individual landowners, 
whose land is included in the reservoir area. 

Most of the individual landowners whose land falls partly within the reservoir 
area heartily favor the project. 

This organization and those whom it represents believe that this project will 
be of untold benefit to all the territory surrounding the reservoir, as well as the 
great industrial area below the dam. 

From my recent contacts with all the cities, chambers of commerce, and other 
groups mentioned who compose this organization, I am here to state to this 
committee that this organizaion is of the firm opinion that the general economy 
of this whole region surrounding this dam and its reservoir will be greatly 
benefited by the early completion of the McGee Bend Dam. 

The overwhelming majority of opinion above and below the dam is in favor of 
immediate construction of the MeGee Bend Dam, and we recommend to this 
committee approval of the $4 million appropriation for next year’s construction 
as is asked in the President’s budget. 


INTRODUCTION OF WITNESSES 


Representative Brooks. IT would like to present the 10 or 12 wit- 
nesses that we have, whom I will introduce as they file their statements, 
that they might be available for study at a future time. I would first 
like to introduce Mr. Ed Easterling, counsel for the lower Neches 
Valley Authority, who has a detailed statement he would like to 
submit at this time for the record. In lieu of reading it, he will 
submit the statement. 

I would like to introduce Mr. Herbert Plummer, city attorney of the 
city of Port Arthur, who submits a statement for himself as city attor- 
ney in behalf of Port Arthur and for Mr. Lyle Vickers, manager of 
the Port Arthur Chamber of Commerce. 
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I would lke to introduce Mr. D. N. Beasley, of the Deep East Texas 
Co-op, with headquarters in San Augustine, Tex. 

Next is Mr. Milton Potts, of the Sam Houston Electric Co-op, 
Livingston, Tex. 

I would like to present Mr. Howard Hicks, executive vice president 
of the Beaumont Chamber of Commerce. 

ae I would like to present almost one of your kinsmen, Senator, 

. Gajan, from the Southwest Louisiana Electric Membership 
Ce 0- a and also on the board of directors of the Tex-La Electric Coop- 
erative, Inc., who has a statement to submit. 

Next I would like to present Mr. J. S. Robbins of Jefferson Davis 
Electric Co-op from Jennings, La., who would like to present a state- 
ment. 

I would like to next present Mr. J. E. Sturrock, who is the general 
manager of the Texas Water Conservation Association with head- 
quarters in Austin, Tex.. with an interest in the entire State’s water 
problems. 

Next I would like to present Mr. Lyle V. Killingsworth, president 
of the Louisiana Electric Cooperative, representing 13 cooperatives, 
and more than 105,000 rural families in Louisiana, who is strongly for 
this project. 

Next I would like to present Mr. Bernard Klein, who is a business- 


man in the insurance business in Beaumont, Tex., and interested in 
that entire district. 


Thank you, gentlemen. 


PREPARED STATEMENTS 


Senator Exi_enper. All of these statements will be filed for the 
record. 
(The statements referred to follow: 


NECHES, ANGELINA RIVERS, TEX. (McGEE BEND DAM) 
BRIEF OF LOWER NECHES VALLEY AUTHORITY 
An agency of the State of Texas 


The Neches River with its tributary, the Angelina River, is the largest river 
within the State of Texas. Its annual runoff is over 5 million acre-feet and 
it is navigable by deep-sea vessels from the gulf up to Beaumont. In the lower 
valley there is located the Nation’s principal oil refining and petrochemical cen- 
ter, also there is extensive rice culture in this area. 

The whole river valley suffers from periodic winter and spring floods and 
serious droughts and water shortages in the summer months. 

In 1945 the Congress authorized the development and control of these rivers 
by construction of two major multiple purpose dams each with a smaller rereg- 
wating dam. This authorization was based on an engineering study and cost 
estimate which was completed in 1939. The cost estimate at that time was 
between $28 million and $29 million. This study reflected that the benefits 
exceeded the costs by an acceptable margin. 

Immediately after this authorization the Corps of Engineers began and 
produced a new and up-to-date engineering project report and cost estimate. 
This project report was submitted to the area affected at a public meeting held 
in November 1946 and attended by hundreds of supporting citizens of the water- 
shed area. 

This report stated that the principal purposes of the original authorization 
could be accomplished by construction of one big dam on the Angelina River, 
called MeGee Bend Dam, with a small reregulating dam immediately below 





2322 PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 


it which was designated “dam B.” It was recommended that the construction 
of the big dam on the upper Neches River be indefinitely deferred. 

It stated that these two dams would adequately cuntrol floods in the whole 
lower river systems, would provide navigation benefits, a bountiful supply of 
fresh water and have an installed hydroelectric power capacity of 438,000 
kilowatts, 

This report reflected that the estimated cost of the McGee Bend Dam was 
$43,921,500 and dam B at $6,464,000. 

The Corps of Engineers reported that the benefits of the project had increased 
commensurate with the costs, and that their studies and reports reflected that 
McGee Bend Dam and dam B considered as a single operating unit produced 
a cost-to-benefits ratio of 1 to 1.44. 

The 1945 authorization provided that before any element of the project be 
started that the State of Texas or some local interest make assurances satis- 
factory to the Secretary of the Army that it would contribute $5 million toward 
the cost of construction after the whole project was completed. 

The Lower Neches Valley Authority is an agency of the State of Texas engaged 
in distributing the waters of the Neches River to area cities, industry, and 
extensive rice farming. The Corps of Engineers invited the Lower Neches 
River Authority to join with the Federal Government to secure construction of 
the project by making the $5 million assurance. The authority agreed to 
do this. 

Due to extensive shortages of water in the industrial and agricultural area, 
it was decided to construct dam B first in order that its waters could serve 
as a temporary additional supply during and pending construction of McGee 
Bend Dam. 

In 1947 the Corps of Engineers budgeted funds for beginning of construction 
of dam B in the amount of $1,300,000. In 1947 the Corps of Engineers appeared 
before the Appropriations Committee of Congress with their records and state 
ments of the overall cost of the McGee Bend and dam B projects as reflected 
by the above project report of 1946, and requested funds to insure the beginning 
of construction of dam B as the first element of the project. Prior to this on 
January 30, 1947, the Lower Neches Valley Authority had made its formal 
assurance of the payment of $5 million toward the cost of construction, ($2 mil- 
lion on completion of dam B and $3 million on completion of McGee Bend Dam) 
of the McGee Bend and dam B projects and this agreement and assurance had 
been accepted and approved by the Secretary of War. In 1947 at the hearings 
before the Appropriations Committees these facts were fully brought out and the 
Congress appropriated $1,300,000 which permitted beginning of construction 
of dam B. 

In September of 1947, after conferences with the Corps of Engineers, in order 
to expedite the early completion of dam B, the authority amended its assurance 
and agreed to contribute $2 million toward the cost of construction of dam B 
during the period of construction and $3 million on completion of McGee Bend 
Dam. In 1948 the Corps of Engineers appeared before the Appropriations Com- 
mittees in support of $1,800,000 for completing construction of dam B. All of 
the above facts were submitted to the Appropriations Committees and the appro- 
priation was made by Congress. 

With the small reregulating dam B nearing completion the Corps of Engineers 
following their announced procedure began laying the ground work for starting 
McGee Bend Dam, without which dam B would have little value in the project. 

In 1949, before completion of dam B, the Corps of Engineers appeared before 
the Appropriations Committees in support of their budgeted item of $200,000 
for advance planning on McGee Bend Dam. This appropriation was also made. 
And at that time the authority paid to the Government $1,500,000 of the $2 
million. 

In July 1950 the authority paid the remaining $500,000 to the Government 
toward the cost of dam B. 

In 1951 the Corps of Engineers’ representative, Colonel Potter, appeared before 
the House Appropriations Committee, and referring to the Korean war emer- 
gency and necessary curtailment of public works, stated : 

“I may assure the committee that this list of projects are those which we 
see as the next necessary and fit into the defense and essential civilian econ- 
omy programs. This list reflects a considerable and drastic reduction from the 
number of projects we have normally had for plans. We felt that the continua- 
tion of plans on all the projects that we have planned in the past is not advisable 
until this defense situation is ameliorated somewhat and there is more of 
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a prospect of getting started on the construction. However, these are projects 
on which construction should be started.” 

McGee Bend Dam was among these 9 projects, and $75 million was requested for 
advance planning. Colonel Potter informed the committee that $850,000 had been 
allotted to McGee Bend Dam up to that date and that $75,000 would practically 
complete the planning. He stated that they were then ready for initial contracts 
on the construction. 

At each of these hearings on McGee Bend the committee was informed that 
the authority had made the assurance and agreement to contribute $3 million 
toward the cost of construction of McGee Bend Reservoir. 

During all of these hearings and other proceedings nothing was said to indi- 
cate that the 1 to 1.44 cost-to-benefit ratio had been disturbed, and the Congress 
and the authority were aware that the cost of McGee Bend Dam would be in 
excess of $40 million. Certainly no one asked that the $5 million contribution of 
the authority be increased. 

In 1953 and 1954 no funds were appropriated for this project. 

In 1955 the authority came to the relaization that in order to get this project 

under construction it would have to agree to contribute more than the $3 million 
toward the cost of this project. Therefore, representatives of the authority ap- 
peared before the Appropriations Committee and proposed that if funds were 
appropriated to begin construction of McGee Bend Dam that the authority would 
pay not only the $3 million but would further pay to the Government beginning 
the first year after completion of the dam $200,000 each year for a period of 
50 years. The Appropriations Committee and the Congress accepted this prop- 
osition and appropriated, in 1955, $1,500,000 for beginning of construction of the 
project. 
P'The authority has by formal documents made this assurance of the payment 
of this money to the Government, and the office of the district engineer has stated 
that they are acceptable. In return for all of this payment of the $2 million, 
the $3 million, and the $10 million, the authority is to receive from this project 
only the agreement on behalf of the Government that it will generate hydro- 
electric power out of the dam at such times and in such quantities as to provide 
the authority’s water intakes approximately 50 miles below the dam with an 
annual water supply of 650,000 acre-feet. The power generated will be owned 
by the Government and subject to sale. The local private utility has offered 
$765,000 per year for this power which, in the opinion of the authority, is the 
base value and certainly not the ceiling value of this power. 

Therefore, the same water will have two uses, and from this one op-ration of 
the project two valuable sources of income or repayment will accrue to the 
Government. 

The Corps of Engineers has placed in its budget $4 million for continued 
construction of this project. This item has been reviewed by the Bureau of the 
Budget and the same has been included in the budget submitted to the Congress 
by the President. 

The following facts are submitted for the purpose of showing the critical need 
for the continuing of construction and rapidly completing the McGee Bend Dam. 

Along the lower reaches of the Neches River in Jefferson County there is 
located the oil refining center of the Nation. Here is located the principal re- 
fineries of the Gulf Oil Corp., the Texas Co., Atlantic Refining Co., and Socony 
Vacuum. More oil is refined daily in this area than in any other section of the 
world, In excess of 750,000 barrels of oil is refined by these 5 plants each day; 
this is 16 percent of the Nation’s production. Thirty-one pipelines bring oil and 
gus from 8 States to be refined and for making petrochemicals. In addition to 
oil refining, this area is the center of a rapidly growing petrochemical industry. 
At Port Neches, there is in operation the world’s largest synthetic rubber plant, 
producing 250,000 tons per year. The Jefferson Chemical Co., the DuPont Co., 
Southern Acid & Sulphur Co., Koppers Co., and Gulf Oil Co., have each com- 
pleted and have in operation multimillion dollar chemical plants in this section 
These plants produce nylon, antifreeze, formaldehyde, plastics, 
ethelyne glycol, methanol, acetic acid, sulphuric acid, ethylene 
polyethylene. 

There are only a few sections of the United States where rice can be grown 
successfully. ‘lhe principal center of this rice culture is located along the gulf 
coast in southeast Texas and southwest Louisiana. In the vincinity of Jefferson 
County and the lower Neches there is some 400,000 acres of fine rice land: how- 
ever, due to inadequate water supplies there was only about 80,000 acres of this 
land placed in cultivation in 1951. During World War II and the Korean war, 
rice was a No. 1 critical war product due to the Asiutic conditions. 


cellophane, 
oxide, and 
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The production of vast quantities of refined oil products and petrochemicals 
This is not a temporary industry. In 
addition to the 31 pipelines bringing oil and gas from 8 other States and areas to 
the lower Neches, there are located within a radius of 60 miles of Beaumont 40 


in this area is now only in its infancy 


J 


oil and gas fields. 


These fields contain a great portion of the oil and gas reserves of the Nation; 
these reserves alone would sustain the oil industry in this area for many, many 


years to come. 


Rice agriculture, oil refineries and petrochemical plants are all users of vast 


quantities of fresh water. 


Therefore, due to the fact that there is no under- 


ground water in this area, the Neches River and its tributary, the Angelina, are 
the very life blood of this great industrial and agricultural territory. 

The following table shows the amount of pure unpolluted fresh water required 
to be supplied daily to the water users from the Neches River: 


Gallons per day 
25, 000, 000 

2, 000, 000 

12, 000, 000 
10, 000, 000 


Gulf Oil Corp 

Koppers Co 

Texas Co 

Rubber plant 

Magnolia (Socony Vac- 
uum) 

Pure Oil 


3, 000, 000 
Jefferson Chemical Co 


3, 000, 000 : 


Gallons per day 


Atlantie Refining Co____-- 
Texas Asphalt Co 

Texas Gulf Sulphur Co____ 
ROI ID ne eg 
City of Port Arthur 

City of Port Neches___-__~_ 
City of Groves 


3, 000, 000 
750, 000 
5, 000, 000 
1, 000, 000 
, 000, 000 
750, 000 
500, 000 


City of Nederland 500, 000 
All of the above are supplied by the water distributing system of lower Neches 
Valley Authority. 

The city of Beaumont takes 15 million gallons per day from the Neches River 
through its own canals and intakes. 

In addition to these fresh water supplies which are taken from the Neches 
River about 35 miles above Beaumont and canaled down to the lower area, the 
above industries pump in excess of 600 million gallons of water from the river 
in the vicinity of their plants for cooling and condensing purposes. During the 
summer months salt water encroaches up the river above Beaumont, and this 
polluted water causes expensive serious upkeep and maintenance problems. 

In addition to the above set forth industrial and municipal consumers and 
customers, the lower Neches Valley Authority has in operation a system of 
irrigation canals of a total length of 230 miles for irrigation and water supply 
to various rice lands in Jefferson County and the eastern part of Liberty and 
Chambers Counties. 

Rice agriculture in the United States enjoys an entirely different status than 
the other basic grains. Rice is a semitropical product. There is only a limited 
area in the United States where soil, water, and climate are suitable for its 
growth. This area comprises a small section of the Texas and Louisiana gulf 
coast, a small section of Arkansas, and a limited area in California. 

World War II and the Korean war involved Asia and the Indies. Any fore- 
seeable future wars or entanglements will certainly gravitate around this section 
of the world. 

In these last two wars rice became the critical food product. War Food 
Administration zealously guarded and distributed the limited supply of rice this 
country was able to produce. 

The record reflects thut War Food Administration and the War Production 
Board during World War II issued a certificate of necessity and requested the 
Chief of Engineers to begin construction of this project in order to protect the 
rice production and refineries from the threatened water shortages and to allow 
increased production of these essential munitions. The war ended before planus 
could be completed and the project started. 

There is available in the area served by lower Neches Valley Authority 400,000 
acres of land ideally suited for rice growing. Due to the lack of water supplies 
there has never been more than 55,000 acres of this land devoted to growing rice. 

Due to the fact that this 55,000 acres was producing rice and had the first 
water permits on the Neches River long before the industrial development of 
the area, under the Texas water laws, the authority cannot legally limit the 
acreage it will irrigate below this 55,000, regardless of the demands of industry. 

The normal summer flow of the Neches and Angelina Rivers simply cannot 
supply both demands. We must have this additional upriver storage. 

This Nation today is spending billions for national security and defense. Much 
of this expenditure is on items of a mere temporary use, becoming obsolete, 
discarded, or consumed in a relatively short period of time. 
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The McGee Bend project is of a permanent and perpetual nature and can 
always be looked to as a great reserve standing ready to insure the maximum 
production of an essential food but also the tremendous quanties of petroleum 
products primarily essential to conduct war. 

Although for many years this country has experienced an overproduction of 
wheat, corn, potatoes, and other basic food commodities, it has only been during 
the past year that rice production has exceeded its demand and acreage control 
placed in effect. 

This program has reduced the amount of acreage the authority is required 
to irrigate by approximately 10,000 acres. Now let us examine the effect of 
the acreage control program on the water supply problems of this area. 

It is a fact that since January 1, 1956, the following industrial water increases 
have occurred. 

The Texas Gulf Sulphur Co. has discovered and developed a new sulfur 
deposit within 15 miles of Beaumont. The authority has contracted to deliver 
to this company 5 million gallons of water a day starting this year for mining 
operations. 

The Gulf Oil Co. is expanding and building new chemical installations at its 
Fort Arthur plant. Just this month the authority has entered into a new 
contract with this company agreeing to increase its guaranteed delivery to this 
company from 25 million gallons per day to 50 million gallons per day within 
2 years. 

The rubber plant at Port Neches has just completed purchase of new acreage 
for a large expansion program and has asked for commitments of from 25 to 
30 percent increase in water. 

These three items alone more than absorb the reduction occasioned by the 
acreage control program. 

As stated above, there is only a limited area in the United States where rice 
can be grown. We believe that by the end of the 6 years that it will take to build 
McGee Bend Dam, that the normal increase in population of the United States 
alone, not considering world increase, will be able to absorb more than the quan- 
tity of rice that was being produced before controls were instituted. 

In 1952 a survey was made of the industrial water requirements for the im- 
mediate future. The prospects of these industries are submitted herewith. In 
1955 another survey was made. This survey reflects that by the time McGee Bend 
lam is completed that the industrial water demands will again be doubled over 
the present use. 

The water demands on the Neches and Angelina Rivers are already in excess of 
the supply that can be afforded by their periodic low flows during the summer 
months, even taking into consideration the complete use of all the 
indam B reservoir. 

Under the project plan, dam B and McGee Bend Dam were to be a single co- 
ordinating unit. Dam B is designed for the primary purpose of reregulating the 
flow of the Neches River compensating for the differences in flow due to power 
production. This element of the project was constructed first in order that its 
10,000 acre-feet of water could afford a temporary additional water supply pend- 
ing the completion of McGee Bend Dam. Since the completion of this dam in 
1951, each year the demands for water have been so great that the reservoir of 
this dam has been completely emptied and the last days of the remaining pitifully 
low Summer flow of the river has been carefully prorated out to the industrial, 
municipal, and agricultural users. Temporary barriers have been constructed 
in the lower river to prevent pollution from salt water intrusion into the water 
supply and to prevent any amount of the river water from emptying into the 
suif. 

As stated above the lower 45-mile stretch of the Neches River is navigable 
for deep-sea shipping. There are many fine sites for new and additional oil 
and gas supported industries needing navigable water. This area lies at the 
very door of the tremendous oil and gas reserves under the Gulf of Mexico, which 
are rapidly being developed by both the State and the Federal Government. 
The Federal Government has been paid over $200 million for drilling rights alone. 
New industry will not be able to take advantage of these ideal conditions until 
there is a dependable water supply. 

There is no unappropriated surface water supply available to the great area 
above the navigable reaches of the Neches River, and the underground water 
table is dropping at an alarming rate. And, like the lower area, this area has 
an abundance of the same raw material plus vast quantities of forest products. 

Truly, the growth and development of this great watershed is at a standstill. 


water 
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From the standpoint of material economy and national defense, this area can 
provide a great storehouse and arsenal of products highly essential to the 
Nation’s very existence. 

There can be very little more growth, expansion or new industry for this area 
until a new water supply is provided. 

This great and growing industrial and agricultural region should be freed 
of the only band holding back its deserved and necessary development, to wit: 
The control, development, and making useful the water resources of the Neches 
and Angelina Rivers by rapidly completing McGee Bend Dam. 

Not only will this project bountifully provide a fresh water supply for which 
the Government is being repaid $15 million in cash by Lower Neches Valley 
Authority, but it will also provide valuable flood control, navigation benefits and 
a very valuable block of hydroelectric power. 

Although the electric co-ops and the cities of the area have first preference o1 
purchase of the electric power output of this dam, it is interesting to note that 
Gulf States Utilities Co. has made a firm offer to purchase this power. The Gulf 
States Utilities Co. is one of the largest power companies in the Southwest. It 
supplies power to an area from Baton Rouge, La., to central Texas. It has assets 
of over $240 million. The usual role of such private utility companies is to 
oppose the production of hydroelectric power by the Federal Government. It is 
interesting to note that this company fully appreciates the great importance 
of this multiple-purpose project to the general economy of the country and offers 
full cooperation to accomplish its construction. 

This company has offered to purchase the power output of McGee Bend Dam 
for $765,000 per year. In our opinion this offer established a minimum annual 
value of the power to be produced at McGee Bend. This annual payment wil! 
fully amortize the actual or incremental cost of installing power in the project. 

The electric co-ops of the area feel that by integrating the hydropeaking ¢a- 
pacity with some private utility, with them as preference customers having 
recovery rights from such company lines, in accordance with the terms of a 
Southwestern Power Administration utility contract, will be of great value and 
benefit to them in their present and future operation. The electrie co-ops are 
filing separate briefs on the power phase of the project. These electric co-ops 
have made an independent offer to Southwestern Power Administration to pur 
chase the power output for $804,000 per year. This is the full actual cost, in 
cluding power, of this dam. 

Attached hereto are copies of letters of Gulf States Utilities Co. concerning 
their offer for this power. 

Concerning the benefits to accrue from this project by reason of the control ot 
floods, the following information is submitted. 

The Corps of Engineers have made a report on flood damages and annual bene- 
fits on account of flood prevention by this project and this figure is set at $244,000. 
The authority considers this figure extremely conservative even though it is 
predicated on the rigid formula that guide their finding in this respect. 

The authority has had a firm of private engineers make a further study and 
report on the flood features of this project and their report is submitted here- 
with. We believe that this report greatly enhances the value of this project frem 
the standpoint of flood control. 

Although neither the Corps of Engineers nor the Beavers report attempt to 
place any monetary value on the benefits that will accrue due to the reclamation 
of the thousands of acres of fine land from the dam down to the mouth of the 
river. The floods of this river are so severe that a great portion of the rive! 
valley is uninhabited and devoted to very little profitable use. This land when 
relieved from floods will be valuable for timber production, cattle raising, farn 
ing, and homesites. 

There are several thousand acres of fine potential industrial sites all along the 
navigable river from Beaumont to the gulf which are now useless for any purpose 
In removing the floodwaters from these lands, new industrial development is cer- 
tain tocome. Attached hereto is an aerial photograph of the river in the vicinity 
of Beaumont showing a typical example of this barren floodland. And, although 
it is less than a mile from the business district of a city of over 100,000 popula- 
tion with the benefit of deep-sea navigation, this land is wasteland producing 
nothing for the benefit of the country. Certainly the new wealth created by re 
claiming all these potentially valuable lands will add a great deal to the gener:l 
economy and will afford a new source of taxable income for the Government 
This thought is certainly substantiated by the fact that the five refineries located 
in this lower Neches Valley, in addition to the many other taxes, pay into the 
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jyreasury of the United States Government more than $80 million annually as 
excise taxes alone on gasoline and lubricating oil manufactured. 

In conclusion the Lower Naches Valley Authority unqualifiedly petitions the 
Congress to support and approve the $4 million item submitted to it by the Presi- 
dent in his 1956-57 budget in order that construction can orderly continue on this 
project which is so important to the present and future growth and development 
of this section of Texas. 


STATEMENT OF Hon. HERBERT PLUMMER, CITY ATTORNEY, CrvY oF Port ARTHUR 
(Tex.) IN Support oF $4 MILLION AppropRIATION FOR McGee BENp DAm as 
AUTHORIZED BY CONGRESS 


Mr. Chairman, the Port Arthur City Commission and the people of Port Arthur 
have solidly supported McGee Bend Dam as authorized by Corcress in 1945 
since its inception. We are 100 percent for the full-sized project since 2 of 
the 5 large oil refineries in Jefferson County are at Port Arihur, our City 
water supply comes from the Neches River and we are dependent on a year- 
round guaranteed fresh water supply for our economic life. We are intimately 
familiar with the critical need for more fresh water in east Texas. 

A substantial percentage of the total petroleum production of our country 
during World War IT came from Jefferson County refineries. The importance 
of these refineries together with other vital petro-chemical plants nearby was 
recognized by the Corps of Engineers when they declared, during the Korean 
emergency, that McGee Bend Dam was 1 of the 9 most necessary projects in 
the entire country for the Nation’s defense and essential civilian economy. 
We are now producing about 700,000 barrels of oil per day in Jefferson County, 
and for every barrel of oil we must have 18.33 barrels of fresh water for efficient 
production. It seems clearly understandable that we must have a guaranteed 
annual fresh water supply not only to maintain our present production, but to 
be able to expand rapidly in case of national emergency. It is interesting to 
uote that these refineries pay $80 million per year in excise taxes alone on oil 
and lubricants. 

Since the Congress saw fit to appropriate $1.5 million in initial construction 
money last year, $100 million in new industrial expansion has been authorized 
hy private industry in the lower Neches Valley area. These petro-chemical 
industries are counting on the full-sized McGee Bend Dam. 

The full-sized dam as authorized by Congress and recommended in the 
budget for the next fiscal year is particularly important to us close to the gulf 
coast in preventing further salt-water intrusion from the Gulf of Mexico. 
Recent records from the Neches River flowage reveal that we are getting only 
about 21 percent of the normal flowage of fresh water from the river. Of course, 
when there is no fresh water pushing down into the gulf, the salt water backs 
up toward Port Arthur. The salt water wedge has been moving upstream 
toward our fresh water intakes and if this wedve reaches these intakes we will 
be in serious trouble. To run salt water through our water systems would 
corrode and destroy these lines, and, of course, the water would be unfit for 
domestie use. 

There have been requests by a small group of timber interests that the dam be 
reduced in size from the authorized plan approved by Congress, the Bureau of 
the Budget, the President and the Corps of Engineers. This smaller dam has 
been considered already by the Government and set aside in favor of the author- 
ized project. T would like to make it clear that the people of Port Arthur 
want the full-sized project as authorized and believe that anything less would 
he a tragic failure to fully utilize the resources of the vital fresh water flow of 
the Neches and Angelina Rivers. The assured flow of fresh water from the 
larger dam, reregulated by dam R which lies downstream from the site of 
McGee Bend Dam, would give us in Port Arthur and Jefferson County protection 
acainst salt-water intrusion and avoid the tragedy which threatened New 
Orleans during a recent low flowage of the Mississippi River when the salt-water 
wedge came within two city blocks of that city’s water intake mains. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, for the 
opportunity to present this statement. 


THOOR— jG 
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STATEMENT OF D. N. BEASLEY ON APPROPRIATION FOR MAGEE BEND Dam 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is D. N. Beasley. I am 
manager of the Deep East Texas Electric Cooperative, St. Augustine, Tex. | 
am president of Tex-La Electric Cooperative whose members consist of REA 
cooperatives in east Texas and Louisiana, together with a number of municipal 
power distributors. 

I shall not take the time to review the history of this worthwhile project 
which has been continuous for 11 years. In each year, since 1945, there have 
been hearings on appropriations on the subject of planning funds. Almost $1 
million have been provided during this time of planning, which is now far 
advanced. 

Last year, in 1955, Congress provided $1.5 million to initiate construction. 
President Eisenhower in his budget request to Congress in January of this year 
requested $4 million to continue construction. The record made in these hearings 
is proof that ample publicity has been had as to progress of the project. 

I would now call your attention to the fact that the project, as evaluated by 
the Corps of Engineers, is very sound, having a benefit-to-cost ratio of 1.39 to 1. 

Inclusion of power is necessary for us to have full development of these sites 
potential. The committee’s attention is directed to the fact that no power com- 
pany or group of power people are opposing the inclusion of power. Gulf States 
Utilities Co. and Southwestern Gas & Electric Co. included statements of offers 
in the hearings last year. Gulf States Utilities Co. has recently made an offer 
to buy the power at a figure just slightly below the total cost fixed by the Corps 
of Engineers. A group of rural electric cooperatives, acting through Tex-La 
Electric Cooperative, on March 15, made an offer of $804,000 per year for power, 
which is its total cost, including repayment of the cost allocated to power, with 
interest at 24%4 percent per annum, plus annual operating cost. Both of these 
offers were filed with the Southwestern Power Administration, Tulsa, Okla., and 
subsequently certified by them to the Corps of Engineers at Fort Worth. 

I would like to state that this project is one of the truly fine examples of a 
multiple-purpose project, incorporating badly needed conservation water, hydro- 
electric power, flood control, as major benefits, together with recreation, salinity 
control, navigation benefits, pollution and mosquito control. 

Water users are pledged to pay $15 million toward the cost of water: the 
power people are offering to pay the full cost, as stated above, leaving only flood 
control to be borne by the Federal Government. 

Dam sites are very limited in southeast Texas and nonexistent in Louisiana 
The peonle insist that the sites potential must be fully developed. To do less 
would be to fail in our obligation to the present generation and more so for the 
future generations to come. This section of Texas is developing very rapidly 
with heavy increases in population and the southeast part of Texas is rapidly 
becoming an area of heavy industry. 

The onposition have come forward with a proposal for a small dam even though 
they have previously opposed such a dam. An examination of their proposal 
indicates that the dead storage would amount to only 50,000 acre-feet. They 
claim that the alternate plan will provide as much conservation water and 
flood control as the presently authorized project. We insist that if such a 
small project were constructed and onerated so as to provide the same amount 
of flood control and conservation releases, that in critical years the only re 
maining water would be the dead storage which would be spread over a great 
shallow mud plain and would be of no benefit to the four counties in the upper 
reaches of the reservoir, either as a future water supnly or for recreation. 

As 9 comnarison, the 50,000 acre-feet is only slightly more than one-half of the 
90,000 acre-feet presently impounded by dam B. We all know what happens to 
dam B each year. It is filled in the winter and goes dry every summer. 

In summary, I wish to state it seems to the proponents that the only question 
which Congress has to answer in connection with the pending request for con- 
struction funds are two: 

1. Is the proiect feasible? We insist that the answer is a definite “Yes” with 
the henefit-to-cost ratio 1.39 to 1. 

2. Does the public supnort the present plan? The answer to this has been 
determined already by polls conducted by individuals and more recently by the 
Jasner News Boy. 

I can state to you without fear of contradiction that at least 90 percent of the 
people in the affected basin area are overwhelmingly in support of the project 
for full development with power. 
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S;ATEMENYT OF Mitton T. Ports, MANAGER SAM Houston ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, 
INC. 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Milton T. Potts. 
[am manager of the Sam Houston Electric Cooperative located at Livingston, 
Tex., serving the counties of Angelina, Tyler, Hardin, Polk, Liberty, San Jacinto, 
Montgomery, Walker, and Trinity. Weare serving 8,710 members of the coopera- 
tive, on approximately 2,600 miles of line, with an average density of 3.3 per mile. 

We have appeared before various committees of the House and hearings of the 
Corps of Engineers supporting the construction of McGee Bend Dam, as recom- 
mended by the Army Engineers as a multipurpose dam including the generation 
of hydroelectric power, flood control, and other beneficial functions. We would 
like to insert in the record a letter (exhibit A) dated November 12, 1946, when 
«1 public hearing was held in the area to hear the opponents and proponents 
regarding the construction of this multipurpose dam. (That was 10 years ago.) 
Again on January 22, 1949, we wrote the House Appropriations Committee and 
1 would also like to include this letter (exhibit B). (This was 7 years ago.) 
We are attaching to this letter a projection of the amount of power purchased 
each year by the cooperative since the filing of this letter. We believe the state- 
ments made in these two letters are more true today than they were at the time 
they were filed. I would like to point out the people who are in opposition to this 
project had 10 years to raise their objections to this project and ask for any 
restudy they felt the Army engineers should make regarding the project, if they 
sy desired. 

With reference to the hydropower in the project, I believe the Army engineers 
have an offer which will cover what they say is the value of the power to be 
generated at present-day cost. Since our power costs from one utility company 
operating in the area has increased between 35 and 40 percent, we feel by the 
time the dam is constructed the power it will generate will be worth considerably 
more than it is now, as it is the type of power that is so valuable to the utilities 
operating in the area for peaking capacity on summertime loads. Frank M. 
Wilkes, chairman of the board of Southwestern Gas & Electric Co., on February 
88, 1956, before the Joint Committees on Interior and Insular Affairs and Public 
Works Committee, Senate and House, made a statement peaking power could be 
worth as much as 17 mills to a utility if put into an integrated system. We are 
of the opinion the hydroelectric feature of the project will always more than 
pay its cost. 

The greatest benefits to the Sam Houston Electric Cooperative and the people 
it serves, as well as the towns and cities located in the vicinity of McGee Bend 
lam, will be benefits from services to the various people who take advantage of 
the recreation facilities of these projects, and if the trend holds true as it does in 
other projects such as Lake Texoma, where last year it was estimated by people 
who should know, the recreation benefits alone from the lake brought in over 
$25 million. Talking to the people who have been using dam B for recreation 
purposés, they advised me on a good day over a million dollars’ worth of boats are 
in the lake from as far as Houston, which is about 115 or 120 miles from this lake. 
Therefore, we know the benefits from this source alone will more than offset the 
loss of timberlands which will be flooded by this useful project. This is to say 
nothing of the valuations for tax purposes on the many summer homes and other 
construction around the lake itself will far exceed the taxes now paid on the land 
to be flooded. 

Your careful consideration to the request in the budget for $4 million to continue 
construction of the McGee Bend Dam will be greatly appreciated. 


Total kilowatt-hours purchased 
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ExHrsiT A 
NOVEMBER 12, 194). 
Wak DEPARTMENT, CoRPS OF ENGINEERS, 
Office of the District Engineer, 
Galveston District, Galveston, Tez. 
(Attention Col. D. N. Griffiths, District Engineer.) 

GENTLEMEN; My name is Milton Potts. I am manager of the Sam Houston 
Electric Cooperative with office located at Livingston, Tex. We serve 2,400 
farm families and small businesses in the following counties: Polk, Angelina. 
Tyler, Hardin, Liberty, San Jacinto, Montgomery, and Walker and ultimately 
will serve a total of 6,000 rural people and small industries. 

We are in receipt of a notice of public hearing on the Rockland and McGee 
Bend Dams on the Neches and Angelina Rivers. As provided in Senate Docu- 
ment 98, 76th Congress, we will endeavor to set out our views of these projects 
re — paragrapbs and in the following order in respect to benefits 

erived. 


1, CONSERVATION OF WATER 


It is common knowledge in the gulf coast area that the available water for 
industry, farming, and cities is far short of the needs or present demands. In 
the last few years a large amount of water has been taken from water sands 
causing a lowering of the water table from 20 to 30 feet, in Polk and Angelina 
Counties requiring the drilling of additional water wells to supply municipal 
needs. 

I am informed that certain industries are under contract to shut down their 
plants in the event the flow of water in these rivers is not sufficient to take 
care of them and the prior allocations of this supply. This being the case, we 
feel that these dams should be built as quickly as possible to supplement this 
supply and insure the industrial development of our great gulf Coast area, 
which is the center of the chemical industry of these United States. Also the 
fast-growing demands for water will probably double within the next 3 to 5 
years. 

2. POWER 


It is a well-known fact that there is a shortage of power in the area of 
the McGee Bend Dam proposed by United States Engineers and especially a 
shortage of an abundant supply of cheap power for industrial use. The availa- 
bility of this power will have a tendency to reduce rates in the area as a whole, 
thereby serving all the people. 


8. RECREATION 


Anyone who has visited great reservoirs built by United States Engineers in 
the Southwest cannot help but appreciate the vast recreation facilities that 
will be served by the construction of these dams. The lakes will be so situated 
to serve our largest cities of Texas and give their people advantage of these 
facilities for vacations in the fine parks that will be maintained by the Depart- 
ment of the Interior to serve all the people equally, as well as boating and 
fishing. 

4. RECLAMATION 

Anyone who has been reared along the rivers of deep east Texas cannot hel| 
but realize the necessity of reclaming vast areas of our rich bottomland to be 
put back into production to feed and cloth the fast-growing industrial sections 
along our coastline. At the same time these dams will control floodwaters thal 
are so devastating in this area at certain seasons of the year. 

Summarizing the benefits as outlined above it is our opinion they far exceed 
the inconvenience caused to a few people by the construction of these dats 
And though our interest lies mainly in the construction of McGee Bend Dams as 
it will develop two-thirds of the hydro power developed in all the dams as well 
as impound the necessary water for industry in deep east Texas and the gull 
coast area. It is our view that the entire project should be completed as out- 
lined in Senate Document 98 which includes all four dams. 


Respectfully submitted. 
Minton To Port Manage? 
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McGee Benp DaM ProJect oN ANGELINA River (TEX.) 


JANUARY 22, 1949. 
House APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE, 
Washington, D.C. 


GENTLEMEN: In connection with the hearing to be held in the near future 
requesting funds for McGee Bend Dam on Angelina River we are setting forth 
in this letter the reasons we would like to see an appropriation made for the 
construction of this dam on the Angelina River and are especially interested in 
the installation of hydroelectric power on this river as proposed by the Army 
engineers. It is our understanding that this power will be disposed of through 
ihe Southwestern Power Administration as provided in section 5 of Flood Con- 
trol Act of 1944 and would be sold through the Southwestern Power Administra- 
tion on a preferential basis to cooperatives, municipalities, and other public 
power groups. 

The location of McGee Bend Dam on the Angelina River is such that it 
would be in serving distance of our cooperative which is located in the ad- 
joining counties and runs from a point south of Lufkin on the Neches River 
to below Silsbee on the same river. 

The Sam Houston Electric Cooperative is now purchsing power at a con- 
siderable higher rate than is charged by the Southwestern Power Administration 
und even though it might not be possible to purchase power from this project 
it would have a tendency to lower the general utility rates in this whole section 
of east Texas, saving the people many thousands of dollars each year. 

Although east Texas has always been considered a submarginal area by the 
various departments of the Government, now due to the large concentration of 
chemical industries, refineries, and other industries along the Gulf Coast this 
area has been changed from a sparsely settled submarginal area to a very pro- 
ductive one. To bear out this statement you will note below the large amount of 
power the cooperative has been buying each succeeding year. 


Total kilowatt-hours purchased 


oo J —— 1, 746, 340 
948, 130 | 1946 2, 194, 988 
1, 122, 790 | 1947 2, 642, 731 
1, 373, 073 | 1948 4, 528, 106 


The demand for power has exceeded the most optimistic figures conceived by 
anyone in this area. 

We are also vitally interested in seeing lakes built for the storage of water 
for industrial and domestic use as well as to raise the underground water table 
of east Texas, which has receded to a very low lever for the past 4 or 5 years, 
due to an excessive amount of water being taken from these underground 
reserves. This has brought about untold damage to the heavily wooded or 
timbered sections where the pine tree is especially adapted to growth, causing 
many trees to die for lack of water. 

It is our opinion that these storage lakes would have a tendency to practically 
eliminate or stop the destruction of this fast diminishing natural resouree. 

We are vitally interested in this development as indicated by our corre- 
spondence with the Department of Interior since March 6 of 1944 requesting 
that appropriations be made to make these dams a realization to this section. 

Your kind consideration of the above points outlined will be greatly appre- 
cated by the cooperative and the people it serves. 

Yours very truly, 
Mitton 'T. Ports, 
Manager, Sam Houston Electric Co-op., Inc. 


STATEMENT OF Howarp J, Hicks 


My name is Howard J. Hicks. I am the executive vice president and gen- 
eral manager of the Beaumont (Tex.) Chamber of Commerce, an organization 
of more than 2,000 business and professional men and women. 

The organization which I am privileged to represent has an historic record 
of vital interest in plans for control and development of the Neches and Angelina 
Kivers. The Neches River rises in Van Zandt County, Tex., and flows by Beau- 
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mont on its way to the Gulf of Mexico. It is joined by the Angelina Rive 
some 60 miles north of Beaumont. 

The Neches River is the lifeblood of our community. From it we get all ou 
water for agricultural, municipal, and industrial uses. Nestled along its banks 
from Beaumont to below Port Arthur, is a major concentration of oil refineries 
and petrochemical plants. 

It also is one of the important ship channels in the world, annually handling 
more than 40 million tons of shipping. 

The river has in some previous years been a source of danger and disaster and 
in years of record floods has caused considerable damage to residential and 
industrial developments in our community. 

The Beaumont Chamber of Commerce has consistently supported efforts to 
harness the waters of the Neches River for the prevention of annual floods, 
for improvements to navigation, and for the total benefit of all the people in 
the entire watershed. 

In 1945 the Congress of the United States authorized four dams on the Neches 
and Angelina Rivers. One of these dams, at Town Bluff, just below the con 
fluence of the two rivers has been constructed on the Neches River. Unde: 
consideration here today is the McGee Bend Dam, a multiple-purpose proj 
ect, the parent dam to the reregulating Town Bluff Dam. 

Local interests assisted in paying for Town Bluff Dam, and local interests 
are assisting in paying for McGee Bend Dam. 

The Beaumont Chamber of Commerce has ardently and enthusiastically sup- 
ported the projects as authorized by Congress. We are wholeheartedly in 
acco.d with McGee Bend Dam as authorized and consider it next in importance 
to the discovery of oil in the benefits it will provide. 

As recently as April 12, 1956, our organization reaffirmed its support of Mi 
Gee Bend Dam through a resolution adopted unanimously by its board of di 
rectors. A copy of this resolution is attached to this statement. 

In my years in organization work seldom have I seen such tremendous en- 
thusiasm and cooperation for a single project. All through the watershed 
and adjoining areas citizens are strongly supporting the McGee Bend Dan 
This support comes from businessmen, professional men, farmers, members of 
erganized labor, and from all counties in the area to be served by the dam 
These people know that the project will bring economic benefits to all. 

The only opposition to this project has come from a very small, but ad 
mittedly powerful and wealthy clique, who have been able to spend great 
sums of money in fighting this worthwhile project for all the people. Thei 
opposition has been centered on the removal of forest lands from produ 
tion. 

Now, there are over 10 million acres of timberland in east Texas and as 
admitted by a Southland Paper Mill official in 1950, this land is producing only 
one-half the timber it could produce, due to bad practices, and 800,000 acres 
are not even in cultivation for timber. Only 1 percent of the total forest land 
in east Texas will be used for McGee Bend Dam and Reservoir and this 1 per 
cent will create new opportunities for thousands instead of the few. 

Also the McGee Bend Dam will be beneficial for this group, too, but se 
hardened is their opposition they fail to see it or if they see it they refuse 
to admit it. 

We urge you to appropriate the $4 million which has been set up in th 
budget for continuing construction of McGee Bend Dam, a project which is 
good for all the people. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the Beaumont (Tex.) Chamber of Commerce has consistently and 
actively supported and worked for upstream developments on the Neches and 
Angelina rivers, and 

Whereas the present development was authorized by Congress in 1945 to i 
clude McGee Bend Dam on the Angelina River, and Rockland Dam, Dam A, and 
Dam B on the Neches River, and 

Whereas Dam B already has been constructed and is partially valueless with 
out a larger dam upstream, and 

Whereas the Congress appropriated planning money for McGee Bend Dam in 
1946, 1947, 1948, 1949, 1950, 1951, and 1952, and 

Whereas the Congress appropriated $1,500,000 in 1955 tu begin construction 
on McGee Bend Dam, and 
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Whereas the President’s budget calls for the $4 million for McGee Bend Dam 
to continue construction on this project, and 

Whereas there is an acute and long continued shortage of water in the in- 
dustrial area of Jefferson County, which shortage endangers a present industrial 
investment whose replacement value would be in excess of $2 billion, and pro- 
hibits an expansion of an estimated $1 billion in the next 10 years, and 

Whereas the present oil refineries in Jefferson County pay in excess of $90 
million annually in excise taxes on refined gasoline which would be increased with 
uajor planned expansions, and 

Whereas these refineries and other industrial plants in Jefferson County pay 
many additional millions into the Federal Treasury, and 

Whereas the expenditure of construction funds for McGee Bend Dam will 
bring great economic benefits to the residents in the area of the dam itself, and 

Whereas the project will ease the damage and suffering from floods on the 
Angelina and Neches Rivers, and 

Whereas no evidence has ever been presented that would indicate McGee Bend 
Dam is an unsound project, and 

Whereas the vast majority of opinion in the area above and below the dam 
is completely in favor of building the dam at once: Now, therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Beaumont Chamber of Commerce urgently recommends the 
appropriation of the $4 million included in the budget for continued construction 
on McGee Bend Dam, and be it further 

Resolved, That we commend our Congressman, Hon. Jack B. Brooks for his 
efforts on behalf of McGee Bend Dam and urge him to continue his good work, 
and be it further 

Resolwed, That Hon. Lyndon Johnson and Hon. Price Daniel are urged to give 
every assistance toward success of this vital project, and be it further 

Resolved, That this resolution be addressed to the Honorable Clarence Cannon, 
chairman of the House Appropriations Committee, with copies to all who should 
have knowledge of this action. 

Adopted this 12th day of April, 1956, by the board of directors of the Beaumont 
Chamber of Commerce, Beaumont, Tex., in regular meeting assembled. 

W. C. Ivers, President. 
Attest: 
Howarp J. Hicks, General Manager. 


STATEMENT OF U. J. GAJAN, GENERAL MANAGER, SOUTHWEST LOUISIANA ELECTRIC 
MEMBERSHIP CORPORATION 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my name is U. J. Gajan. I am 
general manager of the Southwest Louisiana Electric Membership Corp., the 
largest rural electric distribution cooperative in the Nation, serving in excess 
of 24,000 farm families and other rural establishments in southwest Louisiana. 
| live in Lafayette, La., and our headquarters are in that city. 

I appear before you in my capacity as general manager of our rural electric 
association, also as a member of the board of directors of the Tex-La Electric 
Cooperative, Inc. 

The Tex-La Electric Cooperative is a voluntary organization composed of the 
rural electric cooperatives and municipalities of east Texas and Louisiana. 
Tex-La was formed primarily for the purpose of contracting for hydro power 
from the Government for resale and redistribution to the rural electric systems 
and municipalities in Louisiana and east Texas. : 

I am also a member of the advisory committee on power for the Southwest, 
having served as chairman of that committee, representing the rural electric 
cooperatives and municipalities of the Southwest. Our activities are directed 
to problems of promoting an orderly and planned development of power suppl) 
and power requirements on the wholesale level. 


M’GEE BEND DAM 


Our appearance before you today is on behalf of additional appropriations for 
the construction of McGee Bend Dam, in southeast Texas, located on the Angelina 
River. In 1955, the United States Congress saw fit to appropriate $1.5 million 
to begin construction on this worthy project. To date, the United States Army 
engineers have not spent, nor have they obligated the $1.5 million authorized 
and approved by the Congress for fiscal 1956. 
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For fiseal year 1957, the President included in his budget to Congress a request 
for $4 million for construction of McGee Bend Dam. We heartily endorse and 
support this request. This dam is of vital importance to all of the cooperatives 
and municipalities in Louisiana and east Texas. 

McGee Bend Dam will have a capacity of 45,000 kilowatts with 115 million 
average kilowatt-hours per year. The Army engineers estimate the value of this 
power at $804,000. The Gulf States Utilities Company of Beaumont, Tex., re- 
vised their offer of last year and lowered it to $765,548. Prior to this offer, they 
had submitted in writing for the record, in 1955, a firm offer of $800,000 for this 
power. However, this offer would not come up to the estimated value placed 
upon this power by the Corps of Engineers in the amount of $804,000. 

At a meeting of the board of directors of the Tex-La Electric Cooperatives, held 
on March 15, 1956, Tex-La agreed to purchase all of the power from McGee Bend 
Dam for the sum of $804,000 as per value set by the Army engineers. We feel 
that this is in accordance with the Flood Control Act giving the cooperative, 
municipalities, and other public bodies preference to the puwer generated at 
the multipurpose dams. 

At the present time, all of the rural electric cooperatives in Louisiana and east 
Texas are purchasing all of their power requirements from the commercial 
utility companies. The commercial utility companies have increased the cost 
of power to the cooperatives, in a new contract forced upon the cooperatives in 
1955. This increase would amount to 1.2 mills over a 10-year period. However, 
we are not sure that this would be the only increase. Hence, our absolute need 
for other resources of power in order that we can maintain stable rates to our 
farmer-members. 

I am sure this committee is well aware that for the past few years, the farm- 
ers have been hard hit economically through lowered income. From all indica- 
tion, this will be another bad year for the farmers and probably the lowest 
prices and lowest income over a period of many, many years. Certainly, it 
would not be economically possible or feasible for the cooperatives to saddle 
an extra burden on the farmers by increasing their rates for their electrical 
requirements. 


SUMMARY 


In summary, we fully support the request of the President in his Budget for 
$4 million for construction of McGee Bend Dam. We respectfully and urgently 
request your favorable consideration and approval of these funds in order that 
construction may begin on McGee Bend Dam. 

Water supply is becoming a grave problem—not only to our farmers of Amer- 
ica, but also the people living in cities and small communities. It would appear 
that it is the moral responsibility of Congress to promote and support an ag- 
gressive conservation program for our water resources, together with the utili- 
zation of this water for productive purposes in the generation of hydroelectric 
power. Our natural resources are our most precious possessions. Only through 
the wisdom of Congress and other elected and appointed officials can these re- 


sources be preserved and utilized for our present generation and future genera- 
tions. 


Thank you. 


STATEMENT oF J. S. RopsrNs, MANAGER, JEFFERSON DAvis ELECTRIO 
CooPERATIVE, INO. 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my name is J. 8S. Robbins, a 
resident and native of Jénnings, La. I am manager of the Jefferson Davis 
Electric Cooperative, Inc., an electric distribution cooperative, serving approxi- 
mately 3,800 members in 5 parishes of southwest Louisiana. 

I appear before this committee as Jefferson Davis Electric Cooperative, Inc.. 
representative, as a member of the advisory committee on power for the South- 
west, and as a member of the Louisiana Electric Cooperative Association of 
Louisiana. 

We have been advised that Congress has appropriated approximately $1.5 
million to begin construction on the McGee Bend Dam located on the Angelina 
River in southeast Texas. Further, that the United States engineers have not 
spent or made necessary arrangements to obligate this appropriation authorized 
by Congress. 

McGee Bend Dam is the only high-level dam that can be constructed in our 
area that can give our farmers the additional benefit of cheap electric hydro 
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power. The terrain is of such a flat nature that multipurpose dams are not 
possible or feasible. 

McGee Bend Dam will have a capacity of 45,000 kilowatts with 115 million 
average kilowatt-hours per year. The Army engineers have estimated that 
$804,000 per year should be the value of this amount of power. Gulf States 
Utilities Co., Beaumont, Tex., offered $800,000 for this power and later revised 
their offer to approximately $765,000. Since this offer was not adequate to meet 
the estimated value, the Tex-La Electric Cooperative at their board of directors 
meeting held on March 15, 1956, agreed to purchase all of the power from McGee 
Bend Dam for the estimated amount of $804,000. 

All cooperatives in Louisiana and east Texas purchase power from power com- 
panies. A rate increase, in the guise of a fuel clause, has been experienced by 
all eo-ops in 1955 which will result in approximately 1.5 mill increase over a 
graduated yearly basis in the next 8 to 10 years. Before this 1955 increase, we 
enjoyed a reasonably fair rate from the companies because we had made an 
application to REA for a $16 million loan to build generating plants in Louisiana 
to take care of our farmer needs. This action resulted in an immediate reduction 
in rates to all co-ops in Louisiana and east Texas from the utilities. 

McGee Bend Dam is the only possible chance of making direct hydro power 
available in the Louisiana and east Texas vicinity. The farmer cooperatives, 
municipalities, and our people need this project most vitally for flood control, 
water conservation, recreation, irrigation, and power. Power is most necessary 
not only to help meet the needs of the consumer demands for electricity, which 
doubles every 5 to 7 years, but also as a yardstick or balance on the cost of 
electric power to the farmers and general public. 

The President recognized the need for this dam and included it in his budget. 
We believe that this project with power will benefit the majority of the people 
and further the development and conservation of the Nation’s resources in accord- 
ance with the principles of democracy and will of the majority. Therefore, gen- 
tlemen, we urgently and respectfully request that this project be continued im- 
mediately as already approved by Congress and that proper funds be appropriated 
and spent to formulate its completion. 


STATEMENT OF J. E. StrurRocK, GENERAL MANAGER, TEXAS WATER CONSERVATION 
ASSOCIATION, AUSTIN, TEx. 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is J. E. Sturrock. I am 
general manager of the Texas Water Conservation Association, a statewide or- 
ganization incorporated under the laws of Texas and dedicated to the task of 
developing, conserving, controlling, protecting, and utilizing the water resources 
of Texas for all beneficial purposes. 

The membership of the association is composed of representatives of the five 
major classifications of water use, to wit: Irrigation, municipal, industrial, navi- 
gation, and State river authorities. The classification “State river authorities” 
includes all those districts and authorities created by special acts of the Texas 
Legislature for the purposes of controlling floods and developing, conserving, 
and utilizing the water resources of river basins for all beneficial purposes, and 
especially for flood control, irrigation, municipal, and industrial water supplies 
and the generation of hydroelectric power. 

Within the broad expanse of Texas, with 10 major river systems, the average 
annual rainfall ranges from less than 9 inches at El Paso to 55 inches near the 
Louisiana line. Thus there is in Texas, between humid east Texas and arid 
west Texas, all the water problems that can confront any people. 

Precipitation is erratic and unpredictable in Texas. The amount of rainfall 
through the years over the entire State averages 27.70 inches. Deviation from 
the average is continual and unpredictable as to degree or probability of occur- 
rence. The greatest average rainfall recorded in Texas at any station of the 
Weather Bureau is 56.13 inches annually at Bon Weir, Newton County, near the 
Louisiana line. The lowest is 7.83 at El Paso in extreme west Texas. 

According to the United States Geological Survey, Texas and the Southwest 
is now in the worst drought in 600 years. The water supply problem has become 
critical in most of the State and bids fair to become even more critical unless 
the drought is broken by return to normal rainfall. This is a problem of great 
concern throughout the State. In fact, the water supply problem in Texas. has 
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become one of national concern, as evidenced by emergency measures taken by 
the President in the last 3 years. 

There are two reasons for this great concern. First, the prolonged drought 
has greatly reduced supplies and diminished underground water resources in 
many areas. Second, there has been the long-term upward trend in water con- 
sumption by Texas growing population and its agricultural and manufacturing 
industries. Even with the return to normal rainfall conditions, the State will 
be in urgent need of a more effective water resources development and conserva- 
tion program in order to alleviate conditions brought about by recurring 
droughts. 

The projects proposed by the Corps of Engineers in Texas, in cooperation with 
local interests, are most important to such a program. During 1955 multipur- 
pose reservoir projects of the Corps of Engineers in Texas providing for both 
flood control and water conservation prevented over $2 million in flood damages, 
At the same time nearly 3.5 million acre-feet of water were released from these 
lakes for water supply and other purposes. 

The funds requested in the President’s Budget for fiscal year 1957 for Corps 
of Engineers projects in ‘Texas affect all classifications of water use represented 
by the Texas Water Conservation Association. To discuss each of them would 
make this statement tuo long. Therefore, I will make it brief since other indi- 
viduals and groups will testify in support of particular projects. 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 


The budget for fiscal year 1957 recommends an appropriation of $6,635,000 
for the Corps of Engineers for general investigations and $5,360,000 for advance 
engineering and design. The following Texas projects would share in the plan- 
ning money: 

Navigation studies: Double Bayou $1,600; Gulf Intracoastal Waterway, Port 
Mansfield, $5,700. 

Flood-control studies: Red River, $5,000; lower Rio Grande Valley, $1,000; 
Trinity Bay Soil Conservation District, $19,300; Trinity River, Lake Liberty, 
$40,000; Ozona, $10,000. 

Advance engineering and design: Gulf Intracoastal Waterway, realinement 
in Aransas Pass area, $31,000; Navarro Mills Reservoir, $60,000; > Waco 
Reservoir, $100,000 ; restudy of Mooringsport Reservoir, $35,000. 

We urge the committee’s favorable consideration of these requests. 

A delegation from central Texas is urging the appropriation of planning 
funds for the Proctor Dam on the Leon River for flood control, water conserva- 
tion, and allied benefits. The Brazos River Authority, a State agency, is sup- 
porting this request and we join in urging the committee’s favorable 
consideration. 

The budget recommends the appropriation of $5,130,000 for operation and 
maintenance of 19 reservoirs and waterways. We support this request. 

The budget also recommends the following appropriations for construction 
on Texas projects: 

Navigation : Brazos Island Harbor, $400,000; Houston Ship Channel, $730,000; 
Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway, 34-foot Tule Lake Channel extension, 
$319,000, and 36-foot channel, $330,000. Alteration of bridges; Corpus Christi 
bridge over ship channel, $2,861,000. 

Flood control projects: Buffalo Bayou, Houston, $2,500,000; Canyon Reservoir 
on Guadalupe River, $1,600,000; Dallas Floodway, $2,600,000; Ferrells Bridge 
Reservoir on Cypress Creek near Jefferson, Tex., $4,300,000; Red River levees 
below Denison Dam, $500,000; San Antonio channel, $800,000, and Texarkana 
Reservoir, $1,600,000. 

Multippurpose proejcts including power: McGee Bend Dam on the Angelina 
River, $4 million. 

McGee Bend Dam was authorized by Congress in 1945 as an integral part of 
a two-dam system on the Neches and Angelina Rivers. McGee Bend is the main, 
multipurpose dam; a small reregulating dam is known as dam B. Full public 
hearings were held at Jasper, Tex., 10 miles from the main dam site November 
12, 1945, and the overwhelming majority of people in east Texas voiced their 
full approval of the project and have continued to support the proposal for more 
than 10 yeurs. 

Congress has appropriated money for this project in 1946, 1547, 1948, 1949, 1950, 
1951 and 1952; and appropriated $1.5 million in initial construction money for 
the main, multipurpose dam in 1955. The Corps of Engineers and President 
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Kisenhower’s Bureau of the Budget have recommended that $4 million be appro- 
priated this year to keep construction on schedule. (Dam B was completed 
in 1950.) 

Although the project has been severely criticized by a small group of timber 
interests, the Corps of Engineers during the Korean emergency listed McGee 
Bend Dam as 1 of the 9 most necessary projects for the Nation’s defense and 
essential civilian economy. 

Benefits have been carefully and impartially measured by the Corps of 
Engineers for more than 10 years and it is estimated that for every $100 in- 
vested in the $438 million project, $1389 will be forthcoming in benefits to the 
people. It should also be pointed out that $15 million of the overall cost of 
the entire project will be contributed by local interests, and that two bids for 
the electric power to be generated by McGee Bend Dam have already been 
received—each of which exceeds the estimated cost of installing the powerplant 
in the dam. 

There are not too many good dam sites in Texas and the good ones we do 
have should be fully developed. 

We urge the committee’s favorable consideration of these several items 
of appropriation. The Corps of Engineers will give the committee detailed 
nformation on each of the projects. However, I want to call the committee’s 
attention to the fact that local interests will contribute substantially to cost 
of some of them, including Lake Liberty on the Trinity River; Navarro Mills 
Reservoir on Richland Creek, a tributary of the Trinity River; Waco Reservoir 
on the Bosque; Buffalo Bayou, Houston; Canyon Reservoir on the Guadalupe; 
Dallas Floodway; Ferrells Bridge Reservoir on Cypress Creek near Jefferson; 
San Antonio Channel and McGee Bend Dam on the Angelina River. Local in- 
terests have, or will, testify as to the amount of local contributions to the cost 
if the respective projects. 

J] thank the committee for the opportunity of presenting this statement. 


STATEMENT OF LYLE KILLINGSWORTH 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my name is Lyle Killingsworth. 
| represent the State of Louisiana as president of the Louisiana Electric Co- 
operative, Inec., a State organization made up of all 13 REA co-ops serving over 
105,000 farm families in Louisiana and the Washington-St. Tammany Electric 
Cooperative, Inc., a local distribution cooperative, as its manager. 

The 13 electric cooperatives of Louisiana are now serving approximately 
105,000 rural consumers. The ability of these cooperatives to furnish depend- 
able low-cost electric service to the rural people of our State is directly de- 
pendent on the cost of wholesale power. If the cost of wholesale power is 
nereased, eventually it will he necessary to increase retail rates which will 
result in a further price squeeze on the farmer. 

The Louisiana Electric Cooperative, Inc., in regular session last week adopted 
a resolution endorsing the construction of MeGee Bend Dam with power facilities 
included. 

The electric cooperatives in Louisiana purchase all wholesale power from the 
private power companies. Before the Southwestern Power Administration was 
created the wholesale power rates in Louisiana averages approximately 12 mills 
per kilowatt-hour. The wholesale rate in 1955 averaged approximately 5.6 mills 
per kilowatt-hour which is approximately the S. P. A. rate. It has been proved 
beyond any doubt that the S. P. A. rates are used as a pattern. During the 
past 8 years the private power companies have brought their rates down to the 
level of the S. P. A. rates. 

We in Louisiana feel that if McGee Bend Dam with power facilities is con- 
structed, the 115 million average kilowatt-hour generated will act as a stabilizing 
influence on the wholesale power rates of Louisiana. This will enable the elee- 
tric cooperatives and municipalities of Louisiana to bring abundant low-cost 
power to the people of our State. 
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STATEMENT OF Mr. BERNARD “BUSTER” KLEIN, INSURANCE MAN OF BEAUMONT, TEx 
IN Support oF Futt-Sizep McGee Benp DAM AND $4 MILLION APPROPRIATION 
RECOMMENDED BY THE CORPS OF ENGINEERS AND THE BUREAU OF THE Bupor1 


Mr. Chairman, as an insurance man in southeast Texas, I am constantly trave!- 
ing throughout the entire area which will be affected by McGee Bend Dam. 
Over a period of years, I have come to know this country and the people who 
live in it. As my Congressman, Jack Brooks, has already stated today, these 
people need the fresh water, the flood control, and the electric power McGee 
Bend Dam will bring and the overwhelming majority is wholeheartedly support- 
ing the full-sized dam which you gentlemen have already authorized and appro- 
priated initial construction money. 

In my opinion there is plenty of room in east Texas for the timber business 
and McGee Bend Dam along with it, but there won’t be any room for the fullest 
development and expansion of this area if we don’t get McGee Bend Dam. Fresh 
water is at a premium throughout east Texas right now. When one water con- 
tract expires there are always other industries and businesses waiting for an 
opportunity to get this extra water and more. This fact says to me, Mr. Chair- 
man, that it would be a terrible tragedy if this dam site were used for any sort 
of a dam that would give us in east Texas anything less than the absolute maxi- 
mum utilization of the resources of the Angelina and Neches River watersheds. 

My hometown of Beaumont, Mr. Chairman, was once a little sawmill town 
until the Spindletop oil field was discovered. People with courage and foresight 
stood up and fought for their dream of a prosperous community and a fuller life 
for its citizens. Our petrochemical industry in and around Beaumont grew to the 
extent that it made a substantial contribution toward our victory in World War 
II, and along with this industrial development the timber industry has continued 
to thrive in east Texas. I believe, Mr. Chairman, that it will continue to thrive 
after McGee Bend Dam is completed, and in addition, the people of east Texas will 
have their own opportunity to prosper and have fuller lives. 


A RESOLUTION 


Whereas in the years 1925 through 1930, far-sighted men in the Neches River 
watershed area saw the future need for an adequate supply of fresh water being 
impounded ; and 

Whereas these men and others continued their good work until a report was 
prepared in 1939 which proved the practicality and feasibility of creating a series 
of reservoirs on the Neches and Angelina Rivers in Texas; and 

Whereas congressional authority for the construction of McGee Bend, dam B, 
Rockland and dam A reservoirs, on the Angelina and Neches Rivers, for flood 
control, hydroelectric power and other water uses is contained in the River and 
Harbor Act, approved March 2, 1945; and 

Whereas during World War II such a critical water supply shortage developed 
in the lower Neches Valley, Tex., for defense industries and essential civilian 
requirements that the War Production Board in July 1945 formally recommended 
the immediate construction of the dam B element of the project and constructio! 
did begin in April 1947, and the reservoir was placed in operation in May 1951; 
and 

Whereas dam B made about 90,000 acre-feet of conservation storage available, 
and only this amount of insured water has enabled our industry to operate with- 
out shutdown during drought periods each year since it began operation; and 

Whereas the United States Government through the United States Corps of 
Engineers has already spent almost $1 million for planning and surveys and thie 
84th Congress appropriated $1,500,000 to begin actual construction on the McGee 
Bend element of the project, and the Bureau of the Budget has included in the 
fiscal Federal budget an additional $4 million for construction and President 
Eisenhower has asked that this element of the definite project be placed in oper- 
ation by 1961; and 

Whereas the fresh water supply committee of the Port Arthur Chamber of 
Commerce submitted a brief to your committee and had personal representation 
at a hearing before your committee on March 20, 1956; and 

Whereas we know that the future economy of east Texas, and Port Arthur, 
Tex., in particular, is almost entirely dependent upon storage of huge quantities 
of fresh water and our petrochemical industries, which contributed much in 
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times of war to the defense of this Nation and provide wmullimuilions to the 
United States Government in excise and other taxes in times of peace, cannot 
operate without fresh water; and 

Whereas after long and careful study, we feel that the Neches and Angelina 
Rivers, Tex., project as approved by Congress is the most feasible and practical 
facility to provide our lifeblood—fresh water; and 

Whereas it has been proven that the McGee Bend element of the definite 
project meets the United States Government criteria of benefit-to-cost ratio and 
has already received about $2,500,000 in appropriations: Now therefore be it 

Resolved, That the board of directors of the Port Arthur, Tex., Chamber of 
Commerce respectfully seeks your approval of the $4 million appropriation for 
construction as proposed in the fiscal Federal budget in order that construction 
can proceed and the facility be placed in operation by 1961. 

Adopted unanimously at a regular meeting of the board of directors of the 
Port Arthur Chamber of Commerce this 9th day of April A. D. 1956. 

Respectfully submitted. 

R. M. Luoyp, 
President, Port Arthur, Tex., Chamber of Commerce. 
Attest : 


LYLE VICKERS, Secretary. 


tESOLUTION 


Whereas the Neches-Angelina River Dam project was authorized by the 
Congress of the United States in 1945, and is to consist of two component parts, 
McGee Bend Dam, the main multipurpose structure, and dam B a smaller regu- 
lating dam; and 

Whereas full public hearings were held at Jasper, Tex., on November 12, 1945, 
at which the overwhelming majority of people living in the Second Congressional 
District voiced their full approval of the project and have continued to express 
their support in public hearings before Congress for some 10 years; and 

Whereas the Congress has appropriated money for the project in 1946, 1947, 
1948, 1949, 1950, 1951, and 1952, and appropriated initial construction money 
amounting to $1,500,000 for McGee Bend Dam in 1955, which appropriation was 
approved by the President of the United States ; and 

Whereas the United States Army engineers during the Korean war listed 
McGee Bend as 1 of the 9 most necessary projects for our defense and essential 
civilian economy ; and 

Whereas, after 10 years of careful study by the United States engineers and 
the Bureau of the Budget, they have determined that for every $100 invested 
in MeGee Bend Dam, the people will real'ze $139 in benefits, which evaluation 
of benefits has been approved by the Congress and the President of the United 
States; and 

Whereas these tremendous benefits will be realized by the people through con- 
struction of the multipurpose dam which will guarantee a year-round fresh water 
supply to the entire Neches-Angelina River Valley, 45,000-kilowatt electric power 
capacity which will be available to both private utilities and rural electric 
co-ops, adequate flood control, and untold benefits from recreational opportunities 
which the lake will open up in attracting visitors from both southeast Texas and 
the Southwestern United States; and 

Whereas any proposed reduction in the carefully planned size of the multi- 
purpose dam will completely eliminate electric power benefits to consumers in 
east Texas and severely reduce the other important benefits to the people; and 

Whereas two bids have already been submitted to buy power generated at 
McGee Bend Dam, each of which will more than pay for the cost of including 
the powerplant in the dam; and 

Whereas the United States engineers and the Bureau of the Budget have 
recommended an additional $4 million appropriation to keep construction of 
\MeGee Bend Dam on schedule: Therefore, be it 

Resolved, That we ask the people of the Second Congressional Distriet to be 
aware of these aforementioned facts concerning McGee Bend Dain, and that we 
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urge Congress in its wisdom to continue construction on this vital undertaking 
which is of paramount importance not only to the prosperity and welfare of 
east Texas, but to the entire Nation as well. 
Adopted this 17th day of April A. D. 1956. 
[SEAL] M. M. Du Rarp, 
President, Jasper Industrial Development Corporation, Jasper, Ter 
Attest 
H. L. SwWKraRINcer, 
Secretary-Treasurer, Jasper Industrial Development Corporation 
Jasper, Tez. 


LETTER FROM DEEP EAST TEXAS ELECTRIC CO-OP 


(Subsequent to the hearing the following letter was submitted fo 
insertion in the record :) 
May 11, 1956 
Hon. Price DANIEL, 
United States Senator, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR Mr. DANIEL: Complying with your request and the request of Congress 
man Jack B. Brooks on justification of power in McGee Bend Dam, the following 
comments are offered : 

1. The inclusion of power is justified because it is absolutely necessary to make 
full development of the site feasible. 

2. Power is justified because it is fully self-liquidating as has been demon 
strated by offers made by Gulf States Utilities Co. and by Tex-La Electric Co-op 

3. Power is justified because water is inexhaustible source of power without 
cost for fuel, whereas gas is definitely exhaustible. In addition, cost of gas jis 
increasing rapidly. Private power executives in Texas have expressed their 
opinion that gas will be priced out of the market as powerplant fuel in the 
future. I believe that we should conserve our natural resources wherever 
possible. 

4. Cost of power in this project is based on full repayment of the cost allocated 
to power, plus interest at 244 percent, plus operating cost and amortization in 
50 years. Engineers have expressed opinion that because of low rate of siltation 
and the large dead storage provided in the plan that McGee Bend hydro plant 
will have an expected life of from 100 to 500 years. 

5. Power is justified to provide needed peaking capacity to meet spiraling 
summer demands due to air conditioning loads in the Southwest. 

6. Power is badly needed to meet load growth requirements of rural electri: 
cooperatives in Louisiana and the eastern half of Texas. Southwestern Powe 
Administration power for Texas and Louisiana comes from Denison Dam on the 
Red River, and this capacity is completely exhausted. 

7. While power costs per kilowatt-hour as produced in hydro plants of the 
Southwest are high when compared to average cost per kilowatt-hour for thermi! 
energy, hydro power value is likewise high when compured to average steal 
produced power. This is well known and is proven by contracts entered into and 
offers made by private power companies in the Southwest. Offers of from 4 to 5 
times the cost of producing average thermal energy in steam plants ure common 
for hydro energy that is available only from 120 to 200 hours per month. Please 
note that no hydroelectric power is unsold in the Southwest. A ready market 
exists, and because of the nature of the load growth pattern in this area, it is 
constantly expanding. 

Yours very truly, 
DrEEP East TEXAS ELEctTRIC Co-op, INC., 
D. N. BEASLEY, Manager. 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR LYNDON JOHNSON 


(The following statement of Senator Lyndon Johnson was received 
for insertion in the record :) 


Mr. Chairman, T have received a large number of telegrams from citizens of 
the area in which the McGee Bend Dam is to be located, all urging the approval 
of the presently requested appropriation of $4 million. It will unduly extend 
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your record and your printing costs to include all of these in the hearing. How- 
ever, 1 would like to have reprinted the telegram from Mayor Elmo lk. Beard of 
Beaumont, Tex., as typical of these telegrams. It read as follows: 

“Realizing you know the importance of fresh water to the agricultural and 
industrial development of southeast Texas, I urge your support of the $4 million 
appropriation as recommended by the Bureau of the Budget for McGee Bend Dam 
as authorized. 


“ELMo R. Bearp, Mayor of Beaumont.” 


In addition, I would like that you reprint the names of the other citizens who 

have wired me, making substantially the same request as that of Mayor Beard. 
The list is as follows: 

Vv. S. Shepherd, 705 Central Drive, Beaumont, Tex. 

) F. Wright, president, Chamber of Commerce, Port Neches, Tex. 

_F. Betts, president, the American National Bank of Beaumont, Beaumont, 
Tex. 

Hon. A. L. Mays, county judge, Jasper County, Jasper, Tex. 

David Read, Silsbee, Tex. 

Walter R. Bateman, president, Nederland Chamber of Commerce, Nederland, 
Tex. 

Hon. C. R. Eisler, mayor, city of Port Arthur, Port Arthur, Tex. 

Munger T. Ball, 2605 Rosedale Drive, Port Arthur, Tex. 

Hon. R. W. Perkins, mayor, town of Lakeview, Lakeview, Tex. 

Port Arthur Lions Club, Port Arthur, Tex. 

W. L. Weatherall, president, First National Bank, Port Arthur, Tex. 

Ek. T. Fuller, secretary, American Rice Growers Association, 215 North Fourth 
Street, Beaumont, Tex. 

Hon. L. R. Vandevender, mayor and board of aldermen, Pear Ridge, Tex. 

H. E. Roche, 3715 Lakeshore Drive, Port Arthur, Tex. 

k. H. Tenthoff, 3521 Sixth Street, Port Arthur, Tex. 

(. A. Kozelski, 1906 12th Avenue, Port Arthur, Tex. 

D. B. Stewart, 1120 14th Street, Beaumont, Tex. 

Hon. H. M. Jones, mayor, Silsbee, Tex. 

D. P. Bailey, 3520 Fifth Street, Port Arthur, Tex. 

I’. M. Leverett, 2530 Date Street, Port Arthur, Tex. 

’. Ek. Lindsey, Morgan & Lindsey, Inc., Jasper, Tex. 

First State Bank, Jasper, Tex. 

Albert J. Coburn, 4730 Calder, Beaumont, Tex. 

Pat T. Peyton, Sr., 2293 Hazel, Beaumont, Tex. 

Hon. James A. Kirkland, county judge, Jefferson County, Beaumont, Tex. 

W. F. Ivers, president, Beaumont Chamber of Commerce, 2585 Hazel, Beau- 
mont, Tex. 

Carl T. Bledsoe, Jasper, Tex. 

Gus F. Becker, Beaumont, Tex. 

Truitt W. Bailey, manager, Johnson County Electric Cooperative, Cleburne, 
Tex. 

E. Kk. Latham, Morgan & Lindsey, Inc., Jasper, Tex. 

Carl KE. Morgan, Jasper, Tex. 

Board of Aldermen, town of Griffing Park, Griffing Park, Tex 

Steel Wright, vice president, Texas Farm Products, Nacogdoches, Tex. 

RK. M. Lloyd, president, Port Arthur Chamber of Commerce, 648 Fifth Street, 
Port Arthur, Tex. 

‘. Darden Armistead, 1115 19th Street, Beaumont, Tex. 

. A. McAlpine, president, Young Men’s Business League, 5630 Kohler, Beaumont, 
Tex. 

(. Sargl, general contractor, Kyle Building, Beaumont, Tex. 

L. D. Self, secretary, Chamber of Commerce, Silsbee, Tex. 

Victor B. Fain, County Democratic Chairman, Nacogdoches, Tex. 

Roger Montgomery, Republican County Chairman, Nacogdoches, Tex. 

h. A. and Joe B. Kinsel, 236 Ridgeland, Beaumont, Tex. 

C. 0. Locke, KFDM-KFDM-TV, Beaumont, Tex. 

Nacogdoches County Chamber of Commerce, Nacogdoches, Tex. 

Vernon Evans, secretary, Pipe Fitters Local 195, 238 Crockett, Beaumont, Tex. 

L. P. Tullos, president, First National Bank, Beaumont, Tex. 

Harold Party, executive vice president, First National Bank, Port Neches, Tex. 

|. H. Kenesson, Jr., president Chamber of Commerce, Woodville, Tex. 

Hon. Ezra Eaves, mayor, Woodville, Tex. 


\ 
I 
I 
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D. P. Mann, president, Citizens State Bank, Woodville, Tex. 

E. W. Tubb, chairman, Tyler County Water Control and Improvement District, 
Woodville, Tex. 

Jiggs Kenneson, Jr., Woodville, Tex 

Security State Bank & Trust Co., 72: 5 Orleans, Beaumont, Tex. 

W. Moodye Williamson, 2510 Broadway, Beaumont, Tex. 

John W. Newton, 870 21st Street, Beaumont, Tex. 

Lum C. Edwards, Spencer H. Blain, 2490 Harrison, Beaumont, Tex. 

Herman Weber, 800 North Pearl, seaumont, Tex. 

H. C. Brooks, manager, The Fashion, 625 22d, Beaumont, Tex. 

Waldo Wilson, Hotel Beaumont, Beaumont, Tex. 


L. R. Strawn, manager of manufacturing, Jefferson Chemical Co., Beaumont, 
Tex. 


Ewell Strong, McF addin Building, Beaumont, Tex. 
OPPOSITION TO PROJECT 
M’GEE BEND DAM 
ANGELINA COUNTY, TEx., CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 
STATEMENT OF HERMAN BROWN, MANAGER 
OPPOSITION TO THE SIZE OF PROJECT 


Representative Brooks. Mr. Chairman, at this time we will present 
the people from my area and from New York, from Houston, and else- 
where in the United States, who are opposed to that dam. 

Senator ELttenper. Mr. Brown will be the first witness. 

Mr. Brown. My name is Herman Brown, manager of the chamber 
of commerce at Lufkin, Tex., and I represent these gentlemen who will 
appear here today. I have a very brief statement I would like to read 
in opposition to the present size of this particular dam, and then I 
would like permission to present one of these gentlemen with a br et 
statement, and each one of them has a statement to go for the record, 
if you will, sir. 

Senator ExLenper. Proceed. 

Mr. Brown. We request that this subcommittee give careful con- 
sideration to the proposition that the reservoir for McGee Bend Dam 
be reduced in size to the extent that the lands to be required will be 
approximately 60 to 70,000 acres instead of the 1 
for the presently planned reservoir. 

The Angelina County Chamber of Commerce represents business 
firms and citizens in Angelina County which has a population of 40,09, 
with Lufkin its geogr: aphical center. Lufkin and Angelina County 
are largely de »pende nt upon industries ; manufactur ing timber and wood 
products. 


30,000 acres necessary 


INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT OF LUFKIN 


In 1940, Lufkin had a population of 9,567. The estimated 1956 
population is 18,600. Lufkin is the wholesale, marketing, trade and 
industrial center of the vast central east Texas timber belt and will, 
therefore, be materially affected by any action which removes timber 
lands from production. 

Lufkin and Angelina County industrial employment in 1940 was 
2,472 people, and in 1956 is 4,905. These figures do not include the 
hundreds of employees of timber and pulpwood contractors and sup- 
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pliers. Lufkin and Angelina County have some 45 industrial firms 
with an annual payroll in excess of $15 million. A continuous supply 
of timber is vital to the welfare of many hundreds of our people. 

One person out of 4 from Lufkin is employed in industry. One 
person out of 8 in Angelina County is aliens in industry as com- 
pared : : out of 16 persons employed in industry in the State of Texas 
as a Whole, 

Senator ELtenper. How much of the land will be inundated ? 

Mr. Brown. About 85 percent. 

Senator Exxenper. Is it all growing timber? 

Mr. Brown. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Frercrer. It will be 129,000 acres. I am Ray Fletcher from 
Brookland, Tex., Sabine County. 

Mr. Brown. He will be a witness later on. 

Senator ELLENpDeER. Very well. Proceed. 


NEW I[NDUSTRIE& 


Mr. Brown. Twenty-three new industries have been established in 
Lufkin and Angelina County during the past 11 years. Since 1953, 5 
new industries have been slelliched: In addition, several industries 
have made great expansions costing millions of dollars, namely, the 
Southland Paper Mills, Inc., Angelina County Lumber Co.—which has 
been operating in Lufkin and Angelina County for the past 65 years— 
The Texas Foundries, Inc.—which last year installed a new million- 
dollar steel foundry—the Southern Pine Lumber Co., at Diboll, and 
the Lufkin Foundry & Machine Co. 

Senator Munor. Is there a relationship in these 23 industries? Are 
they dependent on not building a dam or building a dam, or what is 
the connection ¢ 

Mr. Brown. We are trying to establish the economy of this section 
largely dependent upon timber. You will see the reason if you give 
Ine one more page. 

(yentlemen, we say to you and to the people of the Texas gulf coast, 
particularly in Beaumont and Port Arthur, that we are not request- 
ing a reduction in the size of McGee Bend Reservoir in hopes of halt- 
ing the construction of the dam entirely. We recognize the great 
unportance of impounding surface water for its conservation and use. 
But this should be done in keeping with commonsense and at a rea- 
sonable cost, and in keeping with the actual needs and requirements 
of all the people in the area. We are not against a dam at McGee 
Bend. But, if built, it should be reduced in size but still adequate to 
provide for the water requiremeni‘s of the Beaumont-Port Arthur 
area, 


CORPS OF ENGINEERS REPORT 


We urge careful reconsideration of the recommendations made by 
the Corps of Army Engineers in 1954. The corps favored a modi- 
lied plan. It is my understanding that such a plan could be put into 
ellect without voiding any appropriations made for McGee Bend 
Dam and that the construction of a smaller dam would not have to be 
considered as a new project. 

We believe the cost of the larger reservoir is wninecessary, unwise, 
and unfair to the taxpayer since a smaller reservoir would provide 

75008—56—pt. 2-63 
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ample water and would reduce the economic loss to a large section 
dependent upon timber for its source of raw materials, income, em- 
ployment, and products. 


ADVANTAGES OF SMALLER DAM 


The citizens of Lufkin and Angelina County and the adjacent area 
are very interested in the recre ational adv: antages of the McGee Bend 
project. We urge that a close study be made of the recreational 
opportunities that would be offered by the smaller reservoir. We 
believe the general public would be better served by a smaller impound. 
ment cleared of all growths. We believe that a project without power 
would provide a more firm and better supply of better quality water, 
Such a project would greatly increase the recreational value to the 
public. 

Building the smaller lake would enable other reservoirs to be built 
upstream as the need arises. It cannot be established that the Beau- 
mont-Port Arthur region is the only east Texas section which at pres- 
ent has, or in the future will have, need for large quantities of surface 
water. 

DEVELOPMENT OF WATER SUPPLY 


Gentlemen, the cities of Lufkin and Nacogdoches have joined hands 
and are currently developing water resources upstream from the 
McGee Bend location by authorizing $2 million in revenue bonds to 
provide water for industry irrigation and for flood control. This 
dam is to be the first of a series which the local communities hope to 
build without cost to the Government or to the taxpayer. Eventually, 


it is hoped that this project will provide 160 million gallons of water 
daily. This first dam will provide 20 million gallons of water daily. 
Options are now being taken on the land for ‘the reservoir. 

For years, our large timberland owners and individual landowners 
have practiced forest conservation. We recognize the great need for 
water conservation, but we do not feel that the lifeblood of one section 
should be taken to provide benefits for another, particularly when the 
Government can, at a savings of millions of dollars, provide ade- 
quately for the water needs of the lower section of east Texas. 


REQUEST FOR RESTUDY 


I might say also, that on April 20, 1956, in Greenville, Tex., the 
East Texas Chamber of Commerce in its annual session ‘adopted a 
resolution asking that a restudy be made of the McGee Bend Dam 
project. The East Texas Chamber of Commerce has members in 72 
counties of east Texas. 

(The resolution referred to follows :) 


RESOLUTION 


The board of directors of the Angelina County Chamber of Commerce, Lufkit, 
Tex., Monday, March 26, 1956, unanimously adopted the following resolution : 

“Whereas the proposed McGee Bend Dam project located on the Angelina River 
in the counties of Angelina, Nacogdoches, Jasper, and San Augustine, would take 
from production permanently 129,000 acres of excellent timber-growing lands and 
lessen the production on an additional 40,000 acres which are proposed to be 
acquired for flowage easement, and . 
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“Whereas the loss of production from such timberlands would result in an 
annual loss of $4 million to the immediate area and adjacent communities, and 

“Whereas such loss could not be offset by the benefits of the project, and whereas 
the income of the citizens of Angelina County is to a large extent dependent upon 
the sale of timber products and their manufacture, and 

“Whereas under the present authorized project plan only a small portion of the 
reservoir area would be cleared, thereby only partially developing the recreational 
values and necessitating expensive water treatment facilities for users of water 
for municipal and industrial purposes : Therefore be it 

“Resolved, That the Angelina County Chamber of Commerce go on record as 
opposing the project on its present authorized basis and ask that funds be with- 
held until such time as further study can be made of an alternate plan submitted 
the committee by the opponents on March 20, 1956, and a similar plan presented to 
the House and Senate Comuinittees on Public Works in 1954 by the Corps of Army 
Engineers, and that full consideration be given both these alternate plans.” 

1, Herman Brown, manager of the Angelina County Chamber of Commerce, 
hereby certify that the foregoing resolution is a true copy of the resolution 
adopted by the board of directors of the Angelina County Chamber of Commerce 
on the above-mentioned date. : 

(Signed) HERMAN Brown. 

Date : March 27, 1956. 

Mr. Brown. In conclusion, we feel that your committee can do no 
less than to request a restudy of the merits of the two reservoir plans. 
The Angelina County Chamber of Commerce is grateful for the 
opportunity to lay before you this matter which is of vital importance 
to our economic program. 

If I may, sir, 1 would like to introduce these others, who have brief 
statements. 

TELEGRAM 


Representative Brooks. Would you yield for me to read a three-line 
telegram I received ? 

This telegram has reference to the East Texas Chamber of Com- 
erce’s current position on this dam. It is dated today and addressed 
to me and says: 

The East Texas Chamber of Commerce has not taken any stand nor made any 
recominendations pro or con on the McGee Bend Dam. 

(Signed) W.A. Pounps, President. 

Mr. Brown. I did not say that they had taken a position. But the 
facts are that they did adopt a resolution on the 20th day of April, in 
which they asked that a restudy be made. That is true, sir. 

Senator ELtenper. Is that resolution available? 

Senator Cuavez. The resolution is here. 

Senator ELLENpDER. Proceed. 

Mr. Brown. Now I would like to call Mr. Paul Hursey. 

Mr. Hursey is woodlands manager, Southland Paper Mills, Lufkin, 
Tex., and past president of the Texas Forestry Association. 


MCGEE BEND DAM 


SOUTHLAND PAPER MILts, LUFKIN, TEx, 


STATEMENT OF PAUL F. HURSEY, WOODLANDS MANAGER 


HISTORY OF PROJECT 


Mr. Hursey. I would like to have a few moments to review the his- 
tory of this project in order to develop some thoughts which I have 
here. In the 1930's, many people in east Texas as well as other sec- 
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tions of this country were actively seeking public-works a in 
their immediate area in order to provide employment. The McGee 
Bend project was such an instance. 

In 1939 the project had progressed to the point that a report was 
prepared by the Corps of Engineers. _ 6) 

In 1945, Congress authorized a project consisting of 4 parts, 1 
of which was the McGee Bend Dam. A public hearing was held in 
the town of Jasper in 1946. That was a hearing to discuss the four- 
dam system, with particular reference to dam B, which has since been 
constructed. While protests from those interested in the timber econ- 
omy were registered at that time, no one knew of the full impact of the 
McGee Bend project. In fact, it was not until February 1956 that 
we were able to obtain contour details, maps, and other construction 
facts, on which to base specific judgment of the adverse effects on the 
forestry-based economy of the area or on the relative advantages or 
disadvantages of the various components which make up this multi- 
purpose development. Since 1951 a few minor appropriations have 
been made for planning of this project. 

We believed that the project was dormant and that prior to its con- 
sideration for appropriations a modern review would be made. 


CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATION 


In 1955, however, an appropriation of $1,478,000 was made even 
though no request had been made by the Bureau of the Budget. Con- 
sequently, we did not know until it was too late that the Congress 
planned to move ahead with the project. Fortunately, no actual 
construction has begun, so it is not really too late to reappraise the 


situation. No funds have been irretrievably spent; such money as 
has been spent for planning will serve either the authorized project 
or the one of an alternate design. 


CHANGES IN LOCAL ECONOMY 


Vast changes in the economy of this section of east Texas have taken 
place during the period 1930 to 1955. These changes have been occa 
sioned by: 

(1) A general recovery from the depression brought about by the 
expanding economy accompanying World War II. Such change- 
have brought stumpage values from $3 to $5 per thousand to $30 to S)\' 
per thousand and cutover forest lands values from an average of $5 per 
acre to $60 to $80 per acre. 

@) The advent of forest management bringing with it sustained: 
yield production. 

(3) The establishment of the pulp and paper industry in east Texas. 
and subsequent changes in stumpage values and degree of utilizatior 

As a result of its planning studies, the Corps of Engineers sub 
mitted to both the Senate and House Committees on Public Works. 
March 29, 1954, a modified plan for McGee Bend Dam which did noi 
include power developments. It is my understanding that this report 
is still pending in the Public Works Committee. Briefly, this stud) 
brought out the following facts: 

(I) Development on this basis reduced the cost from the 1954 figur 
of $47 million to $24 million. 
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(2) It indicated the power facilities do not meet the criteria for 
inclusion under present policies. 

(3) It assured that the water supply would be adequate for present 
and reasonably foreseeable future needs of the area. 

(4) It assured flood protection equal to that of the authorized 
yroject. 
' (5) It reduced the area to be inundated from 129,000 acres to 
approximately 70,000 acres. 

(6) It increased the primary cost-benefit ratio from 1.30 to 1.63. 

Senator Extenper. At that point, do you mean to say that if the 
dam is reduced as you are suggesting, that it will increase the benefit- 
to-cost ratio ? 

COST-BENEFIT RATIO 


Mr. Hursry. It will increase the benefit-cost ratio. 1t will increase 
it from 1.30 to 1.63. That is the primary benefit as stated in the 1954 
report of the engineers on the modified plan. 

Senator ExLenper. What helps to pull it down? Is it the fact that 
it will provide for the development of electric power ¢ 

Mr. Horsey. The ratio of 1.30 is for the multipurpose or develop- 
ment of electric power. With the dam for water conservation and flood 
control only—and we intend to develop that—we will have an ade- 
quate or better supply of water in the modified plan. We will have 
adequate flood control. The benefit-cost ratio, and this is by the 
1954 report of the engineers themselves, would be increased from 1.50 
under the oower plan to 1.63 under the plan without power. 

Senator Evtenper. Mr. Tofani, will you get the engineers to work 
on that and have it available for us when we call you back ? 

Mr. Hursey. We have a copy of that. 

Senator Munpr. Are those extra 50,000 acres included in the cur- 
rent plan as against the old plan all forest lands? 

Mr. Hursey. Practically all of them, sir. 

Senator Munpr. Are they the trees that these new industries depend 
upon that you have spoken about ? 

Mr. Hursey. That is correct, for sustained yield production. 

Senator Munpr. That might have something to do with the benefit- 
to-cost rat1o. 

Mr. Hursry. If you will pardon me, sir, we will develop that fol- 
lowing my testimony, with technical testimony by the engineer who 
studied that. 


TOTAL LAND TO BE PURCHASED 


Senator ELuenper. I notice the amount of land that is proposed to 
be purchased and on which easements would be obtained is about 
170,000 acres, according to the figures I have before me, and of that 
umount, 115,000 represents timber and 31,000 represents easements. 

Mr. Horsey. I believe, sir, the latest report that we have indicates 
129,000 acres to be purchased in fee, with flowage easement on an 
additional 40,000 acres. 

Senator ELLenper. I am speaking only of timber. You have pas- 
turelands in fee that will be acquired in the amount of 8,000 acres, 
and agricultural lands amounting to 6,000 acres. I was only referring 
to the acres devoted to timber. 
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ENGINEERING FIRM REPORT 


Mr. Hursry. As to the desirability of the modified plan as presented 
by the corps, we offer at this hearing a comprehensive report prepared 
for the opponents by recognized engineering firm, Lockw ood, Andrews 
& New nam, which in effect fully substantiates the corps’ findings. 

In view of the vastly changed economy of the area affected by 
the authorized project, we believe that a review such as is recom- 
mended by the Presidential Advisory Committee on Water Resources 
Policy, dated December 22, 1955, should be made to assure the Con- 
gress ofa favorable cost-benefit ratio. That committee report states 
as a general principle- - 

Up-to-date project evaluation should be presented both at the time of the request 
for authorization and again at the time of request for funds to undertake initial 
construction. No project should be authorized or constructed on the basis of 
figures which are several years out of date. The various Federal agencies en- 
gaged in water-resources development have several hundred projects which 
have been authorized by the Congress during past years. It is essential that 
the economic factors of these projects be brought to current date before submis- 
sion for further congressional action. 

Senator E1.renner. For your information, Mr. Hursey, that is one 
thing that this committee insists upon, the benefit-to-cost ratio being 
kept current. That is one thing that we require as we go along. We 
do not depend on what was done in 1936 or 1930, but we want to know 
what the cost-to-benefit ratio is now in justification of the project. 

Senator Munpr. Let me ask you whether your costs on the 1954 pro- 
posed plan, your benefit-to-cost ratio, are based on findings which were 
made at that time or have they been brought up to date to consider 
any possible changes that might have taken place in the economy of 
Port Arthur. 


STUMPAGE VALUE OF TIMBER 


Mr. Hursry. They were presumably brought up to date at that 

time, in 1954, on some matters. However, the engineers in their report 
say that the stumpage value of timber has incre: ased 265 percent. We 

contend it has increased 1,000 percent. They say that the value of 
forest land has increased 400 percent. We contend that it has in- 
creased 1,000 or 1,200 percent. So we feel that even the 1954 report, 
as far as that goes, has probably not considered all of the points. 

Senator Exnienper. You mentioned a report made by some engi- 
neers. Have you that report available? 

Mr. Horsey. It will follow, sir. 

Senator ELLEnper. I wish you would file it so that the engineers can 
look into that and report to us before we conclude the hearings. 

Senator Cuavez. Do you know whether that report had ever been 
filed with the Committee on Public Works? 

Mr. Hursey. No, sir. We only found out about a report of that 
nature, the report made in 1954, the day after the hearing of the sub- 
committee in the House on this matter. This was March 20, this year. 

Senator Etienper. Are there further questions? 


TOTAL POWER TO BE GENERATED 


Senator DworsnaK. How much power will be generated at that 
] 9 
dam ? 
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Mr. Hursey. A 45,000 kilowatt installation would be made. This 
would produce, according to the latest information, 129 million kilo- 
watt-hours per year, which actually would figure, as I see it, a produc- 
tion of only about 8 percent of rated capacity on a 24-hour basis. 

Mr. Newnam, who follows me, our engineer, will speak to that. 

Senator ELLENDER. Did you say 45,000 kilowatts? 

Mr. Hursey. Yes. 

Senator Dworsnak. Is that the larger dam or the smaller one? 

Mr. Hursey. There would be no power on the smaller one. It isa 
question of a high dam with power in it or a modified version, a low 
dam, without power in it, pertaining to the water conservation. 


PROPORTION OF COST CHARGEABLE TO POWER 


Senator Ex.renper. Mr. Tofani, have you the proportion of cost 
that is chargeable to electricity? Have you that available? 

Mr. Torant. It is roughly a little over $20 million. 

Senator ELLenver. Out of the 47 million? 

Mr. Torant. Yes. There is a $3 million local contribution, and in 
addition to that, to the water, I think they pay $200,000 a year. 

Senator ELLENDER. To what extent would the local municipalities 
in the area benefit ? 

Mr. Torant. It is my understanding that the local people are very 
interested in getting the water. 

Senator ELLenper. I want to find out how many localities are there 
that would benefit by the erection of the dam? 

Mr. Torant. I do not know the exact number, myself. 

Senator ELLENDER. Would you have this when you appear ? 

Mr. Torant. Yes, sir. 

Senator ExLLenper. I would like to enter for the record these 
matters. 

All right. 

(The information referred to appears on p. 2689.) 

Mr. Brown. Next is Mr. Frank Newnam, who is consulting engi- 
neer, from Houston, Tex. 


MCGEE BEND DAM 


STATEMENT OF FRANK NEWNAM, CONSULTING ENGINEER, 
HOUSTON, TEX. 


REVIEW OF PROJECT 


Mr. Newnam. It appeared that due to the changing economy of the 
region that the project should be looked into at this time, and we were 
asked by the interests that are shown on the front of the report to 
review the Corps of Engineers’ latest project for McGee Bend Dam, 
and to design and obtain a cost on a dam without power at the same 
site that would furnish the same or better water conservation and 
the same flood-control features, and to see what the actual costs and 
benefits of power were. At that time, we did not know that the Corps 
of Engineers had made a report in 1954 on a similar dam without 
power. We testified before the House Appropriations Committee 
without knowing that. It turns out that the reports are very parallel. 
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Our engineering analysis as contained in this report indicates that 
the power components of this authorized project is not justified. The 
benefit-cost ratio of the power component is less than one. It is also 
less than one in the 1954 report of the Corps of Engineers. It indi- 
cates that the Federal Government would operate the power at an 
annual loss of over $200,000. Providing power in this dam would 
cost much more than alternative means. That is, gas with steam- 
generated power. There is plenty of gas in the area, and both the 
initial cost and the annual cost would be far less with a steam plant. 

Senator Munpr. What do your figures show in that area where 
you have this abundance of natural gas as to the difference of cost 
of producing power by gas and by hydroelectric? 

Mr. Newnam. I can only answer that for this one project. I will 
get to that in a minute if that will be satisfactory, sir. 

Senator Munopr. All right. 

Senator ELLenper. An argument along that same line was advanced 
when dams in North and South Dakota were built. They had a lot of 
lignite there. It was stated that electricity could be produced much 
more cheaply through the use of this lignite rather than through 
falling water. 

ADVANTAGES OF ALTERNATE PLAN 


Mr, Newnam. It is much more cheaply produced than the power 
produced in this dam, and the figures of our report and the 1954 Corps 
of Engineers report both show that. The benefit-cost ratio is much 
better under the alternative plan, and the water supply will be better 
under the alternative plan, without power. 

In other words, it will provide a more dependable supply during 
the dry years. It takes far less land and, therefore, it 1s less detri- 
mental to the economy of the region. There is less disruption to things 
like highways, railroads, utilities, and small communities. For ex- 
ample, the town of Brookland will have to be, under the presently 
authorized project, protected by levees and pumps. Under this alter- 
native it will not have to be. 


TOTAL ACREAGE TO BE INUNDATED 


Senator ELLenper. Were my figures correct a moment ago when | 
stated that the number of acres to be inundated, that is the maximum 
number to be inundated, is 169,600? 

Mr. Newnam. That is right. That includes the land to be pur- 
chased and the flowage easements to cover the maximum designed 
flood from the spillway. 

Senator ELtenper. According to your view, how many acres would 
be inundated ? 

Mr. Newnam. There would be 70,000 acres purchased in fee and 
56,000 in flowage easements. That is 127,000. 

Senator Ex11enper. So the difference between your plan, that 1s 
your suggestion, and that of the engineers means a difference of 43,000 
acres ? 

Mr. Newnam. The real basic difference is the difference between the 
acreage that must be purchased in fee in each case. 

Senator Evrenper. It does not make any difference. It will be 
inundated. 
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FLOWAGE EASEMENTS 


Mr. Newnam. No. Here is the difference, sir: The land on which 
tlowage easements are purchased will not disrupt the timber industry 
materially. It will have some, but they can still grow timber on it. 
That is only land that is inundated in a flood that is less frequent than 
a 5-year flood. They are planning to purchase the land to be covered 
in a 5-year flood. 

Senator ELLeNpeR. Could that be remedied by putting more of the 
land in that category ? 

Mr. Newnam. I believe they have it at the right place, where the 
Corps of Engineers have it, and that is to purchase up to the 5-year 
frequency. Above that they can still grow timber and have crops. 

Senator ELtenper. According to your suggestion, what would it be? 

Mr. Newnam. The land purchased in fee would be reduced from 
129,000 to 70,400. It would be reduced by 70 percent. It would be 
reduced by 58,000 acres. 

Senator ExLenDer. The body of water would be reduced consider- 
ably ?@ 

Mr. Newnam. Yes, sir. 


FLOOD PROTECTION 


Senator Munvr. Would not the higher dam provide better flood 
protection than the lower dam ? 

Mr. Newnam. No, sir. There is exactly the same flood protection 
provided in both of these dams. I will show you that in a picture in 
a minute. We found that the clearing had been eliminated in the 
last few years by the Corps of Engineers because it had gotten so 
expensive, 

To have eleared what they originally planned to clear would add 
$13 million to the project. Our conclusions were that a restudy should 
be made to determine if power should be eliminated in this dam, and 
if the reservoir should be cleared. 


COMPARISON OF LAND REQUIREMENTS 


Could I get you to look at figure 1, which is near the back of this 
book, a minute? I will show you the essential features of this. 
Figure 1 is the pullout sheet at the back. 


AUTHORIZED PLAN 


On this map here, the area that is in blue and yellow is the area 
that would be purchased in fee under the authorized project, totaling 
129,000 acres. 


The area in green is 40,000 acres on which flowage easements would 
be obtained under the authorized project. 


ALTERNATE PLAN 


For the alternate plan, without power, the area in blue, totaling 
70,400 acres, would be purchased in fee. And the area in yellow, which 
coincidentally, happens to be the same acreage, because it comes out 
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the same elevation, the area in yellow, 58,600 acres would have flowage 


easements obtained on it and it would only be flooded in floods less 
frequent than a 5-year flood. 


RELOCATIONS 


You will note on this map that a large part of the relocations come 
into this yellow area, and some along the edges come into the yellow 
area. It was found by analysis that by building this lower dam, 
although the difference between these 2 purchase elevations is 20 feet, 
it eliminated more than half of the cost of relocation. It reduced it 
from $10 million to $5 million. 

If you will turn under that page to figure 2, I will explain that. 


ALLOCATION OF STORAGE 


The left-hand side is taken from the Corps of Engineers figures 
and exhibits. That is the authorized project. 

Up at the top is a cross section of the dam, and it is shown by eleva- 
tions. The brown is dead storage. 

Down in the bottom of the lower left-hand figure it shows the 
colors in their proper volume. The bottom of the valley does not 
hold as much as the top. But there is a million and a half acres of 
dead storage there, of which only 50,000 acres is needed for siltation. 
The rest of it is just put in there to get the water up high enough to 
make it a power dam. In other words, it is not a naturally good 
power dam. They had to put almost a million and a half of acres of 
dead storage to get the water up that high. 

Senator Cuavez. Is that to lift the water up? 

Mr. Newnam. No, sir; just to get enough head to produce power. 
The blue is the waterpower storage. That is 1,385,000 acre-feet. 
That is for power and water, and it figures out that about half of that 
is effective for water just downstream, because some of it has to be 
turned loose when it is not needed during the winter months in order 
to be able to sell the power on any kind of a basis. 

Then you have 1,148,000 of flood-control storage, and then they 
designed the spillway on the basis that the flood-control storage is 
full and you get the maximum possible conceivable storm and there 
is a surcharge of 2.360.000 acre-feet in green. 

On the right- hand side is the alternate plan without power. Look- 
ing at the lower right-hand figure, we have 50.000 acre-feet of silt 
storage, which is what the Corps of Engineers told us is needed for 
silt. 

Incidentally, in making our analysis of this dam, we used the Corps 
of Engineers, we used the unit prices, and we converted it to a dam 
that would furnish everything except the power. 

The water conservation pool is next. 

Senator EiLenper. Do you mean to say that a dam that would be 
built according to the way you think it ought to be built would be as 
effective for flood control as the large dam? 

Mr. Newnam. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELtenper. What do you base that on? 

Mr. Newman. Look at the flood-contro! storage. The flood-control 
storage is the yellow in this dam, and it is exactly the same. 
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Senator ELLenper. But you get rid of the dead storage. There is 
no dead storage. Your dead storage amounts to nothing. 

Mr. Newnam. The dead storage is not effective for flood control. 

In the dam on the left, the one that the corps is planning for their 
authorized project, the water will always be up in the blue, so that 
water in the brown will always be in there. It never gets below 
the bottom of the power and w ‘ater conservation stor age pool. 

You assume that the flood comes when power and water conserva- 
tion storage is full. Actually, your flood control is all above the blue. 

Senator Euienper. I do not know, I am not an engineer, but cer- 
tainly the higher dam can store more water than the lower dam. 

Mr. Newnam. But the brown is of no use. We have exactly the 
same flood control volume in there, the 1,148,000 acre-feet. We have 
exactly the same surcharge in both dams. 

The elevation to be purch: ised in fee is shown at the top, at eleva- 
tion 169 for the authorized project and 149 for the dam without power. 


COMPARISON OF COST 


If you will look briefly at page 22, we have the cost of the two proj- 
ects. The left column is composed of figures given to us by the Corps 
of Engineers and they are the latest rev vised figures on the cost of the 
dam, their 1956 cost, and it is $ $50,200,000. 

The middle column is the cost using their same unit prices but for 
this dam without power, and with better water supply benefits, it 
costs $28 million. 

Senator ELLenpeR. Why do you say “better water supply”? 

Mr. Newnam. It is better. 

Senator ELtienper. Why? 

Mr. Newnam. Because it gives a more dependable water supply. 
Senator Ertenper. You are getting more water behind the higher 
dam. I do not quite follow you why the water should be better 

behind a small dam than a big dam. 


RESERVOIR OPERATION 


Mr. Newnam. In both of these dams, the only water that is avail- 
able for water supply is the water in this blue section that you were 
looking at. 

The yellow section is flood-control storage. It must be kept empty. 
The minute it gets in there, they have to let it out. That has to be 
there for the next flood. 

The dead storage they never figure on getting below the bottom of 
the blue line, so it is just the blue. 

In the authorized project, a lot of that blue, that storage for power 
and water, has to run the power turbines during times when it is not 
needed downstream, during the winter months, so a lot of it is wasted, 
whereas in the water conservation storage pool of the one without 
power, you just turn it loose when you need it. 

In this thing, the thing that we have made the original study on is 
a careful analysis of the routing of the water through the reservoir. 
We have come up, and I have in figure 3, which I did not plan to get 
into unless you want to, to the fact of the routing of those two, and 
it shows that a lot of the water is wasted in the power dam, and that 
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you actually fill the demand downstream better with this dam without 
power. 

As further evidence of that, we have a water conservation storage 
pool of 855,000 in our dam without power. 

The Corps of Engineers, in their 1955 report, showed that with 
the storage of about 700,900 as opposed to our 855,000, they supplied 
the same amount of water to the users downstream as they would 
without the authorized project. So we are on the conservative sice. 
We are supplying more. 

Now, please turn back to page 22. 


COST OF ADDING POWER 


The third column there is obtained by subtraction from the first 
and the second column from the third. It shows that $21,773,300 is 
the cost of adding power in the dam over the dam without power. 


COMPARISON OF BENEFLT-TO-COST RATIOS 


If you will turn to page 27, I will show you the analysis of the 
benefits versus cost. 

You will notice that the latest. figure from the Corps of Engineers, 
given to us by the Fort Worth district, for the authorized project, 
the first line across, shows an annual cost of $2,366,000, annual bene- 
fits of $3,283,000, and a benefit-cost ratio of 1.39. 

The second line, our alternate plan, shows a benefit-cost ratio of 
1.89. 

By subtraction, the cost-and-benefit ratio, the ratio of benefits-to- 
cost for the power only in the authorized project is 0.89. That is 
based upon the most optimistic viewpoint. 

We have in there reduced the benefits in this alternate plan from 
the original. We have reduced it by 167,000 for reduction in benefits 
to fish and wildlife, recreation and wildlife. 

Senator Muner. Your asterisk applies to the authorized project’ 

Mr. Newnam. Yes, sir, the first line across. 


CORPS OF ENGINEERS COST ESTIMATE 


Senator Munpr. Does that also hold for the alternate plan and 
power only, or does the Corps of Engineers dispute the cost-benetit 
ratio you have arrived at? 

Mr. Newnam. No, sir. If you want me to mention that now, when 
we wrote this report, we did not have the benefit of any analysis of 
the plan without power by the Corps of Engineers. 

Subsequently, we have obtained the 1954 report that has been re- 
ferred to, by the Corps of Engineers. 

In their tables 2 and 3, in the back of that report, they have a tabu- 
lation, a résumé, of the up-to-date costs through 1954 on the author- 
ized project, and table 3, the project without power on the same 
basis of cost. Here are their figures: 

They figure that the dam, with power, would cost, in 1954, $47 mil- 
lion, and the dam without power would cost $24,292,00, or the cost 
of the power in that dam is $22,700,000, just for the power. 

They show an annual cost of the dam with power of $1,981,000. 
They show an annual cost for the dam without power of $1,019,000, 
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or a difference of $961,000, which is the annual cost of the power 
component. 

Senator Munpr. Translate that into benefit-to-cost ratio. 

Mr. Newnam. | will do that by telling you that the benefit is still 
the same. 


BENEFIT-TO-COST RATIO OF POWER COMPONENT 


The Southwest Power Administration has indicated that the cost 
of equivalent power annually, the maximum benefit it can be out of 
that, is 898,000. So if you compare that against the 961,000, you get.a 
benefit-cost ratio, taking the Corps of Engineers report, of only .97 or 
less than unity, for the power component. 

If you base it on the best offer they have had for purchasing this 
power, that only gives you a benefit-cost ratio of .84. So by my re- 
port and by the Corps of Engineers 1954 report, they show that the 
benefit-cost of the power component is Jess than unity, and you will 
find in the report several places where it says so. There is a men- 
tion or two in the 1954 report of the Corps of Engineers what it would 
be if you forego taxes. [ut the inclusion of taxes foregone is a stand- 
ard procedure of the governmental agencies dealing in water supply 
and power, water resources and power. It is in all of their reports, it 
is in their latest figures and it is an established procedure. With the 
inclusion of taxes foregone, this report states that the benefit-cost 
ratio of the power component is less than 1. What it means, in es- 
sence, is that right now the Government under the authorized project 
would be paying an initial cost of $21 million or $22 million—we are 
that close together in these two reports—for the power. 

You could build a steam-generating plant for $6 million or less, 
against the $21 million or $22 million. 

The annual cost of the power is from $926,000 that the corps got, 
the $1,100,000 that we got, against a maximum benefit as furnished 
by the Southwest Power Administration of $898,000. So you will 
operate it at a loss every year and the Government would be putting 
in an extra $15 million into the cost of the project. So the power is 
clearly not justified. 

Senator ExLenper. Mr. Tofani will have the engineers work this 
proposal out for us. 


COST OF GENERATORS 


You stated a while ago that of the total cost, about 20 or 21 million 
dollars would be utilized for the erection of the generators to develop 
power, is that right ? 

Mr. Torant. That is for the additional relocations, for the power- 
house, for the generators, yes, sir. ' 

Senator ELLENpER. In figuring the amount of, say, $20 million, for 
the erection of this plant, do you have in mind that over a period of 
years this initial amount will be amortized from the sale of asacity 
venerated from this plant? 

Mr. Torani. It is our understanding, based on a letter that we 
received from the Southwest Power Administration, that they indi- 
cated people are willing to pay sufficient for that power to recover 
the cost. 

Senator Etienper. That is the way you figure it, ordinarily, is it 
not ? 
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Mr. Torant. Yes, sir. 


Senator ELLenper. In other words, the methods by which you arrive 
at $20 million or $22 million, whatever it is, as I understand from 
other projects, is that the amount of electricity that is developed or 
generated from this falling water will pay for itself over a period of, 
say, 40 or 50 years. 

Mr. Torani. Yes. 

Senator ELLENDER. Proceed. 

Mr. Newnam. It is my understanding that Colonel Whipple of 
the Office of the Chief of Engineers testified that that was not true 
if taxes foregone were included. Isthat correct ? 

Mr. Torant. That is not justified if you include taxes foregone. 

The project was authorized prior to the procedure of taxes fore- 
gone. However, local people have indicated that they are willing to 
pay the difference, according to the Southwest Power Administration. 


EXCERPT FROM REPORT 


Mr. Newnam. Mr. Chairman, may I ask that these fiew pages, 22 
through 27, be copied into the record ? 

Senator ELLenper. That will be all right. 

(The information referred to follows :) 


SUMMARY OF CONSTRUCTION COSTS 


A comparison of the total estimated costs of dams and reservoirs constructed 
under the two alternate plans, and for power only, is shown in the following 
table 4, Estimated Construction Costs, 


TABLE 4.—Estimated construction costs 


Purposes and costs 


2 


W ater con- Water con- | 
servation, | servation 
flood control,| and flood 
and power ! control 


. Lands and damages ‘ . 244, 200 5, 240, 800 
Relocations 56, 890 5, 189, 100 
Reservoir clearing. , 086, 900 , 086, 900 | 
Dam 7 ‘ 5, 674, 990 3, 337, 600 | 

. Powerplant : , 670, 700 | 
. Roads Saal 63, 000 63, 000 
. Levees__-- 327, 600 239, 000 
. Buildings, grounds, and utilities 189, 000 189, 000 
9. Permanent operating equipment eas 54, 100 

. Engineering and design ; , 694, 690 

. Supervision and administration : 2, 688, 200 


NE aiencaceki 


GO NID Cn OO NO 


50, 200, 000 28, 426, 700 


1 From Fort Worth district office of Corps of Engineers 


Annual costs 


Annual costs, a composite of fixed costs plus other costs, have been furnished 
for the authorized project by the Fort Worth district office, Corps of Engineers. 
For comparative purposes, corresponding annual costs have been calculated 
for the alternate plan. The difference shows the annual costs and annual 
benefits for power only. In order to keep all cost figures on an equal basis, the 
following procedures were used in calculating for the alternate plan: 

1. The total cost to be amortized and which is interest bearing was calculated 
by adding to the estimated construction cost the interest during the construc 
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tion period (2.5 percent for 2.5 years). This rate and period are identical 
with those used by the corps, although it is likely that the smaller project 
would be more quickly constructed, in particular view of the fact that the time 
required for procurement of specially built hydroelectric generators is generally 
a critical factor in scheduling construction operations for projects including 
hydroelectric power. 

2. The annual costs of amortization and interest were calculated as the 
identical percentages of cost to be amortized used by the Corps of Engineers. 

3. The annual cost of operation and maintenance, as furnished by the corps, 
has been allotted on a basis of 50 percent for power and an equal amount for 
water conservation and flood control. This allocation is based on the recom- 
mended operation and maintenance organization included in the definite project 
report, which indicates that approximately one-half the total personnel required 
will be engaged in power production and maintenance of the powerplant. This 
analysis probably is conservative in that an insufficient share of this cost is 
allocated to power production as this annual cost undoubtedly contains a sub- 
stantial item for supplies, such as lubricants and minor electrical items, and 
the proportion of cost of such items used in the powerhouse will undoubtedly 
exceed one-half of the cost of all such expenditures. 

4. The annual cost of major replacements, as furnished by the corps, has 
been allocated between the two plans on a basis of three-fourths for replacement 
of power production equipment and one-fourth for replacement of other equip- 
ment. This distribution, upon consideration of the complexity and moving-part 
characteristics of the equipment required for the powerplant, seems fair and 
reasonable; however, a different distribution of this item of annual cost will 
make little significant change in comparative costs, since it is of minor magni- 
tude ($20,000 per annum). 

5. The annual cost of taxes foregone is one that is chargeable to power alone, 
since it is an item included to compensate for the loss of taxes which would be 
collected on power production by private means, which will be replaced by the 
power production features of the proposed multipurpose plan. 

The annual costs for each plan, calculated by means described above, are 
shown in the following table 5, Annual Costs. 


TABLE 5.—Annual costs 


Estimated annual costs 


Item Water | Water 
conservation,| conservation 
flood control,| and flood 
and power! | control 


Power only? 


. Estimated construction cost acd $50, 200,000 | $28, 426. 700 $21, 773, 300 
Pa cn arts sa aaleniah tacts nnn 5 aries A Alain iain ; 53, 337, 500 | 30, 203, 400 | 23, 134, 100 

3. Interest (uxdieaamun , 333, 400 | 755, 100 | 578, 400 
Amortization Se 547, 000 309, 800 | 237, 300 

5. Operation and maintenance ~ 211, 200 | 105, 600 105, 600 
| RNIN. cmnugicewnecukswacnanseen ae 20, 000 5, 000 | 15, 000 
. Taxes foregone iol a a tcc . 255, 000 0 | 255, 000 


a aoe Saat, 2, 366, 600 | 1, 175, 500 1, 191, 300 


1 From Fort Worth District Office Corps of Engineers. 
? By subtraction. 


BENEFITS 
Annual benefits 

Annual benefits which would accrue from the construction of the authorized 
project, revised and brought to date, were furnished by the Fort Worth District 
Office, Corps of Engineers. These estimated annual benefits were itemized and 
consisted of benefits accruing from flood control, power, water supply and other 
water uses, including recreation and fish and wildlife. With the exception of 
the indirect benefits of recreation, fish and wildlife, each benefit is due to a major 
purpose fulfilled by each plan and has been directly allocated to such purpose 
without change. 

Certain of the benefits accruing from recreation and fish and wildlife are due 
to the creation of any large body of water and will not be reduced by the differ- 
ence in the two plans. Other benefits accruing from these items are a function 
of the minimum average pool maintained and, consequently, will be greater for 
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the reservoir providing for power. A division of the benefits accruing from this 
item has been made on the basis of an allocation of 40 percent of the total bene- 
fits to power only, because the power increment requires a considerably larger 
surface area. Since some of these benefits are due to recreational facilities such 
as swimming, camping, and picnicking, which will not be appreciably impaired by 
the reduction in size of the lake; and others, such as boating, will be only 
slightly reduced, it is felt that the ‘40 percent of total benefit allocated to power 
only is the maximum allowance possible. A comparison of the benefits distributed 
among the two plans and for power only is shown in the following table 6.- 
Annual Benefits. 


TABLE 6.—Annual benefits 


Ann‘ial benefits 


Major purpose ; , ~ | 
Flood at Water | Recrea- 
control | supply | ton, ete. 
1. Water conservation, flood control, | 
power |! $260, 400 $898, 800 | $1,716,000 | $418, 600 
2. Water ernservation and flood control... 260, 400 0} 1,716,000 251, 200 227 
3. Power only 2 aes 0} 898, 800 0 167,400 | 1. 06F 20 
| | | / 
! From Fort Worth district office, Corps of Engineers. 
’ By subtraction. 


COMPARISON WITH GAS-ELECTRIC POWER 


An approximate check has been made on the reasonableness of the direct annual 
benefits assigned to the hydroelectric power by making a rough preliminary esti 
mate of the annual cost for an equivalent gas-fired, steam generating electric 
powerplant used for peaking power only. The estimated cost has been based 
upon published average figures which is believed to give a conservatively high 
initial cost for this plant. 

The plant estimated is a 45,000-kilowatt gas-electric, which would be consid 
ered a small unit in comparison with the usual steam plants in the region. In- 
door construction has been assujed because of its small size. The annual benefits 
and costs of such a hypothetical steam-generating powerplant are based upon 
the same use for peaking power only, as is usual for hydroelectric power in this 
region; whereas the annual cost per kilowatt would be materially reduced if 
additional use is made of the steam plant, which would undoubtedly be the case 
should it be built. 

It is estimated that such a gas-electric plant can be constructed at a unit cost 
of approximately $145 per installed kilowatt. The total construction cost would 
be 45,000-kilowatt times $145 or $6,525,000. 

For comparison with the hydroelectric power, the following estimated annual 
cost for this hypothetical gas-electric plant is based on a 50-year life: 


Annual cost of gas-electric power 
SN acne $6, 525, 000 
Interest during construction 326, 000 


cane svmaecsn oe Et res _ 6, 851, 000 


Interest and amortization 293, 000 
Operation and maintenance : 328, 000 
Major replacements 50, 000 

255, 000 


Ie ee ns he i ee ek ee 926, 000 


It will be noted that the estimated annual cost of $926,000 for this gas-electric 
plant is slightly greater than the annual benefits of $898,800 assigned to the 
hydroelectric power. Since the former is considered to be conservatively high, 
this is considered to verify the reasonableness of the direct annual benefits 
assigned to hydroelectric power and, also, to indicate that these latter benefits 
of $898,800 are about the maximum that could be directly assigned to the pro- 
posed hydroelectric power. 
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SUMMARY COMPARISON OF COSTS AND LENEFITS 


The usual measure to indicate the economic feasibility of a project is the ratio 
of annual benefits to annual costs. A ratio in exeess of unity indicates economic 
feasibility ; whereas, a ratio of less than unity indicates the project is not eco- 
nomically justified. 

Following is a summary of the annual costs and the annual benefits with the 
computed benefit-cost ratio in table 7.—Benefit-cost ratios. 


TABLE 7.—Benefit-cost ratios 


| 
> | Annual Annual Benefit- 
Project benefits cost ratio 





Avitieine See 8. oi innecsenepnees 
Alternate plan 


1. 
i 
| 


From Corps of Engineers. 


1954 REPORT OF CORPS 


Mr. Newnam. I would like to present for the record, or however 
you wish to handle it, a copy of the 1954 report of the Corps of 
Engineers. 

Senator ELLeNper. That may be filed for the information of the 
committee. 


EFFECT OF REDUCED CLEARING 


Mr. Newnam. Ihavejustonemore point. =| 
This late change in the project to its authorization of reducing the 
amount of clearing from 129,000 acres to 10,000 acres which reduces 


the cost some $13 million, is a serious problem or will be a serious 
problem to the users in the lower Neches area. 

There is Beaumont, Port Arthur, and several other towns, that de- 
pend solely on Neches River water for their supply. It is well known 
that water that stands in timber becomes full of tastes and odors that 
are difficult and expensive to get out. I do not know the effect on 
industry, but it should be considered if it is reviewed. 


COST-BENEFIT RATIO 


We figured that if the clearing was added, all except 10,000 acres 
left for the fish and wildlife interest, it would reduce the benefit-cost 
ratio of the authorized project from 1.39 to 1.20 and of the alternate 
plan from 1.89 to 1.69. 

But, in any event, we feel it should be considered in the alternate 
plan in the interest of the use downstream. 

In conclusion, we wish to recommend that the project be restudied 
in the light of these ehanging conditions to see if power should not 
be eliminated and clearing added back in. 


CLEARING TREES FROM RESERVOIR SITE 


Senator Dworsnak. Is it not customary to clear trees from a reser- 
voir site when such dams are built ? 
Mr. Newnam. Yes, sir, itis. It has been in the past. 
Senator Dworsuax. But it would not be done in this case? 
75008—56—pt. 2——-64 
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Mr. Newnam. That is a recent change in this project since it was 
authorized. 

Under the latest revision of cost, the Corps of Engineers decided 
to eliminate most of the clearing, because it ran the cost up so high. 

Senator ELLenper. Could they not sell the trees? You say there is 
a lot of forest there. Why could they not get enough out of the sale 
of trees to justify cutting them down? 

Mr. Newnam. I am not familiar with the details of that, but they 
have figured it would cost $13 million. 


POWER SITUATION 


Senator Dworsnak. Is there a power shortage in that area? 

Mr. Newnam. No, sir, there is not. The non-Federal agencies are 
taking care of it as it is. 

Senator Dworsuaxk. Where do they get the power? 

Mr. Newnam. They are generating it from gas fuel, steam-gener- 
ated power. There is ample gas. 

Senator Dworsnax. Natural gas is plentiful in that area? 

Mr. Newnam. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLtenper. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Brown. The next witness is Mr. George Stanley, forest engineer 
for Kirby Lumber Co., Houston. 


MCGEE BEND DAM 
Kirpy LUMBER Corp., Houston, TEx. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE W. STANLEY, MANAGER OF LANDS AND 
FOREST 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


Mr. Srantey. I would like to file a copy of my statement, and I 
would also like to file a brochure of our company in east Texas, the 
latter just for the information of the committee. 

Senator ELrtenper. That may be done. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE W. STANLEY, MANAGER OF LANDS AND Forest, Kirsy 
LUMBER CorP., Houston, TEx., RELATIVE TO THE INUNDATION OF TIMBERLANDS 
BY THE PROPOSED McGEE BEND DAM RESERVOIR ON THE ANGELINA RIVER IN 
East TExaAs 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am George W. Stanley, man- 
ager of lands and forest for Kirby Lumber Corp., Houston, Tex. I have a degree 
in forestry from the University of Georgia and a master of forestry degree from 
Yale University. I have had 18 years experience in forest management in the 
South. I am chairman of the Texas Forest Industries Committee, administer- 
ing the tree farm \ eoeenme in Texas, and a member of the forestry advisory 
committee of the National Lumber Manufacturers Association. 

For 55 years, Kirby Lumber Corp. has been manufacturing lumber, and to 
date has marketed 9 billion board feet of timber grown in east Texas and western 
Louisiana. This lumber has been used for the construction of homes, for the 
operation of farms, in industry, and in the Nations’ war efforts. 

Today this company’s timberlands are under an intensive sustained yield 
management program under the direction of 24 graduate foresters. Under this 
program, we have planted 30 million pine seedlings; are supplying logs for our 
new, ultramodern sawmill; are selling 1 million pounds of pulp chips per day : 
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are furnishing related industries with pulpwood, poles, piling, ties, oak flooring, 
and other forest products. Our ability to continue this program is directly 
dependent upon the timber growth secured annually from our lands. 

We recognize the growing importance of water conservation, and we cannot, 
in good conscience, oppose orderly and properly designed programs. However, 
we feel that the McGee Bend Dam project as originally conceived 2 decades ago, 
as a multipurpose project, is today out of step economically 
resource development. 

Others today will discuss with you some questionable features of this multi- 
purpose project, and as a forest engineer I wish to emphasize the timber and land 
features connected with the McGee Bend Reservoir. This reservoir as now 
planned will inundate 129,000 acres. The Army engineers estimate that 30 
million board-feet of merchantable timber is now standing and growing on these 
acres. We know this estimate is most conservative, but we take no issue on 
this point at this point. From our own experience, we know that this timber 
is growing at least at the rate of 6 percent per year, or 18 million board-feet in this 
reservoir area. Under accepted practices of tree farming in east Texas, the 
landowners could today, and in the foreseeable future, sell this annual tree 
growth under contract fair market values and receive at least $540,000 annually. 
For the South, the processing of stumpage into the manufactured product has 
a conversion ratio of approximately 7 to 1 upon our overall economy ; that is, for 
every dollar paid for stumpage, 6 additional dollars will be expended in produc- 
ing the final product. This means the annual growth in sawtimber alone will 
develop at least $3,780,000 for the economy of the area. When the value of pulp- 
wood, poles, and miscellaneous products is added, the annual revenue from the 
total timber to be inundated is in excess of $4 million. 

Today, May 8, 1956, the timber standing on these lands proposed to be inundated 
has grown another 50,000 board-feet of lumber; enough grown in 1 day to build 
5 average-size 5-room houses. This, gentlemen, is the growth that our east Texas 
wood economy is asked to forfeit and with no compensation should this multi- 
purpose dam be constructed as planned. 

If you gentlemen approve this appropriation, the plan is to force the land- 
owners to liquidate the trees from these highly productive lands. Then the 
landowner will be offered a very low figure for so-called bare land. It is this 
bare land cost which appears throughout the Army engineers’ cost-bentfit ratios 
as being the total land and damage cost. Nowhere in any of the cost-benefit 
ratio calculations has credit been given to the fact that timber is a crop, a renew- 
able natural resource that increases its increment and value through the years. 

A report to the Federal Interagency River Basin Committee, prepared by 
the Subcommittee on Benefits and Cost, dated May 1950, states, on page 29, 
“The public cost of removing land from its present use should be measured in 
terms of the value of the production lost as a result of the project. A com- 
parable reflection of the public cost resulting from changes in land use would re- 
quire that calculations be made in the same manner as used in the valuation of 
project benefits.” To me, this means the production loss of tree growth, which is 
real, calculable, and justified under modern concepts of tree farming. 

As stated before, we do not object to orderly planned water conservation 
projects when due considerations are given to the principles as stated above. 
Naturally, the smaller the reservoir, the smaller will be the losses to our east 
Texas timber resources economy. Before you today is a proposal to reduce the 
size of McGee Bend Dam by eliminating the hydroelectric power feature from this 
project. This would reduce the inundated timberland acres 45.43 percent, or 
58,600 acres, effecting a comparable reduction of 45.43 percent, or 136,290,000 
hboard-feet in the timber to be liquidated. 


This would mean a saving in annual 
timber growth of 8,177,400 board-feet, or $245,322 in tree growth annually. All 
of these savings could be accomplished by eliminating the hydroelectric feature of 
McGee Bend Dam without adversely affecting the water conservation, flood 
control, and other aspects of the original plan. 


I recommend an up-to-date study be made of this project, recognizing fully 
the production losses in tree growth. 


vith our natural- 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Mr. Sranrey. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, I am 
George W. Stanley, manager of lands and forest for Kirby Lumber 
Corp., Houston, Tex. I have a degree in forestry from the University 
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of Georgia and a master of forestry degree from Yale University. I 
have had 18 years’ exper ience in forest management in the South. | 
am chairman of the Texas Forest Industries Committee, administer 
ing the tree farm program in Texas, and a member of the forestry 
advisory conunittee of the National Lumber Manufacturers Associ:- 
tion. 

We recognize the growing importance of water conservation, and 
we cannot, in good conscience, oppose orderly and properly designed 
programs. However, we feel that the McGee Bend Dam project as 
originally conceived two decades ago, as a multipurpose project, is 
today out of step economically with out natural resource develop- 
ment. 


TIMBER AND LAND FEATURES 


Others today will discuss with you some questionable features of 
this multipurpose project, and as a forest engineer I wish to empha- 
size the timber and land features connected with the McGee Bend 
Reservoir. This reservoir as now planned will inundate 129,000 acres. 
The Army engineers estimate that 300 million board-feet of merchant- 
able timber is now standing and growing on these acres. We know this 
estimate is most conservative, but we take no issue on this point-at this 
time. From our own experience, we know that this timber its growing 
at least at the rate of 6 percent per year, or 18 million board-feet 
in this reservoir area. Under accepted practices of tree farming in 
-ast Texas, the landowners could today, and in the foreseeable future, 
sell this annual tree growth under current fair market values and 
receive at least $540,000 annually. For the South, the processing of 
stumpage into the manufactured product has a conversion ratio of 
approximately 7 to 1 upon our overall economy ; that is, for every dollar 
paid for stumpage, 6 additional dollars will be expended im producing 
the final product. This means the annual growth in sawtimber alone 
will develop at least $3,780,000 for the economy of the area. When the 
value of pulpwood, poles, and miscellaneous products 1s added, the 
annual revenue from the total timber to’ be inundated i# m excess of 
$4 million. 

Today, May 8, 1956, the timber standing on these lands proposed 
to be inundated has grown another 50,000 board-feet of lumber: 
enough grown in 1 day to build 5 average-size 5-room houses. This, 

gentlemen, i is the growth that our east Texas wood economy is asked to 
Forfeit and with no compensation should this multipurpose dam be 
constructed as planned. 


PRODUCTION LOSS OF TREE GROWTH 


If you gentlemen approve this appropriation, the plan is to force 
the landowners to liquidate the trees from these highly productive 
lands. Then the landowner will be offered a very low figure for so 

called bare land. It i is this bareland cost which appears throughout 

the Army engineers’ cost-benefit ratios as being the total land and 
damage cost. Nowhere in any of the cost-benetit ratio calculations 
has credit been give to the fact that timber is a crop, a renewable 
natural resource that increases its increment and value through the 
years. 
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A report to the Federal Interagency River Basin Committee, pre- 
pared by the Subcommittee on Benefits and Costs, dated May 1950, 
states, on page 29: 


The publie cost of removing land from its present use should be measured in 
teruis Of the value of the production lost as a result of the project. A comparable 
reflection of the publie cost resulting from changes in land use would require 
that calculations be made in the same manner as used in the valuation of project 
benefits. 

‘To me, this means the production loss of tree growth, which is real, 
calculable, and justified under modern concepts of tree farming. 

As stated before, we do not object to orderly planned water conserva- 
tion projects when due considerations are given to the principles as 
stated above. Naturally, the smaller the reservoir, the smaller will 
be the losses to our east Texas timber resource economy. Before you 
today is a proposal to reduce the size of MeGee Bend Dam by eliminat- 
ing the hydroelectric power feature from this project. This would 
reduce the inundated timberland acres 45.43 percent, or 58,600 acres, 
effectmg a comparable reduction of 45.43 percent, or 136,290,000 
hoard-feet in the timber to be liquidated. This would mean a saving 
in annual timber growth of 8,177,400 board-feet, or $245,322 in tree 
growth annually. All of these savings could be accomplished by 
eliminating the hydroelectric feature of McGee Bend Dam without 
adversely affecting the water conservation, flood control, and other 
aspects of the original plan. 

| recommended an up-to-date study be made of this project, recog- 
nizing fully the production losses in tree growth. 

Senator EnLeNnper. Do you or does any one else know what position 
the electric companies have in that area; that is, privately owned 
power companies ¢ 

Mr. Srantey. I do not, sir. 

Senator E.tenper. Have they expressed themselves? 

Representative Brooxs. I can present the position, if you wish, Mr. 
Chairman, 

Mr. Couauns. I would like to discuss it, too. I have talked to them. 

They do not like the big boys, and they are afraid to meet criticism. 
lt is a erithe in our country, sometimes, to own anything. 

! would like to discuss that with you. 

Senator ELLENpDER. We will give you an opportunity, 

Mr. Srantgny. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Brown. Next is Mr. A. E. Cudlipp, secretary-treasurer of the 
Texas Lumber Manufacturers Association and a member of the Texas 
A. and M. board of regents, which controls the Texas Forest Service. 


MCGEE BEND DAM 
Texas LUMBER MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION 


STATEMENT OF A. E. CUDLIPP, SECRETARY-TREASURER AND 
MEMBER, TEXAS A. AND M. BOARD OF REGENTS 


OPPOSITION TO PROJECT 


Mr. Cupuier. As the secretary-treasurer of the Texas Lumber Manu- 
facturers Association, we would like to submit a statement in opposi- 
tion to McGee Bend Dam project and also present a copy of a resolu- 
tion passed by the association at its meeting of March 13, 1956. 
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RESOLUTION 


(The document referred to follows :) 


Whereas the proposed McGee Bend Dam project located on the Angelina River, 
in the counties of Angelina, San Augustine, Jasper, Sabine, and Nacogdoches, 
would take from production permanently 129,000 acres of excellent timber grow- 
ing land and lessen the productive capacity on an additional 40,000 acres on 
which tlowage easements are proposed to be acquired; and 

Whereas such loss of timberlands would result in a loss to the economy of the 


counties affected, a minimum of $4 million annually through decreased produc- 
tion of forest products and reduced payroll; and 


Whereas such loss could not be offset by benefits as calculated by the propon- 
ents of the project ; and 


Whereas the benefits of the project are largely dependent upon the sale of 
water for the irrigation of rice; and 

Whereas the Federal Government has adopted a policy of reduction of the 
allotment of rice acreage for reasons of overproduction, and is subsidizing the 
rice growers at the expense of the taxpayers; and 


Whereas production of hydroelectric power is uneconomic in projects of this 
design ; and 


Whereas forest products industries are a major industry in Texas, employing 
14 percent of the State’s industrial workers, and contributing a value in manu- 
factured products in excess of $460 million annually: Therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Texas Lumber Manufacturers Association go on record as 
being opposed to this wasteful project, and urge that their members express a 
recommendation to their representatives in Washington that funds for this 


project be withheld until such time as further study can be made by the Corps 
of Army Engineers. 


EFFECT ON TIMBER ECONOMY OF EAST TEXAS 


Mr. Cuputer. For the past 37 years, the Texas Lumber Manufac- 
turers Association has represented the greater segment of the lumber 
producing industry in east Texas. This association protests the de- 
velopment of the McGee Bend project as presently authorized, be- 
cause of the disastrous effects it would have on the timber economy of 
east Texas. It is proposed that 129,000 acres of high quality timber- 
growing land be flooded and hence permanently withdrawn from 
forest productivity. The productivity of an additional 40,000 acres 
on which it is proposed to acquire flowage easement, would be im- 
paired, or a total of 169,000 acres. 


ESTIMATE OF OWNERSHIP OF LANDS 


The area aoe to be inundated is made up largely of hundreds 


of small tree farmers and some 6 major large tree farmers. The 

United States Forest Service has the largest single ownership to be 

lost in its national forest. These are the tree farmers and national 

forest lands that our forest industries must look to annually for their 

timber supply. The following is an estimate of the ownership of the 

lands to be inundated by the McGee Bend project: 
Ownership 


Lumber companies . . 2 ad 
Pain and: paper companics... ccc nn en pees | weet eer 601 
Small tree farmers___--_-_- ; " 44. 768 
United States Forest Service , 494 
Crops, pasture, farms, et cetera , O24 


Acres 


, 118 


moens 2. 


, OU 


The current annual growth on these lands is the basis for expansion 
and development of new forest industries within east Texas. This 
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tree growth must also be considered in any modern restudy of the 
McGee Bend Dam project. Although it has been estimated that some 
155 board-feet of tree growth will be lost per acre per year as a result 
of this project, we consider this estimated loss in growth to be most 
conservative. Should a restudy be made, with growth predictions 
made for the future, these lands could well exceed 400 board-feet 
growth per acre per year. The United States Forest Service reports 
that the Texas national forest lands are growing 440 board-feet per 
acre per year. To out timber economy, we look upon this project as 
representing an annual loss of at least $4 million; but with continued 
progress in applied forestry the loss may ultimately reach $14 million 
annually. 
1955 FOREST SERVICE RESOURCE REVIEW 


This annual loss in timber and timber values is serious in light of 
the 1955 Forest Service Resource Review. ‘This report projects our 
national timber needs to the year 2000, and places our tree farmers, 
conservationists, and timber industries on notice of the increasing 
demands for wood products. 

As presently authorized, the McGee Bend project is designed largely 
for the purposes of supplying water to make possible a vast increase 
in rice production, and for the production of electric energy. Such 
objectives may have seemed desirable when the project was proposed 
in the 1930’s. Today, we face the fact that rice is very much over- 
produced, and heavily subsidized at the taxpayer’s expense. 

Competent engineers have shown that if there is need for additional 
electric power, it can be produced much more economically by a gas- 
fired steam plant at one-fourth the capital outlay of the power com- 
ponent incorporated in the presently authorized project. Such com- 
ponent is estimated to cost $22 million of the total estimated project 
cost of $50,200,000. 


REQUEST THAT PROJECT BE HELD IN ABEYANCE 


The Texas Lumber Manufacturers Association respectfully asks 
that the whole McGee Bend project be held in abeyance until such 
time as the Corps of Engineers has reported the results of a new look 
at the project based on current economic conditions and trends. 

This protest, Mr. Chairman, we respectfully present. 


LAND VALUATION 


Senator DworsHak. What do you appraise this 129,000 acres of 
land at? 

Mr. Stantey. I couldn’t appraise that, Senator. I am sorry. I 
have no basis for valuation. 

Senator Dworsuaxk. If you Texas people do not know what the 
answers are, I do not know where we are going to find them. 

Mr. Srantey. Under sustained yield, Senator, we look at the growth 
per acre per year being added on. You see, all of our industry expan- 
sion is based on that. So when you get down to it, we do not want to 
sell the land. We look at it on the basis of growth. 

But, as I understand, the figure that is in the Army engineers’ re- 
port, they have one figure of $8 million, approximately, for land 
and timber damages. 
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The best that we are able to establish is that they have $57 per acre 
for the land purchased in fee, and approximately $17 per acre for 
that acquired in flowage easements, with a 15-percent contingency. 

I am speaking from memory, but that is my understanding of it. 

Of course, the whole theme of this is to force liquidation and their 
cost is only for the bare land. That is like saying, “If you have a 
plant standing on a piece of soil, let’s liquidate the plant for junk 
value. We do not want to pay you for that. We will only pay you 
for the bare land.” 

So there has been no up-to-date estimate of the timber and these 
sustained-yield values put in. 

We could well do that on the basis that they are putting discount 
values on power, which would make our growth figures substantial. 
They are real, sir, not theoretical. 

Senator DworsHaxk. Do the Army engineers have to condemn the 
privately owned land to acquire it ? 

Mr. Strantey. Even in condemnation, sir, they still recognize the 
land use as it is being used now, and you still have that problem to 
face even in condemnation. 

Mr. Coustns. I can give you a practical answer easily. 

Senator DworsHax. That sounded like a logical answer. 

Mr. Brown. Mr. Cousins is our next witness. He is a former county 
judge, a former State senator, and lives at Broaddus, ‘Tex., a tree 
farmer. 

MCGEE BEND DAM 


STATEMENT OF W. R. COUSINS, SR., BROADDUS, TEX. 
OPPOSITION TO PROJECT 


Mr. Covusrns. Gentlemen, I am sorry I have been speaking out of 
turn. 

My name is W. R. Cousins, Sr. I own a farm in this area, [ would 
say about 4,000 acres, with the bends of those rivers, measured by the 
coonskin with the tail on it. 

This will destroy my holdings there. I have been accumulating this 
for 50 years. I have some property in Beaumont, as much as this, 
and maybe more valuable. But this is my home, I was born on the old 
beef trail. I love the outside. 

These learned gentlemen overlook the practical side of it. I have 
peeled trees. We have a flat country there. There is no place for 
power. That is up in the mountain. I do not know whether this is 
your language, but it is our east Texas. 

My farm, home, pasture, and young timber consisting of about 
4,000 acres located near Broaddus, Tex., would be completely de- 
stroyed by the power dam as presently planned. 


CITIZENS’ PROTECTIVE ASSOCIATION 


I am president of the Citizens’ Protective Association which is an 
organization composed of east Texas citizens who are opposed to a 
hydroelectric powerplant at McGee Bend. We expect to have the 
nerve our forefathers had in defending the rights of the common man. 
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I have opposed the high dam, covering 129,000 acres, from the be- 
ginning. Living 75 years in that locality makes me know our streams 
are too sluggish, and land too level to support power. 

Our trees are necessary to keep the rain falling, and to store water 
to be given up in late summer and fall. The Agricultural Year Book 
of 1949 says 4,000 tons of water pass through an acre of trees annually. 

We have just heard about the proposal which the Corps of Engi- 

neers made in 1954 to build a 70,000- to 80,000-acre dam without 
power. 
; The people in the reservoir area still do not know the reservoir 
will not be cleared, and the counties in which the reservoir will be 
located would not be eligible to take water from the reservoir with 
which to attract new industries. 


IMPROVEMENTS IN RESERVOIR AREA 


About 2,500 people are going to be run out of their homes if the 
power dam is built. We have improved our farms, built churches, and 
buried our dead near us, and expect to remain where our forefathers 
lived ahead of us. 

We realize that some landowners are always inconvenienced when 
a dam is built, but what we object to is that hundreds of our people 
will be flooded out of their homes, their fields will be destroyed, for no 
good purpose whatsoever. 

The small amount of electricity which would be generated at McGee 
Bend would not do anybody any good. 


TESTIMONY OF CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


The Corps of Engineers itself said in testifying before the House 
Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors on May 24, 1954, that a smaller 
McGee Bend Dam without power— 


will meet all of the water conservation benefits which were originally planned 
in the four reservoirs, and will provide also for the flood control that is poten- 
tially available in this site. 

If a smaller dam would be just as good, or better, for water storage 
and recreation, and if the power benefits would be marginal, why then 
must we unnecessarily be Recdut out of our homes? I plead with you 
gentlemen not to let it happen to us. 

In asking you to cut the dam down to a reasonable size, we are not 
standing in the way of progress. It is waste, extravagance, and mis- 
treatment to which we object. 


OPPOSITION TO PROJECT 


Hundreds of people within and without the reservoir are already 
opposed to this wasteful project and the opposition is increasing. 

When the east Texas people learn—and I will do my part in seeing 
that they get the information—that the reservoir will not be cleared, 
making it unsuitable for recreation, that the people in the counties 
where the reservoir will be located will not be eligible to withdraw a 
fair share of water for their own use, and that the power dam will pre- 


clude orderly upstream development, the opposition will sure enough 
increase, 
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RECOMMEND SMALLER DAM 


I respectfully recommend that the plan for a dam without power, 
proposed by the Corps of Engineers in 1954, be substituted for the 
plan which you now have before you. 

The best storage we have is the trees. The Agriculture Depart- 
ment, in the Y earbook of 1949, says, that 4,000 tons of water passed 
through an acre of trees annually. That is the Department of Agri- 
culture. 

I know this. Even last summer, riding a cowhorse through a lake 
that was dry the evening before bogged down with me because the 
water was rising. My foreman said the river rose 4 inches in 2 days 
when the trees ‘began to give it back. I have lived a little over 75 
years in that locality. I have opposed this high dam from the incep- 
tion of it, because being up there I knew it wasn’t practical. 

I learned about a week or 10 days ago that they had an alternate 

lan; the architect makes you one pl: in of a house and then he comes 
cake and says, “Here is another plan.” We didn’t know a thing about 
that plan. Iaman independent head. I have my farm and my cattle. 
I am joining with the opposition. I need more company. When we 
learned of that, I got out among the people. The few adventurers 
want to see something changed. “We are gaining, we are going ahead, 
and getting with people, and we are going to get bigger in that pro- 
tective association. 

Frankly, with all sincerity, and I do not want to speak anything 
that is not true, if you pass the full million, then we might give you 
another Congr essman, though my boy went to school with : Mr. Brooks. 
We might give you an entirely new Senate over there. 

We looked at this. When I see my neighbors, 2,500 people, who 
have been there since the year 1—my ‘foreman is a descendant of the 
man Houston selected to settle the boundary between Mexico and 
Texas, the Republic—when I see those folks driven out and my prop- 
erty destroyed, for no cause that will not support power, it is too level, 
when I see them forced out and nowhere to go, no land to buy, just the 
graveyards covered, I am against it. 


SUPPORT FOR ALTERNATE PLAN 


Senator Ettenper. Are you for the alternate plan? 

Mr. Cousins. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELtenper. How much of your land does it take? 

Mr. Coustns. About 5,000 acres. It is all taken. 

Senator ELLeNpER. By the second plan? 

Mr. Coustns. No. There may be some. 

Senator ELLenpeR. You will not lose anything by the alternate plan, 
will you? 

Mr. Coustns. I will lose some, likely. 

Senator Erienprr. You are for it because you will not lose any- 
thing? 

Mr. Coustns. I want to lose as little as I can. But I have more 
property in Beaumont than up there. I want to give them all the 
water they need, but they do not need our water to make power. 

Senator E:.enper. I have been sitting on this committee now for 
quite a few years, and I have heard similar stories. My heart goes 
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out to you, because I presume I would feel the same way if my own 
place were taken. 

However, if every citizen took the position that you are now taking, 
we would not have the Bonneville Dam, we would not have the Grand 
Coulee Dam, we would not have many of the dams that have meant so 
much to America, 

Mr. Covstns. I am sorry I have not made myself clear. 

Senator Extenver. I think you have. I think I understand you. 

Mr. Cousins. No, a. I do not like to see my land destroyed for 
a no-good purpose. I do not think water ought to furnish power 
unless it is up in the mountains somewhere. Our whole country is 
underlined with gas. There has never been an oil well drilled near 
me that did not get gas. We can get it cheaper than somewhere else. 

Senator Dworsuax. Can you not get some gas from Louisiana if 
you do not have it ? 

Mr. Coustns. We have the gas. We do not need to go to Louisiana. 
If the President did not veto our bill, we would have a 1 gasline started 
from our country now. 

I do not want to take too much of your time. 

Senator ELtenper. Thank you. 

Mr. Brown. Next we would like to ask Judge W. G. Brewton, 
judge of Sabine County, Hemphill, Tex., for a short statement. 


MCGEE BEND DAM 


STATEMENT OF W. G. BREWTON, COUNTY JUDGE OF SABINE 
COUNTY, HEMPHILL, TEX. 


OPPOSITION TO PROJECT 


Mr. Brewron. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, 
nearly everything I have to say has been covered. The only thing 
Iam going to submit to you is my main objection, the loss of our 
taxable values. 

Of course, you fellows may be familiar with this forestland and you 
may not be, but this is not taxable. They give us 25 percent of their 
gross proceeds. 

Senator ELLENpER. You mean the Federal Government’s share ? 

Mr. Brewron. Yes. We will lose that. Also there is quite a bit 
of this that is improved to a certain extent, with homes and things, 
that we get a good deal of taxes out of. 

The Federal forest owns one-third of our county. There is about 
one-third of it that belongs to what we call small homeowners. There 
is where we get most of our taxes. Any part of this land that is 
inundated with water will, of course, reduce our taxable value. 

As far as worrying about the gas, there is one 24-inch line and 
two 30-inch that cross that lake. They will have to move them or 
do ee with them. They have more gas than they know what 
to do with. 
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PBEPARED STATEMENT 
(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF W. G. Brewton, County JupDGE OF SaBINE County, TEx 


My name is W. G. Brewton, judge of Sabine County. 


This statement is in opposition to the McGee Bend Dam project as presently 
planned. 


As county judge of Sabine County, I have been asked by my constituents to 
represent them here in regard to the adverse economic influence this dam wil| 
have on my people. 

I would like to point to this committee that the tax structure of Sabine County 
is based on two-thirds forest lands and one-third land owned by small home 
owners. The proposed McGee Bend Dam will flood the most valuable land from 
the point of tax return—our valuable pine acreage and our improved property 
Much of this would be saved with the alternate plan which would take 59,00) 
acres less than the present plan. 

We know that our neighbors in the lower valley need water for industrial 
purposes and we agree with them on the principle of water conservation. We 
know, too, that they realize that timber is the lifeblood of our economy. We 
feel that they would not want to damage us any more than is absolutely neces- 
sary in order to assure them of an adequate water supply. 

We also feel that if the alternate plan had been properly explained to them in 
1954 when it was presented to the Public Works Committee by the engineers, 
they, too, would be against this enormous, useless dam which is a waste of tax 
payer’s money. 


MCGEE BEND DAM 


STATEMENT OF JAY GARDNER, COUNTY COMMISSIONER OF 
PRECINCTS 4 AND 5, SAN AUGUSTINE COUNTY, TEX. 


OPPOSITION TO SIZE OF PROJECT 


Mr. Brown. Next we would like to hear from Mr. Jay Gardner, 
percinct commissioner for San Augustine County. 

Mr. Garpnrer. My name is Jay Gardner. I am county commis- 
sioner of precincts 4 and 5, San Augustine County, Tex. 

I recommend that the proposed McGee Bend Dam be reduced to a 
reasonable size. 

If the alternate plan is adopted, many homes, churches, and ceme- 
teries will not be disturbed and thousands of acres of valuable land 
will not be destroyed. 

I am personally familiar with the land where the waterline would 
be if the 129,000-acre dam is built. Under the present plan the lake 
would not be cleared, and it would be covered with undergrowth and 
scrub trees. It would not be suitable for such recreation activities as 
camping and boating, and would not bring any tourists into the 
area. With such a condition, I do not see how the dam would increase 
land values around the reservoir. 

Flooding this land would mean a loss of tax money which San 
Augustine County cannot afford to lose. From the Angelina National 
Forest, the one affected by this proposed dam, the county received 
$45,194 in 1955 in lieu of taxes. 

Since the Corps of Engineers itself says that a smaller dam would 
provide adequate water, we hope that such a dam can be built. In 
view of the many disadvantages and few advantages, if any, that 
would come from a big 129,000-acre dam, I believe that it would be in 
the public interest for the alternate plan to be adopted. 
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It has been stated by the proponents that all the people in east 
Texas favor the large dam. This is not true. I have represented 
my county for 10 years. I have contacted each and every family in 
my precincts, and I have found all of them favoring the alternate 
plan; none favor the large dam. 


RELOCATION OF REA LINES 


| would like further to state that we have 60 miles of newly built 
REA lines in my district that will have to be relocated. This mileage 
was not in the United States Engineers’ plan of 1946. There will > 
many more miles of REA lines in the rest of the dam area which are 
now serving the many families that live in that area. 


CEMETERIES 


We have three large cemeteries in my district and several small ones. 
My great grandfather was the first to be buried in the Coleman Ceme- 
tery, 105 years ago; my grandfather fought in Sam Houston’s Army 
in the Battle of San Jacinto, and helped to gain Texas independence 
from Mexico. He was buried in the Townsend Cemetery 85 years ago. 
Both of these cemeteries will be inundated if the large dam is con- 
structed. 

Since the large project will cost $20 million more than the alternate 
plan for just a small amount of electric power, the people of my pre- 
cincts request of this committee an up to date review of this project. 

Thank you. 


MCGEE BEND DAM 
STATEMENT OF RAY FLETCHER, BROOKELAND, TEX. 
OPPOSITION TO PROJECT 


Mr. Brown. Next we have Mr. Ray Fletcher, who is a tree farmer 
and a merchant at Brookeland, Tex. 

Mr. Fiercner. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Ray Fletcher. My home is in Brookeland, Tex., and has been 
for 50 years. I operate a general store at Brookeland, and also am a 
tree farmer with lands located in the McGee Bend Dam area. 

[ am vice president of the Citizens Protective Association, an organ- 
ization of citizens opposed to the construction of a 129,000-acre power 
dam at McGee Bend. 

We have been told by the engineers that if this big power dam is 


built, it will make it necessary either to move Brookeland or to sur- 
round it by high levees. 


We do not want either one. 

We do not feel that protection by levees would be foolproof, and it 
would discourage the further development of Brookeland. Moving 
of our businesses and homes would cause a serious disruption in our 
way of life. 

Senator ELLENpEeR. How large a place is Brookeland? 

Mr. Ftercuer. Population 400. But we all have homes, and they 


are our homes, and we feel like they are all castles, just like yours or 
anybody else’s. 
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In addition to that, it would necessitate the owner taking the smal] 
price offered by the Government, since the average man does not have 
the money to build a new home or business while he is waiting for 
fair award from the court. 


CONSTRUCTION OF NEW HOMES 


In 1946, the United States engineers stated that 38 homes would be 
flooded and would have to be moved. Sinee that time, we have had 40 
new homes constructed in the flooded area of Brookeland. We also 
have a Bell Telephone System and REA electric power that has not 
been considered with the expense of moving this town. 

We have one of the oldest and largest cemeteries. In looking over 
this cemetery, I found soldier’s graves who fought in all the wars that 
the United States ever had. 


ALTERNATE PLAN 


We have heard only recently that in 1954 the Corps of Engineers 
presented the Public Works Committees with a report that recom- 
mended another plan, which, by leaving out power, would reduce the 
area to. be flooded by some fifty to sixty ‘thousand acres and reduce the 
overall cost of the project by some $20 million. 

Such a project would let more of us settlers retain our homes, land, 
and businesses in Brookeland and throughout the project area. 

It would furnish sufficient water to the gulf coast area to meet all 
of their industrial, municipal, and irrigation needs and afford ample 
flood protection. It could be cleared so that the people of Brooke- 
land could benefit from recreation activities. 

The uncleared power dam would be nothing more than a marsh, 
thick with underbrush, a regular mosquito br eeding ground wholly 
unsuitable for recreation. 

We would be eligible to withdraw water from the reservoir without 
power with which ‘to attract new industries, which would not be true 
with the power dam. 

With the smaller dam having so many advantages, and the power 
dam having so many disadvantages, why then must this destruction 
be brought upon us? 


DISADVANTAGES OF POWER COMPONENT 


The only excuse is to generate power, and a small amount, at that. 

Engineers tell us that ‘the powerplant would cost some $22 million, 
with a $300,000 annual operating loss thereafter, when a comparable 
gas-steam pl: unt could be built for $5 or $6 million. 

The Corps of Engineers said itself in reporting to the House Public 
Works Committees in 1954 that this power would be “relatively ex 
pensive.” 

We contend, gentlemen, that the small amount, if any, good that 
would come from the generation of this expensive power would not 
even begin to offset the many, many disadvantages and the destruction 
which the power dam w ould bring. The gr eatest harm it would do 
to our economy is in the destruction of our valuable timberlands and 
the growth from them. As a merchant and businessman and land 
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owner, I can tell you that in our section of east Texas 90 to 95 cents 
out of every dollar comes directly or indirectly from the land and the 
timber which it produces. 

From a personal standpoint, I stand to lose 1,100 acres of timber- 
land even in the small project, but this I am willing to do if a part of 
the benefits come to our area and not all go downstream. 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


Mr. Brown. Mr. Albert G. Hall, forestry relations counsel here in 
Washington for the American Forestry Association, does not want to 
testify but wants to bring forth a statement to be put into the record. 

Senator ELLeNpER. That may be placed in the record. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


THE AMERICAN FORESTRY ASSOCIATION, 
Washington D. C., May 7, 1956. 

Subject: Proposed appropriation of $4 million for a McGee Bend Dam in east 

Texas. 
Hon. CARL HAYDEN, 

United States Senator from Arizona, 

Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


DeaR SENATOR HAyDEN: This letter is similar to one sent by the American 
Forestry Association to the members of the House Appropriations Committee 
relative to the McGee Bend (Tex.) project. We understand that a subcommittee 
of the Senate Committee on Appropriations is currently considering this measure, 
prior to completion of House action on it. 

You are, of course, familiar with the American Forestry Association, a citizens’ 
organization, now 25,000 strong, which for 80 years has worked for the advance- 
ment of intelligent management and use of the country’s forest and related 
resources of soil, water, wildlife, and outdoor recreation. The enclosed summary 
will remind you of our record. 

You know that normally we confine our attention to natural-resource policies 
and activities of national significance. Indeed, it is in this connection that we 
ask you and your subcommittee to give special study to the proposed appropria- 
tion of $4 million to advance construction of the McGee Bend Dam in east Texas. 

The attached analysis states with respect to this project “the dam is estimated 
to produce annual net benefits of less than $1 million; but when the annual loss 
of timber values (a minimum of $4 million) expressed in dollar benefits to the 
economy of east Texas are considered, the project will show a net loss of more 
than $3 million annually.” This analysis comes to us from a reputable consult- 
ing forester. Although our association would not presume to be expert on all 
phases of this project, the estimates concerning the forest economy seem con- 
servative according to what we know of the region. A comprehensive review of 
the project in the light of today’s forest economy, and with due consideration of 
the advances in applied forestry which have taken place on both national forest 
and privately owned forest land in east Texas since the project was last consid- 
ered in detail, appears to be warranted. Indeed, the grave doubts raised by this 
analysis would seem to make such a review mandatory in the public interest. 
At the same time, a delay in the pending appropriation until an up-to-date study 
has been made, should not result in any immediate critical effect. 

Availability of forest land sufficient to meet future requirements for timber 
and timber products is not such that the Nation can afford to make any appre- 
ciable reductions of it. All across the Nation large areas of forest land have 
been converted to water storage. Although our program for American forestry 
(copy enclosed) recognizes that water conservation is of paramount importance 
in many publie forest and range lands, it also states that in Federal dam and 
water reservoir projects full consideration must be given to their impact on pub- 
lic and other lands. It would appear that such consideration had not been 
viven in this instance. 
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The American Forestry Association urges your committee to give full considera- 
tion to the attached analysis and to make further study before taking final action 
on the McGee Bend Dam appropriation proposal. 

Respectfully yours, 
LOWELL BESLEY, 
Executive Director-Forester. 


A Critica, Look at THE Proposrp McGrr BENpd Dam 
By Albert G. Hall, forestry relations counsel 
FOREWORD 


This analysis of the proposed McGee Bend Dam, on the Angelina River in east 
Texas, is based on limited field observation ; upon reports of industrial foresters; 
such facts as are available in United States Forest Service reports ; upon reports, 
statements, and correspondence with officials of the United States Department 
of Agriculture, the Army Corps of Engineers, and others. 

The impact of the information made available to me is such that I firmly 
believe that a more comprehensive study of the long-term effects of McGee Bend 
Dam as now proposed is warranted. The public interest would best he served 
if such a study is completed and given full consideration before irretrievable 
losses are effected. 

The McGee Bend Dam on the Angelina River, about 10 miles north of the town 
of Jasper in east Texas, will soon be a scene of major construction activity if 
the Congress acts to appropriate $4 million in the budget request for fiscal year 
1957. It will also be a scene of major destruction as the dam proceeds to inun- 
date some 129,000 acres which include about 123,000 acres of national forest 
and private forest lands. 

Briefly, the dam is estimated to produce annuz! net benefits of less than $1 
million; but when the annual loss of timber values (a minimum of $4 million) 
expressed in dollar benefits to the economy of east Texas are considered, the 
project will show a net loss of more than $3 million annually. 

Principal value helping to arrive at a favorable cost-benefit ratio of 1: 1.39 is 
the production and distribution of irrigation water for the growing of an addi- 
tional 1 million 100-pound bags of rice annually. Rice is currently in surplus 
supply, and while the House Committee on Appropriations is considering this 
$50 million project (present estimated total construction cost) the Congress as 
a whole is wrestling with a plan to relieve the distress of surplus crop pro- 
duction. 

Long in the plans of the Corps of Engineets, the dam was approved in the 
River and Harbor Act of 1945 on the basis of a report on the Neches and Ancze- 
lina Rivers, made to the Congress in 1939. However, no funds for construction 
had ever been requested by the Corps. Although there was no request for con- 
struction funds in the 1956 budget, the Congress appropriated $1,478,000 for 
McGee Bend, along with appropriations for some 50 other projects for which 
funds had not been requested. Thus, the project hecame active, giving rise to the 
budget request for fiscal 1957 in the amount of $4 million to continue the work 
authorized and funded last year. 

Last year’s precipitous action on a project that had lain dormant so long 
provided no opportunity for a new review such as should be made in the light 
of changed economic conditions. A review of the project now is necessary to 
determine whether or not the public interest is being best served by the existing 
plan of construction and whether it is feasible to modify the plan to produce 
maximum benefits with minimum losses. While it is possible that the presently 
assumed benefits of the dam may prove to be paramount, none of them are of 
immediate urgency. 

Since the dam was first considered in 1936, many significant changes have 
taken place in the economy of east Texas: 


1. Increased importance of timber and timber growth 


Timberland which had relatively low values in 1936 when the project was 
conceived, and in 1939 when it was reported to the Congress, is now at a premium. 
Using the modest estimate made by the Corps of Engineers of 300 million board- 
feet of timber in the area to be inundated (industrial foresters estimate 347 
million board-feet and 361,000 cords of pulpwood) and assuming an equally 
modest growth rate of just 6 percent, the timberland to be destroyed can be 
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expected to produce at least 18 million board-feet of new wood each year, if it is 
permitted to remain in tree growth. (Annual growth on the Texas national 
forests is estimated by the United States Forest Service at around 440 board- 
feet per acre. The modest 6-percent growth used above amounts to only 155 
feet per acre. The Forest Service figure indicates a growth potential far in 
excess of the low growth rate assumed in this discussion. It is conceivable that 
as management progresses on all the forest land in the area, the annual growth 
will well exceed 400 feet per acre, and the 122,000 acres of forest land now 
destined for destruction would produce around 50 million board-feet annually, 
if scientific management were allowed to be continued to be applied to the area. 
This would mean annual stumpage values alone of $1,500,000, at $30 per thou- 
sand.) At $30 per thousand board-feet, stumpage values of the lower growth figure 
will amount to at least $540,000 increase each year. The southern average for 
stumpage conversion to manufactured products is about $7 to $1. In other words, 
the annual growth in sawtimber alone will develop for the economy of the area 
at least $3,780,000. When the value of pulpwood, poles, and miscellaneous 
products is added to the sawtimber economy, the annual effect on the total 
timber economy is in excess of $4 million, an amount that must be compared 
with the anticipated benefits of less than $1 million from the proposed dam. If 
the land is permitted to remain in timber, the growth under good management 
will improve both in quality and in quantity, and the resultant economic benefits 
to east Texas will be considerably increased. 

(a) National forests.—In 1936, the national forests of Texas did not exist, as 
such, although their creation had been authorized. By 1940, around 658,000 
acres bad been purchased and placed in national forest status, largely cutover 
land and second-growth timber. Under scientific management and conservative 
cutting practices designed to build up the growing stock and increase the rate of 
crowth, these areas are now thriving productive stands of timber. Even with 
this conservative management, the national forests of Texas now return to the 
Treasury of the United States almost three times the amount spent in operating 
costs. ‘The counties in which the national forests are located receive 25 percent 
of the gross receipts in lieu of taxes. This annual return to the counties of 
Angelina, Jasper, and San Augustine in which the inundated area is located is 
iow GDly cents per acre. 

The MeGee Bend Dam would eliminate from production, forever, in excess of 
28,000 national forest acres. Most of this would be in San Augustine County, 
which last year received $45,194.95 from the Forest Service 25-percent fund. The 

itional forests would be the largest single unit of ownership to be affected. 
National forest timber in the area augments the general timber supply and helps 
wake possible more conservative cutting on the private lands. 

(b) Industrial forestry. Of even greater significance than the national forests 
fo the economy of east Texas is approximately 94,000 acres of privately owned 
timber within the area to be flooded. This land is owned and managed by 
industrial organizations and others committed to the practice of sound forestry 
and sustained yield. Like that of the Federal Government, this land is under the 
manigement of foresters. 

he private timberland supplies lumber, ties, poles, piling, posts, veneer, staves, 
hewsprint, paper and paperboard, and finished products. Expansion of the wood- 
ising industries of the area, and investment in new plants and modern facilities 
have taken place in recent years. Such investments are predicated on the con- 
tinuing availability of raw material of high quality from managed forests. Any 
significant reduction in the timber base and elimination of annual growth consti 
tute a serious blow to the timber-based economy. 

The landowners who have been encouraged by their government to invest in 
the future of the area and in the future of the national economy by practicing 
sound forestry, by eliminating waste and by constructing efficient plants, are 
now being told in effect that the forest economy is so unimportant that a major 
portion of it must be eliminated to produce other benefits, the total of which is 
valued at less than the forest economy to be destroyed. 


‘. The changed rice economy 


The Congress of the United States is currently struggling with the problem of 
surplus crops. Of the water to be made available by the proposed dam, 1,900 
second-feet is indicated for rice culture, while only 160 second-feet and 140 
second-feet are indicated for municipal and industrial water supply, and salin- 
ity and pollution control, respectively. Total assumed value, in the justification 
‘or the dam, is $1,716,000, by far the greatest single benefit. 

75008—56—pt. 2——65 
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The allocation to rice culture would supply 270,000 acres (90,000 acres each 
8-year crop period), which is more than twice the area now being cultivate 
with water from the natural flow of the river. According to estimates of the 
Department of Agriculture, the increased production would be 1 million hun. 
dred-pound bags of rice annually. 

There is a large surplus of rice in the United States, most of which is ip 
Commodity Credit Corporation stocks. The 1955 acreage allotment for rice 
was approximately 22 percent below the 1954 planted acreage. It is expected 
that the rice carryover at the end of the 1955-56 marketing year will be at a 
record high and will represent a very large surplus. In view of this situation, 
it is expected that the acreage allotment for the 1956 crop will reflect a further 
15 percent (the maximum reduction permitted under existing legislation) acre- 
age reduction. Barring unforeseen developments, it is probable that still fur. 
ther acreage reduction will be required in future years, since rice is in good 
supply on a worldwide basis and export outlets for United States rice are lim. 
ited under present conditions. 

Under the rice acreage allotment program, allotments to new growers are 
made on a limited basis under certain conditions, since such allotments to new 
growers are at the expense of allotments to old growers, and any new acreage 
brought into production must necessarily be offset by taking old acreage out of 
production. 

On the other hand, present efforts are being made to divert land now in sur- 
plus, price-supported crops to the growing of grass and trees. 


8. Decreased recreational value of present plan 


Initally, the proposed dam was expected to produce from $106,000 to $300,000 
in recreation values, contemplating that up to 5,000 persons would use the 
reservoir for recreational purposes during 30 weeks of the year. However, in 
order to reduce total costs, a $15 million expenditure for clearing of the lake bed 
has been eliminated; thus, also improving the cost-benefit ratio. As now con- 
templated, clearing will be done only in the immediate vicinity of the dam. The 
rest of the lake will be practically useless for boating because of the presence of 
stumps and snags. Power withdrawals will cause an indeterminately fluctuating 
shoreline of mud flats and swamps, especially in the summer months in which 
recreation is most important. 


4. Economics of power production 


In east Texas, where the land is relatively flat, the wisdom of constructing 
a high dam for purposes of power production may well be questioned. Texas, 
too, is a State with an ample supply of natural gas. It has been estimated by 
independent engineers that a gas-power generator could be erected for from 
$5 million to $6 million for the production of 45,000 kilowatts on a 24-hour basis, 
The currently proposed project contemplates 45,000 kilowatts only at peak periods. 

Corps estimates of the annual benefits to be derived from the dam total 
$3,293,800 ($260,400 for flood control, $898,800 for power, $1,716,000 for water 
supply, and $418,600 for wildlife and recreation) against which annual costs 
are computed by the engineers at $2,366,600, leaving a net annual benefit of 
$927,200. In arriving at this figure, however, no cognizance has been givel 
to the $4 million minimum loss to the timber economy of the area. If this were 
properly considered, the project would show a net loss in excess of $3 million. 

The dam was conceived using outdated methods of appraisal under which the 
negative results to the economy were not given their proper place. The Presi- 
dential Advisory Committee on Water Resources Policy stated in its recent 
report: 

“In connection with the many major projects there are equally important 
tangible and intangible detriments or damages associated with project develop 
ment, such as the disruption of established communities, the inundation of 
valuable land and mineral resources, the disruption of local taxing units by the 
removal of land to a tax-exempt status, the destruction of scenic values and 
adverse effect upon fish and wildlife resources. 

The Committee recognizes fully that such intangible benefits and detriment 
do exist, and that they must be taken into account in determining the wisdom 
of proceeding with many proposed projects.” [Italic supplied.] 

In his report on the Timber Resource Review, the Chief of the United States 
Forest Service summarizes his discussion of the adequacy of land devoted to the 
growing of trees, says: 

“* * * further significant reductions in the acreage of land devoted to growin 
trees should in general be avoided or should be made with full realization that 
such withdrawals may adversely affect future timber supplies.” 
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Because the McGee Bend Dam was conceived 20 years ago and authorized 
11 years ago on the basis of studies reported to the Congress 16 years before 
the impact of the dam on the economy of east Texas and on the timber economy 
of the Nation could be fully realized, it appears to be in the public interest to take 
a second look at the whole situation prior to going any further with the project. 
It is unfortunate that the method of appropriation last year, precluded the 
opportunity for a careful appraisal of the project prior to the granting of funds 
for its commencement. It is not too late, however, to act in the public interest, 
Such funds as have been spent are relatively small in the whole project; these 
funds are not lost if the project receives favorable consideration as a result of a 
review, nor are they wholly lost if a lesser project is developed. 

Urgency of supplying water for rice culture, the major benefit to be derived 
from the project, does not now exist, and is unlikely to exist in the immediate 
future. Power needs are not currently critical. Nothing would be lost by a 
modern review of the project, and much might well be gained for the public good. 


MCGEE BEND DAM 


NATIONAL LUMBER MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION 
STATEMENT OF A. Z. NELSON, FOREST ECONOMIST 


EFFECT OF CIVIL-WORKS PROJECTS ON LUMBER INDUSTRY 


Mr. Brown. The next man we would like to hear from is Mr. A. Z. 
Nelson, forest economist, National Lumber Manufacturers Associa- 
tion, Washington, D.C. 

Mr. Netson. My name is A. Z. Nelson. I am here representing the 
National Lumber Manufacturers Association, Washington, D.C. The 
association I represent speaks for the major part of the lumber indus- 
try of the United States. We have become very concerned, sir, over 
the years, and particularly the recent years, with regard to the taking, 
the acquisition, of timberlands by the Federal Government for various 
types of civil-works projects, defense projects, and other projects. 

In the South particularly, there are at the present time some 50 
projects authorized by Congress which have not yet been constructed 
which, if they are constructed, will impinge to some extent, and some 
of them to a great extent, upon our timber resources. You have heard 
here today the situation with regard to one specific project. We feel 
much concerned over this particular project because it is an example 
of the type of problems our lumber industry is facing throughout the 
country. 

There is no desire on our part to oppose Federal water projects 
which do not impinge on the welfare of the lumber industry. In view 
of the facts in this case, however, it is evident that the project does 
impinge heavily upon the forest industries, and that serious doubt can 
and should be raised as to the economic justification of the McGee 
Bend Dam project as presently proposed. 

We believe that the benefits which would be derived from the proj- 
ect do not nearly offset the damages and the losses to our industry, and 
to other groups and individuals in the area. Serious doubt has been 
raised as to whether or not the project is in the national interest. 


FURTHER STUDY RECOMMENDED 


We respectfully recommend, therefore, that this committee postpone 
further appropriations for the McGee Bend Dam until a thorough 
study can be made of the factors and problems involved. To this end, 
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we urge that the members of this committee, if possible, visit the area 
and study the problem on the ground. We urge that the committee 
call upon the Department of ‘Agriculture to analyze carefully the 
question of existing surpluses of rice and logical remedies for such 
surpluses as related to the proposed project. 

The committee should also request, we believe, the Corps of Engi- 
neers to reanalyze the proposed plan of improvement, and the costs 
and benefits of the project, particularly as related to the forest indus- 
tries in this area. It 1s suggested that as a final criterion of public 
viewpoint, and an indispensable aid to the committee’s deliberations, 
a public hearing be held in the vicinity of the project, at which all in- 
terested parties | may find opportunity to voice their opinions. 

From these suggestions, if followed, should come an alternative plan 
or a modified project conforming more closely to the wishes of the 
local people and expressing more fully the national interest. 

That comprises my statement, sir. 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


Senator Ettenper. Thank you. Your full statement may be place 
in the record. 


(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF A. Z. NELSON, ForEST ECONOMIST, NATIONAL LUMBER MANUFAC- 
TURERS ASSOCIATION, RELATIVE TO INUNDATION OF TIMBERLANDS BY FEDERAL 
DAMS WITH PARTICULAR REFERENCE TO THE MCGEE BEND RESERVOIR ON THE 
ANGELINA RIver IN East TEXAS 


The NLMA has in recent years become very concerned over the problem of 
acquisition of privately owned timberlands by the Federal Government for 
reservoir purposes. Throughout the United States and particularly in the South, 
the dam-building agencies of the Government have been acquiring valuable tim- 
berland at an increasing rate from private owners. In numerous instances this 
has had serious consequences on the forest industries which are dependent on 
these lands for their continued existence. At the present time in the Southern 
States there are at least 50 reservoir projects authorized by the Congress. Some 
of these projects if constructed will inundate large areas of forest land with 
serious results to the forest economy. It is our contention, which has been voiced 
to the responsible Federal agencies and to others, that not enough attention is 
given this problem and that cost-benefit ratios generally do not fully reflect either 
the direct or indirect losses to local forest economies resulting from the con- 
struction of such projects. 

An example of the seriousness of this problem is the McGee Bend Dam and 
Reservoir project on the Angelina River in east Texas. Relative to this project 
an administration appropriation request for fiscal year 1957 of $4,022,000 is 
before the Congress for consideration. The project was initiated without ad- 
ministration request by a congressional appropriation of $1,478,000 for fiscal year 
1956. This sum is being utilized essentially for surveys and plans. Actual con- 
struction of the project has not commenced. 

The proposed improvement is located on the Angelina River 25.2 miles up- 
stream from its confluence with the Neches River and about 10 miles northwest 
of Jasper, Tex. The plan is said to provide for the construction of a rolled earth 
fill embarkment over 2 miles in length, 3 earthen saddle dikes totaling 7,470 feet, 
and a concrete spillway 400 feet long. The top of the dam will be about 128 feet 
above the riverbed. The reservoir will have a storage capacity of 4,040,800 acre- 
feet, including 1,148,900 acre-feet of flood-control storage, 1,383,500 acre-feet of 
power storage, and 1,508,400 acre-feet of dead storage. The capacity of the 
initial installation of hydroelectric generating facilities will be 45,000 kilowatts. 
The estimated cost of the project is said to be approximately $50 million. The 
project was authorized by the River and Harbor Act approved March 2, 1945. 

If the McGee Bend Dam is constructed, it will flood 129,000 acres and will 
require easements on some 40,000 acres more. Within the area to be flooded is 
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approximately 24,000 acres of privately owned timberland and over 28,000 acres 
of timberland in national forests—all highly productive and valuable. 

The privately owned timberland which will be permanently flooded is owned 
bv hundreds of small tree farmers and by six major tree farmers, i. e., Angelina 
County Lumber Co., Southland Paper Mills, Southern Pine Lumber Co., Inter- 
national Paper Co., East Texas Pulp & Paper Co., and Kirby Lumber Corp. 
These firms produce pulp and paper, lumber, ties, poles, piling, veneer, and a 
variety of other products highly important to the economy of the South. Employ- 
ment is provided for several thousand persons and annual payrolls aggregating 
ynillions of dollars strengthen the area’s economy. These tree farmers cannot af- 
ford to lose the production of tree growth on the 94,000 acres of valuable privately 
owned timber in the reservoir area nor can they afford to lose the tree growth 
produced annually on the 28,000 acres of national forest land within the reservoir 
area. This timberland in east Texas is a very valuable resource. As a conse- 
quence, the loss of some 122,000 acres will have serious repercussions on the 
future welfare of these firms, their employees, their customers, and dependent 
communities. It will not put any of them out of business, but it will reduce 
seriously the economic and social benefits now being produced and the industrial 
base so essential to east Texas and the Southland. 

The question naturally arises “Is the McGee Bend Dam so essential as to 
justify these consequential damages?” A study of the facts indiva‘es that the 
proposed project in its present form is unjustified. It is our contention that the 
following facts warrant a thorough investigation and the deferment of any fur- 
ther appropriations for the project until such investigation has been completed : 

(1) The dam is estimated to produce annual net benefits of less than $1 million, 
but when the annual loss of timber values (a minimum of $4 milion) expressed 
in dollar benefits to the economy of east Texas are considered, the project is 
said to show a net loss of more than $3 million annually. 

(2) The economy of the area, particularly the timber economy, has expanded 
so rapidly since 1945 that plans for the project which were initiated as far back 
as the 1930’s have become obsolete. Since then the private lands have been 
placed under good forest management and are producing at an increasing growth 
rate each year.. The national forests have likewise developed rapidly in growth 
potential and value. The present worth of the forest industries to the economic 
welfare of the area has not been fully recognized in the plans and in cost-benefit 
ratios. 

(3) A major benefit which reportedly will accrue from the construction of 
the dam is the water supply that will be made available to rice producers for 
irrigation purposes. Reportedly, the acreage of rice would be increased 270,000 
acres, which is more than twice the area now being cultivated with water from 
the natural flow of the river. The present large surplus of rice in the United 
States is one of the difficult problems in the agriculture program with which the 
administration and the Congress is now struggling. The Department of Agri- 
culture has decreased the rice acreage for 1956 15 percent as compared with 
1955. The Department reduced the 1955 acreage quotas by 28 percent as com- 
pared with 1954. The administration and the Congress are proposing a soil 
bank to include an acreage reserve and a conservation reserve for the purpose of 
diverting lands now producing rice and other commodities to grass and tree cover 
so as to reduce the surplus of these commodities. If McGee Bend Dam is con- 
structed under present plans the Government will thereby increase the potential 
for rice production and at the same time through other costly programs expend 
funds for the reduction in acreage of rice fields. 

(4) Another reported major benefit of the McGee Bend Dam is the production 
of 45,000 kilowatts of hydro power. It is said that the estimated part of the 
total cost of the project allocated to power is $21,773,300. However, qualified 
engineers have estimated that the same amount of power could be produced in a 
gas-steam electric powerplant at an estimated cost not exceeding $6,525,000. 

There is no desire on our part to oppose Federal water projects which do not 
impinge on the welfare of the lumber industry. In view of the above facts and 
others that might be related, however, it is evident that the project does impinge 
heavily upon the forest industries and that serious doubt can and should be 
raised as to the economic justification of the McGee Bend Dam project as presently 
proposed. We believe that the benefits which would be derived from the project 
do not nearly offset the damages and the losses to our industry and to other 
sroups and individuals in the area. Serious doubt has been raised as to whether 
or not the project is in the national interest. We therefore, respectfully recom- 
mend that this committee postpone further appropriations for the McGee Bend 
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project until a thorough study can be made of the factors and problems enumer- 
ated. 

To this end, we urge that the members of this committee visit the area and 
study the problem on the ground. We urge also that the committee call upon 
the Department of Agriculture to analyze carefully the question of existing sur- 
pluses of rice and logical remedies for such surpluses as related to the proposed 
project. The committee should also request the Corps of Engineers to reanalyze 
the proposed plan of improvement and the costs and benetits of the project, 
particularly as related to the forest industries in the area. And it is suggested 
that as a final criterion of public viewpoint and an indispensable aid to the 
committee’s deliberations, a public hearing be held in the vicinity of the project 
at which hearing all interested parties might find opportunity to voice their 
opinions. 

From these suggestions, if followed, should come an alternative plan or a 
modified pruject conforming more closely to the wishes of the local people and ex- 
pressing more fully the national interest. 


MCGEE BEND DAM 


INTERNATIONAL PAPER Co., NEW YORK CITY 


STATEMENT OF RALPH KITTLE, ATTORNEY 


EFFECT OF PROJECT ON TIMBER LANDS 


Mr. Brown. The next witness is Mr. Ralph Kittle, attorney and 
counsel for the International Paper Co., New York City. 

Mr. Kirrre. I am actually from Ringgold, Ga., but I have been in 
New York for the past few years. The International Paper Co. owns 
considerable acreage in this area that will be affected by any dam that 
is built here. We want to be good citizens of that area. Just as the 


good citizens here have appeared today, we wanted to at and see 
¢ 


what was said and give you our views on the proposal before you. 

Wood from this area goes to some of our mills in other States. 
Spring Hill, La., has a mill of ours that draws wood directly from 
this area. 

Senator ELtenper. Arkansas, too? 

Mr. Kirrie. Yes, sir; there are millsthere. If the wood is depleted 
here, our company and other companies that depend on wood as the 
source of raw material are going to suffer; and our mill employees 
could suffer in Louisiana and in other States, if we keep losing timber 
lands for such purposes as public power. 

We do not oppose a dam for water. We are in favor of that. 

Senator ExLLenper. You mentioned public power. I asked the 
question awhile ago: To what extent are the public power interests in- 
volved in opposition to this project ? 

Mr. Kirrie. I do not know. Perhaps I should not have used that 
term. At least it is a power project to be built by the Federal Govern- 
ment. That is what I really intended to say. 

Senator Exitenper. I know that. There is a lot of opposition that 
stems from that. Of course, I am not here alleging that that is the 
case, but sitting here as I have for many, many years, I find that they 
frequently oppose the building of some of the Federal projects. Iam 
just wondering the extent to which they are in this matter. 

This brochure that we had presented to us awhile ago was supposedly 
prepared for Angelina County Lumber Co., Southland Paper Mills 
Co., Southern Pine Co., International Paper Co., and Kirby Lumber 
Co., England. 
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| would judge that some of these power companies also are involved 
in this, but that is only from past experience. 

Mr. Sranuey. Mr. Chairman 

Senator ELLENDER. You have had your say. 

Proceed, sir. 

Mr. Kirrix. As I understand it, the reason this study was pre- 
pared was because the authorized project would severely affect our 
interests there, and we wanted to see whether there was an alternative. 

Senator ELLENDER. Surely. I am not denying that. But I am 
saying that some of the men whose names appear on that may have 
been prompted, you see, by an urging from some of the power com- 
panies. Saal 

Mr. Kirrze. I do not know of it, if that is the case. 

Senator ELLenper. I do not know either, but I am just judging 
from past experiences, sitting as a member of this committee. 


STUDY OF ALTERNATE PLANS 


Mr. Krrrie. I want to reiterate that this study which the engineer, 
Mr. Newman, has presented to you and the study that was prepared 
by the Corps of Engineers are similar; the two studies are very 
similar. I was surprised to know that the Cor ps of Engineers had 
actually made a study 2 years ago that compared so well with this 
study that has just been made by the engineering firm that we helped 
hire. 

While I am not from Texas, I believe if time had been given for 
this report and the engineers report to have been circulated and known 


about in Texas that there would be even more people here advocating 
this alternative plan. 

Since this alternative plan saves money, over $20 million of the 
taxpayers money, and since it is your responsibility to save money 
when you can, we submit or at least we request that you study this 
alternative plan and see if it is not feasible to put it into effect instead 
of the authorized plan. 


REPAYMENT OF POWER COSTS 


Senator ELtenper. You heard the witness testify awhile ago that 
all of this $20 million that is to be spent in order to dev elop. power 
from falling water is to be repaid to the Government, from the sale 
of electr icity generated from these resources. 

Mr. Kirrix. As I understood him, he said he believed that some of 
the people had said that they would do it. Whether there are com- 
mitments or not, I do not know. But I do not believe it was stated 
that they were definitely committed to take care of that cost. 

Senaor Ettenper. I understood they were. 

Mr. Brown. Mr. Chairman, I believe the testimony will show that 
an offer has been made of $804,000 on this power as compared to the 
cost of $898,000 to develop it. 

Senator ExLenper. What do you mean “offer” 

Mr. Brown. It was in the testimony there, is one of the companies, 

Senator Kitenpver. Proceed. 





PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 
SUPPORT FOR ALTERNATIVE PROJECT 


Mr. Krrrie. In your responsibility to give the best project to this 
area that you can, we submit that the alternative project is the best. 
It would give better water if the reservoir were cleared, and it would 
give as much and more water for less money. So, for those reasons, 
we urge you to study this alternative project, and, if you can, to put 
it into effect. 

Thank you. 

PROTECTION OF TIMBERLANDS 


Mr. Brown. Mr. Chairman, may I say another word? The power 
companies have had no part in this oonene, so to speak, as you 
say, and if you know some of the timber people that are in our area 
you know they need no prompting when it comes to taking their 
timberlands. You can name those companies right down on that 
procedure. 

Senator ELLenper. I know them by reputation, most of them. 

Mr. Brown. They do not need prompting in the protection of 
their timberlands. 

Senator EL.tenper. I have been on this committee now for quite a 
few years, as I have said before, and I believe that this is the first 
project in which the timber people, especially the manufacturers asso- 
ciation, has opposed. This is the first time. I have never had them 
appear before. I will not say I find it curious, but it is the first time 
In 20 years. 

Mr. Brown. The association that Mr. Cudlipp represents, yes. But 
the timber owners themselves, and the timber people who have been 
operating in that community for 60 to 70 years, they have been re- 
peatedly before this committee. 

Senator ELtenver. We have been over that whole area. This is 
just a little smattering, you know. This is just a few acres that they 
own in this area. 

Mr. Brown. The implication is far reaching. But you asked the 
question as to what the private utilities were doing in the matter of 
producing power in that area. In my little testimony at the very 
beginning, I stated that the two cities of Lufkin and Nacogdoches had 
formed a water district and are currently securing options for land 
to build one of a series of lakes on the upper reaches of this tributary. 

One of the factors that helps us get it over is that a contract has been 
signed with a private utility company for the building of a gener: ation 
plant which is helping us to finance the project through the sale of 
revenue bonds at no cost to the Federal Government. That power, of 
course, will be distributed to the people of that area. It is not a gov- 
ernmental project. 

That is what some of the companies are doing, and we are trying to 
do that on our own. 

Senator DworsHak. I have one question, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator ELienper. Proceed. 


POTENTIAL ANNUAL TIMBER LOSS 


Senator DworsHak. Do I understand that one of your witnesses tes- 
tified that the potential loss to the timber and forestry economy in that 
area would be $4 million annually ? 
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Mr. Brown. Yes, sir. Mr. Hursey. 

Mr. Hursey. $4 million in actual loss, and potentially $14 million. 

Senator DworsHak. How much annually ? 

Mr. Hursey. $4 million. 

Senator DworsHak. If there is any controvery involving power, it 
would seem to me that somebody ought to be alerted to the possibility 
of providing a steam plant, or at least natural- gas power. You c ‘ould 
almost give your power away to the people who are interested in the 
high dam, and then save several million dollars a year. 

Senator ELienper. Is there anything further? 

Representative Brooxs. Mr. Chairman, you have asked for the posi- 
tion of the power companies, and I would like to give it. 

Senator Dworsnaxk. Is there any oil on that |: and / 


PURCHASE OF POWER FOR PEAKING PURPOSES 


Representative Brooks. The Government is not taking the mineral 
rights, Senator. Mr. Roy Nelson, president of the Gulf States Utili- 
ties Co., has told me privately, and he has said publicly, that neither 
he nor his company is opposed to McGee Bend Dam. Gulf States, 
a private utility, is not opposed to our dam, and to support that posi- 
tion, they have never appeared against it at any hearing. 

They have publicly told me and people who are for it that it is a 
good project and they—as further evidence of that—have offered to 
buy the power output and use it as a peaking power. It would be par- 
ticularly valuable, as you know, Senator E lender, as peaking power 
They hi ive offered to buy it at more than the incremental cost of putting f 
that power in. 

Gulf States has submitted that offer and I think it is very generous. 
That indicates that they are definitely not opposed to the multipurpose 
dam that we are endeavoring to continue the construction of. Thank 
you, Senator. 

Mr. Brown. You are not saying they are for it, are you 

\ir. Cousins. Speaking of the ‘Gulf State Utility, I talked to one 
of the officials 2 weeks ago. I said, “Why do you not go in direct 
and buy that power inste: ad of buying it through the little co- op?” I 
am proud of my co-op. He said, “Cousins, so many things could 
happen to that dam. We do not want to underwrite it. We cannot 
afford to.” 

I said, “In time of war a bombing?” He said, “There are a lot of 
other things.” I said, “Is it too flat country, with evaporation too 
great?” And he said, “Yes, and other things.” I have been in the 
lumber business for some time. My neighbor was offered $150 for 
the timber on a small piece of land that had not been cut for 18 years, 
just the timber alone. That land, in my judgment, is worth $100 te 
8200 an acre. I make 65 bushels of corn on that and 95 bushels of 
oats on that. East Texas land is just coming into its own. I think 
it is worth as much as Iowa land and Indiana land. But maybe I 
live in Texas too much. Texans like to boast a lot, but you have land 
in that locality that is equally as valuable. You are not very far 
from us. 

Senator Dworsiak. May I ask Mr. Brown a question ? 
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Tow near is the closest hydroelectric project to this site? 

Mr. Brown. I cannot answer that. 

Mr. Easrertine. It is the Denison Dam. 

Senator DworsHak. There are no hydroelectric plants closer than 
that? 

Mr. Easrertinc. And I think that is about 200. I am giving 
a rough estimate of the mileage. 

Mr. Brown. Waco is 163 miles and Belton, 170 miles. 

Mr. Fiercuer. Mr. Brooks, our Representative, lives 90 miles from 
this dam. I have never seen Mr. Brooks up there going into any- 
body’s home. I have never seen him examine the new road; the 15 
or 16 miles of the finest highway in the country. I have never seen 
him ride out in the woods and look at the timber. I have never seen 
him examine a farm. If I was a Congressman from that district, I 
would ride over that country if I had to ride a jenny to see what was 
going on out there. He has taken just such a great hand in it on 
account of a few of his little Beaumont friends, the rice farmers, 
and so on. 

I feel if I was a man like that, I would see what was going on, and 
he could more intelligently tell you what is happening in that country 

Representative Brooks. Let me show you where my farm is in 
Jasper County. 

Senator Eiienper. Just a moment. The chairman of this com- 
mittee will not permit criticism of people who are for or against this 
program. Weare here to get the facts. I do not want to be judged by 
the questions I ask. I try to get all of the facts possible. I have 
known Mr. Brooks for many years, and he has made a good Con- 
gressman for Texas. He is a hard worker. Ifa handful of people 
are going to criticize him just because he is for a thing he believes 
in, I have nothing further to say. 

Mr. Brown. Mr. Chairman, we did not come for that purpose, sir. 

Senator Eiitenper. I know you have not. But I heard the gentle 
man who just spoke there. If that was not criticism, I do not know 
what is. And another gentleman has stated that there may be a few 
changes in Congressmen and Senators. We do not care to hear about 
that. Let the program sink or swim on whether it is good or not. 
I would be very happy, sir, to sit here as long as possible to hear all 
of you, so as to get your side of it, but IT am going to insist that you 
testify to facts and refrain from personal attacks and opinions. 


COMPARISON OF PLANS REQUESTED 


Mr. Brown. Mr. Chairman, we appreciate the kindness and courtesy 
you have extended us. As far as our portion of this hearing is con- 
cerned, we are finished. We would like to appeal this to you, that if 
you study the modified plans, you gentlemen of the committee, con- 
scientiously, study the two plans, the one that is laid down by the 
Corps of Engineers themselves and one by this reputable consulting 
firm, you cannot come to but the conclusion that water is what Beav- 


mont has been saying they want, and water they will get under those 
two plans. 
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We are not against that at all. But we feel like this day and time 
there is a time when we must give ideas to cost and commonsense in 
the building and developing of our water resources. We are for de- 
veloping our resources to the fullest extent, but we do not think we 
ought to go hog wild and throw away our money. 

Senator ELtLenper. Does anybody else desire to be heard ? 

Mr. Garpner. I want to give a statement of the county court record 
in San Augustine. I have 160 acres that will be inundated. This was 
cut clean in the ~~ 1931. It is young timber but it is not merchant- 
able at this time. I sold this 160 acres of timber in 1951 for $112.50 
per acre, and got $18,000 for the 160 acres, reserved all pine under 12 
inches, from the ground 12 inches, in diameter and 14 inches on hard- 
wood. That is a matter of record in the county court at San Au- 
custine. 
~ Mr. Hursry. I am with the Angelina County Lumber Co. and also 
another company, two of the firms that hired the engineers to make 
the report. As stated in my testimony, it was only i in February of this 
year that we received final plans as to what the engineers intended to 
construct in the McGee Bend Dam project. 

When we received those plans, we immediately employed this firm 
on the basis of providing water for the interests downstream, and at 
the same time minimizing our losses in valuable timber land. I can 
assure you, and we will take an oath, that none of the power com- 
panies, and only those companies mentioned on the brochure, were 
interested in hiring the services of this firm. 


ANNUAL LOSS OF REVENUE 


There was a question that Senator Dworshak raised as to the loss, 
the annual loss, of revenue in the area due to the inundating and cut- 
ting of the 300 million feet, it is conservatively estimated, based on 
the engineers own appraisal, that there will be an annual loss of $4 
million. On the other hand, let us put this in this light. 

On the presently authorized project, the engineers say that there 
will be an annual benefit of approximately $3,300,000. That benefit 
is made up largely of the sale of water for irrigation and industrial 
purposes, and, according to the engineers report and study in 1945 
on this, about 85 percent of the water was to be used in the irrigation 
of rice. 

On the other hand, they had figured an annual cost of approximately 

¢9.400,000. That would mean a net annual benefit in the project of 

approximately $900,000. Most of that benefit under the present au- 
thorized project, because the Lower Neches Valley Authority would get 
all the water, would go downstream, but it would take from the area to 
be inundated, and owned by the hundreds of small tree farmers and 
lumber companies. 

It will make an annual loss of $4 million which would leave you a 
net annual loss, considering the benefits, of $3 million to the area. 

Senator Exiienper. Mr. Tofani, I wish you would obtain for the 
committee any hearings that were held in the locality of this project, 
so as to inform the people, when it was that the Corps of E ngineers 
decided to build a power dam, and what notice, if any, was given to 
the people so that they would know the size of this dam and other data 
you have been hearing about today. 
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Mr. Torani. Just for the record, in 1954, the corps did submit « 
report. It is very similar to this report presented here today. The 
Hfouse Public Works Committee held hearings on that report. Fur- 
ther, that report was also submitted to the Senate Public Works 
Committee. 

My recollection is that the Senate Public Works Committee did not 
hold hearings. I will have to check this statement. I also believe 
that that report is published in full in the records of the House Public 
Works Committee hearings (ITouse Public Works Committee hea: 
ings on H. R. 9859, 83d Cong., vol. 1, pp. 805-826). 

Senator E.tenper. It had to be authorized. 

Mr. Toranr. No, this is the smaller project. 

Senator En.enper. I am talking about the project we are now con- 
sidering. That has to be authorized after hearings. I would like for 
ius to look up the data and see the extent to which any of the people 
here who are opposed to this project appeared in opposition to the 
project when it was first authorized. 

All right, if that is all, we shall now consider another project. 

We are glad to have had you gentlemen. 


ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 


The committee has received statements for the record from the 
Angelina County Lumber Co.; the Southland Paper Mills, Inc., Luf- 
kin, Tex.: and from Mr. VY. W. Cothren, forestry consultant to South- 
ern Pine Industry Committee together with a resolution of the Ange- 
lina County Chamber of Commerce. These statements and resolution 
will be placed in the record at this point. 

(The statements and resolution referred to follow :) 


STATEMENT OF E. L. KuRTH, PRESIDENT, ANGELINA COUNTY LUMBER oie 
KeEttys, TEX. 


ANGELINA COUNTY LUMBER CO.’S STATEMENT IN OPPOSITION TO THE M’GEE B 
PROJECT AS PRESENTLY AUTHORIZED 


Since 1887, the Angelina County Lumber Co., of Keltys, Tex., has been engaged 
in the manufacture of lumber. More than 1 billion board-feet has been processed 
through its plant and shipped in Texas and to other markets. This has been a 
source of necessary construction material and has provided a steady income 
through the years for several hundred employees and other local residents. This 
company was the first lumber manufacturer in the United States to be the re- 
cipient of the Army-Navy E award for its contribution to the war effort in World 
War II. The earning of this award necessitated a serious overcutting of the 
company’s timber budget schedule, done with the full realization of its harmful 
effect on its long-range sustained yield forest conservation program. 

This company was one of the first in the South to adopt sound forest manage- 
ment practices, and was the first in Texas to employ a technically trained forester. 
Its president, E. L. Kurth, was first to recognize the possibility of utilizing 
southern pine in the manufacture of newsprint, and organized in 1940 the South- 
land Paper Mills, which today produces 140,000 tons of newsprint annually. 

Angelina County Lumber Co. has within the past year, expended over *) 
million in modernizing its plant. It installed a log debarker and chipper, so :s 
to fully utilize all raw materials. This installation was one of the first by the 
forest products manufacturing industry in the South. 

The company has, over a period of the past 20 years, followed the policy of 
acquisition of additional forest lands, good forestry practices (including the 
planting of millions of pine trees), full utilization of raw materials, and the 
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purchase of Federal forest stumpage, at prices which left little, or no margin 
for profit, all in order to husband its own forest resources to assure the estabh- 
lishment of a sustained yield operation. 

Now, after years of careful planning to effect a perpetual operation, this 
company is faced with the loss of one-tenth of its productive acreage. Such a 
loss would endanger the results of these many years of striving, seriously im- 
pair sustained yield operation and materially reduce the income of many 
en ployees. 

‘The management of this company is opposed to the McGee Bend Dam project 
aus presently authorized on the basis of the serious economic effect it will have 
on its, and Similar, operations not only by the reduction of its own resources, but 
by the inundation of 130,000 acres of productive timberlands within its drawing 
iren. Of this acreage, 28,000 acres are within the Angelina National Forest, 
from which this company has purchased over 14 million board-feet of timber 
during the past 7 years. 

Angelina County Lumber Co. protests the development of the McGee Bend 
project as presently authorized because: 

(1) It would seriously impair the local economy of a large area of central 
east Texas for the sole benefit of a remote gulf coast area by— 

(a) Destroying the forest resource upon which the livelihood of many 
local citizens depends ; 

(b) The destruction of many local homes and farms; 

(c) Seriously reducing the local tax base and commercial opportunities. 

(2) It proposes the production of hydroelectric power on a basis that is 
entirely uneconomical, and hence unjustified. 

(3) It proposes to furnish vast quantities of water for the increased pro- 
duction of rice, a Commodity already enjoying price support at the expense of 
the taxpayers. 

(4) It proposes that only 10,000 acres of the 150,000 acres impoundment area 
he cleared. This would result in an unsatisfactory municipal and industrial 
water supply as to quality. To completely clear the 180,000 acres would add 
some $15 million to the $50,200,000 estimated project cost. 

It is respectfully requested that existing appropriations for this project be 
withheld and that no further appropriations be made until the Corps of Engi- 
neers has made a complete review of the entire project in full light of present- 

y economic conditions. This review to give full consideration to the develop- 
nent of a modified plan without power, which would lessen the loss to east Texas 
timber economy, but still provide for an adequate supply of water for coastal} 
areas. It is vitally necessary that such a plan also allow for the development 

f the present and future water needs of the local and upstream areas—which is 
iow denied these areas by the presently authorized project. 

Respectfully submitted. 

E. L. Kurtu, President. 


s 


ATEMENT OF R. W. WortTHAM, JR., EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, SOUTHLAND 
PAPER MILLS, INc., LUFKIN, TEX., IN OPPOSITION TO THE M’GEE BEND PROJECT 


Southland Paper Mills, Inc., has operated a newsprint paper mill at Lufkin. 
Tex., since January 1940. The company was organized in 1988 and constructed 
the first paper mill in the South to manufacture newsprint paper from southern 
pine. It started as a one-machine mill, another machine being added in 1948. 
and the third machine, the next step in our development program, is now being 
installed at a cost in excess of $15 million. 

The company owns 350,000 acres of timberland, practically all of which, when 
purchased, had been ent over for sawtimber purposes, All of this acreage is 
now under intensive forest management aimed at bringing this land back to 
maximum timber production. At its highest anticipated pulpwood productior 
this land could barely sustain our pulpwood requirements now—certainly no 
additional expansion of our production. 

For many years, at least until our own lands have attained a maximum sus- 
tained yield status, we will be dependent upon pulpwood purchased from outside 
ownerships. We now draw pulpwood from a radius of 75 miles of Lufkin, and in 
155 our expenditure for pulpwood exceeded $4 million. In addition, we operate 
one sawmill which is largely dependent on purchased sawlogs. 

In the late 1930's when the McGee Bend project was first conceived and author- 
zed by Congress, the forest products industry in the east Texas area was at a 
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very low state; lumbering was just showing signs of recovery from the ruinous 
early 1930’s. There was no pulp and paper industry in east Texas, and large 
acreage of timberlands had, a short time before, sold as low as $4 per acre. 

Since 1945, the east Texas timber area has enjoyed a vast change in its forest 
products economy. The lumber industry has expanded greatly with many mil- 
lions of dollars having been spent on improved, expanded, and new sawmills, 
Many new methods of utilizing more completely the forest increment have been 
introduced, thereby creating a market for small and lower grade trees, which in 
turn allows more extensive use of good forestry practice on a wide scale. Three 
large pulp and paper mills now operate in the area and are wholly dependent for 
raw material on east Texas pulpwood. The pulpwood drain from this timber area 
in 1954 was in excess of 1 million cords, and in 1956 the drain will be consider- 
ably greater. Land values have increased materially, recent sales ranging in 
price between $80 and $100 per acre. All of these factors have increased income 
to timber owners, payrolls to timber workers, taxes to local, county, and State 
governments, and in fact, the economy of the entire region in which the McGee 
Bend project is located is based almost entirely on wood products. 

Another aspect of this phenomenal growth in the forest economy of the area is 
the change in the landownership pattern. This pattern has shifeted from, in the 
main, comparatively small holdings to a pattern of large acreage under single 
ownerships. This was necessitated by the amazing growth of many industries 
which are wholly dependent on forest products. 

Our company, under the present project, stands to lose through inundation 
approximately 6,000 acres with curtailment of growth on several thousand more 
acres by occasional flooding under the flowage-easement plan. While this acreage 
may seem small to the uninformed, I can assure you it is a vital part of our 
planned sustained yield. In addition to that loss, a more serious loss to us 
would be occasioned by the taking out of total timber production the 130,000 
acres which will be inundated under the present project, for by the normal 
process of competitive acquisition we could expect to acquire and plan to acquire 
our competitive part of the annual production of both sawlogs and pulpwood 
for years to come. 

In view of the growing importance of water conservation, we have no argu- 
ment with an orderly and properly designed program of impoundment which 
gives full consideration to all economic conditions which exist now. We are 
unalterably opposed to the present McGee Bend project for the following reasons: 

1. The project as now planned does not give full consideration to existing 
economie conditions. It is based principally on an economy which existed 15 
years ago. The two principal benefits assigned to this project by the Corps 
of Engineers are: 

(a) Irrigation water for additional acreage of rice, and rice is now in great 
surplus and under acreage restriction as well as Government subsidy. 

(b) Power which will be installed in an insignificant amount at a terrifically 
excessive installation cost and at an operating loss to the Government and at 
a ridiculous cost in land required to be inundated. 

2. No consideration is given or value assigned to the enormous loss of future 
timber growth. 

3. The tax structure of a large area of east Texas will be seriously and adversely 
affected. 

4. A large number of forest workers will lose their homes and means of 
livelihood. 

5. Transportation within the immediate area will be disrupted. 

6. The plan provides for only a very small lake area to be cleared of trees 
and stumps. This would furnish a nonpotable water supply and require vast 
private expenditure on water treatment facilities where such water is used for 
municipal and industrial purposes. 

On the basis of the foregoing, we respectfully entreat the Congress not to 
appropriate additional funds for construction of this project as now planned, 
and further entreat the Congress to order the Corps of Engineers to make a 
complete review report of the McGee Bend project giving full consideration to 
all economic aspects of this project as they exist in 1956—not as they existed 
in 1945. 
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SOUTHERN PINE INDUSTRY COMMITTEE, 
New Orleans, La., May 5, 1956. 
Subject: Proposed appropriations of $4 million for a McGee Bend Dam in east 
Texas. 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
United States Senator, Washington, D.C. 


DeaR SENATOR ELLENDER: The southern pine industry, according to the latest 
publication of the United States Census report, consists of 23,810 large and small 
sawmill operations situated in Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, 
Mississippi, North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, and 
Virginia. This industry employs more than 500,000 persons full time with many 
thousand more part time, and provides one-sixth of the total southern industry 
payroll. 

The Southern Pine Industry Committee which represents the entire southern 
pine manufacturing industry, has a long record of cooperation with Government 
and private agencies in all matters pertaining to forests and forest products. 
The Industry Committee realizes that the forests constitute a great renewable 
natural resource, and under expanding sustained-yield programs, is increasing 
its already large contribution to the economy of the South as well as the Nation. 

Forest products manufacturing industries have been maintained and enlarged 
because of the progress in good forest management practices. Without an ade- 
quate supply of timber, these industries cannot exist. Sustained-yield units are 
susceptible to loss of acreage because of highways, electric and gas transmission 
lines, and flood-control projects. When these projects serve the public interest 
better than the timberland they replace, then the Southern Pine Industry Com- 
mittee should yield to the wishes of Congress and the people. However, the 
Southern Pine Industry Committee is dedicated to opposition of those projects 
which do not best serve the public interest. 

One such project is the proposed McGee Bend Dam on the Angelina River in 
east Texas. This project, which was authorized by Congress, in 1945, proposes 
to inundate 129,000 acres of commercial forest land, of which 94,000 acres are pri- 
vately owned and 28,000 in Federal ownership. These 122,000 acres of forest 
land are managed by technically trained foresters under programs which will in- 
sure sustained yield and increased timber growth, and thus will increase their 
contribution to the economy. At a time when there is some question of future 
shortages of timber products, is it wise to permanently inundate this large acre- 
age which is said to contain 300 million board feet of sawtimber, with the volume 
increasing at the rate of about 6 percent each year? Legislation has been intro- 
duced in this session of Congress to subsidize tree planting and give assistance in 
forest management. Is it sound economics to permanently destroy valuable tim- 
berland on one hand and spend millions of dollars to develop this same type of 
forest stand on bare areas? If there were a surplus of forest products, this 
might be advisable, but according to best estimates, there is yet no large surplus. 

The area involved in the McGee Bend Dam proposal is said to be contributing 
approximately $4 million per year to the economy of east Texas. The construction 
of MeGee Bend Dam is estimated to cost in the neighborhood of $50 million, and 
it is said would contribute $3,293,800 per year at a cost of $2,366,000 per year. 
Should an area that contributes $4 million per year to the economy be destroyed 
spending $50 million in order to contribute $927,200? The largest item of annual 
benefit is $1,716,000 for water supply, which, it is understood, would be used in 
part for production of rice. This, when to reduce rice surpluses, Federal pay- 
ments are being made to rice growers under acreage allotments and the Federal 
Government is urging a soil-bank plan to retire rice acreage. Is it wise to reduce 
production of a commodity that is not in surplus for the production of a commodity 
which is in surplus? 

The next largest benefit of the dam is for power, and is listed as $898,800 per 
year with annual cost of $1,191,300 which gives a benefit-cost ratio of 0.89. 
According to a private engineering firm, Lockwood, Andrews & Newman, equiva- 
lent power could be produced by a gas-fired steam-generating electric power- 
plant which would cost $6,851,000 as compared to $23,134,100 for the hydro- 
electrie part of the McGee Dam. The total annual cost of the gas-electrie power 
is given as $926,000 as compared to $1,191,300 for the annual cost of hydroelectric 
power. While economy in Government is being stressed, is it consistent to 
spend the taxpayers’ money on this project? 

We are cognizant of the fact that this project was authorized by Congress a 
number of years ago. The economy of the South has been undergoing tremendous 
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changes. At the time the project was approved, its full effect on the timber 
based economy of east Texas was not fully realized. We understand $1,468,000 
has already been appropriated for survey plans and initial construction. Since 
actual construction has not begun, it is not too late to correct or modify the 
plans so that a minimum of damage is done to the economy. The changes taking 
place in the economy of the South warrant a full and immediate review, as well 
as a reevaluation of the project by the Corps of Engineers and others concerned, 
The Congress, before acting, should be fully aware of the relation of the negative 
and positive effects of this project. Your committee will also doubtless want 
to examine further this project before approving the appropriations of over $4 
million for fiscal year 1957. 

This industry committee proffers its facilities to cooperate in restudying this 
project. 

We respectfully urge that further appropriation for the McGee Bend Dam 
be deferred until a restudy of the project can be made. 

We respectfully request that this statement be made as part of the record 
and that it be accorded full consideration. 

Yours very truly, 
V. W. CoruHren, 
Forestry Consultant to Southern Pine Industry Committe: 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the proposed McGee Bend Dam project located on the Angelina River 
in the counties of Angelina, Nacogdoches, Jasper, and San Augustine, would 
take from production permanently 129,000 acres of excellent timber-growing 
lands and lessen the production on an additional 40,000 acres which are proposed 
to be acquired for flowage easement: and 

Whereas the loss of production from such timberlands would result in an annual 
loss of $4 million to the immediate area and adjacent communities; and 

Whereas such loss could not be offset by the benefits of the project; and 

Whereas the income of the citizens of Angelina County is to a large extent 
dependent upon the sale of timber products and their manufacture; and 

Whereas under the present authorized project plan only a small portion of 
the reservoir area would be cleared, thereby only partially developing the recrea- 
tional values and necessitating expensive water treatment facilities for users 
of water for municipal and industrial purposes: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Angelina County Chamber of Commerce go on record as 
opposing the project on its present authorized basis and ask that funds be with 
held until such time as further study can be made of an alternate plan submitted 
the committee by the opponents on March 20, 1956, and a similar plan presented 
to the House and Senate Committees on Public Works in 1954 by the Corps of 
Army Engineers, and that full consideration be given both these alternate plans 

Adopted: March 26, 1956, Lufkin, Tex. 


WiKessoro DAm 
STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN DEANE 


Senator ELienper. The next project is the Wilkesboro Dam. 

At this point we will put in the record a statement by Congressman 
Deane. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


Mr. Chairman and members of the Senate Public Works Appropriations Sub 
committee, I appreciate this opportunity to submit to you this statement in 
support of an appropriation item in the 1957 budget of the Army Corps of 
Engineers, for further study on the Yadkin River flood-control project in Wilkes 
County, N. C. Wilkes County is in my congressional district, and in speaking 
for this appropriation item before you today, I speak for 90 percent of the citizens 
in Wilkes County who sincerely desire to see this flood-control project developed. 
IT am also happy to announce that Hon. Thurmond Chatham, Member of Congress 
from the Fifth Congressional District, joins me in urging your favorable action 
en this appropriation item for the Yadkin River flood-control project. The 
Yadkin River also flows through the district of Congressman Chatham. 
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| understand that representatives of citizens in Caldwell County, N. C., are 
appearing before your subcommittee to oppose this appropriation item for the 
Yadkin River flood-control project. I am at a loss to know why the people of 
Caldwell County are concerned about this flood-control project since the Corps 
of Engineers has recently adjusted their construction plans for the flood-control 
dam on the Yadkin River west of Wilkesboro, N. C., so that at no time would 
any water ever be backed up into Caldwell County from this flood-control 
project. I am afraid that the people of Caldwell County are laboring under a 
vreat wisapprehension. This flood-control project originally called for two 
duins on the Yadkin River west of Wilkesboro, and the water level behind the 
upper dam would have backed water up at high flood stage into a portion of Cald- 
well County, but, as I have pointed out, the Corps of Engineers has redrawn their 
plans, and now only one dam is scheduled on the Yadkin west of Wilkesboro and 
no water behind this dam would be backed up as far as Caldwell County. 

On July 24, 1946, Congress authorized the construction of four detention dams 
in the upper Yadkin River Valley of North Carolina for the purpose of con- 
trolling devastating floods, upon the recommendation of the Army Corps of 
Engineers. Floods in this area take an annual toll of nearly $300,000 in prop- 
erty damages. Certain of these floods have been very devastating. For example, 
the flood which occurred in the upper Yadkin River Valley during August 1943, 
cost $8,250,000 worth of property damage and took the lives of 6 people. 

Since 1946 the Army Corps of Engineers has conducted extensive surveys and 
studies in connection with this flood-control project in the upper Yadkin River 
Valley. The Corps of Engineers has expended nearly $200,000 in these pre- 
liminary surveys and studies. The results of these surveys have been that the 
Corps of Engineers has recommended that the 4 detention dams be reduced to 
» detention dams, larger in construction and providing for more reservoir space 
hehind each of the 2 dams. One of these detention dams would be placed on 
the Reddies River, a tributary of the Yadkin River, north of North Wilkesboro, 
N. ¢., and the other detention dam would be placed on the Yadkin River west 
of Wilkesboro, N. C. Again, I want to point out to your subcommittee that 
water in both of these reservoirs behind the detention dams would be backed up 
at flood stage only in Wilkes County, N. C., and no property would be involved in 
this flood-control project in any of the counties around Wilkes County. 

The Army Corps of Engineers has recently advised me that it is now in the 
final stages of planning for the two detention dams in the upper Yadkin River 
Valley. The corps is completing by June 30, 1956, an economic feasibiilty study 
for this project, and every indication from the study reveals that this project 
is economically justified and should be built. 

Accordingly, the Corps of Engineers has in its general planning money for 
fiscal year 1957 an item of $25,000 set aside with which to complete its final 
planning and survey work on the upper Yadkin River flood-control project, so 
that an appropriation for actual construction work on this project can be requested 
for fiscal year 1958. I respectfully urge your committee to approve of the action 
by the Army Corps of Engineers in allowing this sum of money for the final 
planning and survey work on the upper Yadkin River flood-control project in 
North Carolina. 


WILKESBORO DAM 
YADKIN VALLEY CITIZENS ASSOCIATION 
STATEMENT OF J. T. SANDERS, REPRESENTATIVE 


OPPOSITION TO PROJECT 


Senator ELLENDER. The next witness will be Mr. Sanders. 

Mr. Sanpers. How do you do, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator ELLENDER. Mr. Sanders, I know you have a statement here. 
lf you wish to put it into the record and highlight it, we would 
appreciate 1t. 

Mr. Sanpers. I will be glad to do that, Senator. 

Senator ELLENDER. Fine. 


75008—56—pt. 2——66 
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(The statement referred to follows :) 


A STATEMENT BY J. T. SANDERS ON BEHALF OF THE YADKIN VALLEY CITIzENg 
ASSOCIATION ON APPROPRIATION FOR THE WILKESBORO RESERVOIR 


My name is J. T. Sanders. I represent the Yadkin Valley Citizens Association 
I have worked in the fields of agriculture, especially land economics, and flood- 
control planning since 1919. The representatives of the association appear today 
in opposition to a budgeted item of $25,000 requested by the Corps of Engineers 
for advanced planning and engineering on the Wilkesboro Dam on the upper 
Yadkin River of North Carolina. It is our judgment, based on a careful study of 
all material presented by the Corps of Engineers and now available, that to 
appropriate this item will be a clear-cut waste of public funds. 

We oppose this item of costs at the present session for two main reasons: 

1. Current costs and benefits of the proposed dam cannot be accurately or 
dependably estimated at the present on the basis of available facts. These 
data are almost entirely wanting. 

2. There is indisputable evidence that there is a far better way of develop- 
ing the water resources of the upper Yadkin than the presently proposed 
plan; and there is also strong evidence that if this plan is carried out, it 
will actually be a future block to full beneficial development of the resources 
of the Yadkin Valley. 

I propose to outline and show briefly with dependable information that a 
sound overall plan of development will undoubtedly yield benefits many times in 
excess of its costs. 

First stage of project, 1879.—The history of the project casts a serious doubt 
on its feasibility. It was first proposed in 1879 as a navigation, power, and flood- 
control project (77 years ago) and was abandoned completely at the request of 
the Corps of Engineers in 1926. (See Doc. No. 467, 69th Cong., 1st sess., p. 8.) 
It was revived again in 1933 with a proposal for a large earthen dam at the 
present proposed North Wilkesboro site of the dam for which $25,000 is now 
budgeted, a site 6 miles above North Wilkesboro on the main stem of the Yadkin 
River. The project has gone through four distinct stages since 1926, as follows: 

Second stage in 1933.—An earthen dam of 630,000 acre-feet storage was pro- 
posed, costing then $5.5 million, or approximately $8.40 per acre-foot. This dam 
was planned as a navigation, flood-control, and power reservoir. The corps 
abandoned it in 1944 with the following proposal. (See 78th Cong., 2d sess, 
H. Doc. No. 652. 

Third stage in 1944.—A dam with 440,000 acre-feet capacity for power and 
flood control functions was substituted. This dam was estimated to cost in 1944, 
$10.4 million, or approximately $24 per acre-foot. The corps then said it would 
yield only $1.15 of benefit for each dollar of cost. The proposal was abandoned 
in 1946, as a result of a request by the Senate Commerce Committee for a review 
of it by the corps. (See 81st Cong., Ist sess., S. Doc. No. 31, p. 5.) 

Fourth stage, 1946——This proposal substituted 4 concrete dams for the pre- 
viously described dam—2 concrete dams on the Reddies River, a tributary flowing 
into the Yadkin immediately above the town of North Wilksboro, 1 on the pres- 
ently proposed site on the Yadkin, and 1 concrete dam 9 miles upstream. These 
4 concrete dams were to cost in 1946 just over $6 million, would have had a con- 
bined storage capacity of 142,000 acre-feet costing $43 per acre-foot. The corps 
said costs and benefits were valued as a part of an overall Yadkin plan of develop- 
ment, yielding $1.85 of benefits for each dollar of cost. (See 8ist Cong. 1st sess., 
S. Doc. 31.) 

Fifth stage beginning in 1950.—Unfinished at present with a study of cost 
and benefit now incomplete. This proposal arises out of a resolution of the House 
Fublie Works Committee of 1952 requesting a resurvey of the Wilksboro Dam. A 
preliminary proposal is for 1 large earth dam on the lower Reddies site to substi- 
tute for the 2 concrete dams, and a larger earthen dam 6 miles above Wilksboro 
on the Yadkin as a substitute for the 2 concrete dams. Preliminary estimates of 
costs of these 2 earthen dams are given for 1954 to be $11.9 million with storage 
capacity of 185,000 acre-feet or approximately $64 per acre-foot. No cost-benefit 
ratio is now available since the current study will not be furnished for severa 
weeks according to telephone information which I got last week from the corps 
Charleston office. Fire in the Charleston Office destroyed all detailed 1946 survey 
data, the last flood damage, costs-and-benefit data for the project. With con 
struction costs rising and farm prices falling, cost-benefit ratios will be adversely 
affected. 
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The current authorization of these 2 dams is based on the action of Congress 
in passing the Flood Control Act of June 1946 which authorized proposal, or stage 
No. 4, for 4 concrete dams “with such modifications, thereof, as in the discretion 
of the Secretary of War and the Chief of Engineers may deem advisable.” On 
the strength of this sweeping authority clause the corps has radically shifted the 
proposal from 4 concrete dams to 2 large earth dam, and all costs (except those 
tor the Reddies Dam), and all benefits, on which justification are based, are now 
nearly 11 years old, are very undependable and are without doubt inaccurate. 

Neither the Charleston office nor the Washington headquarters office of the 
corps could supply me with original data or any data secured thereafter, since 
all their records on which justification was based were destroyed. So there is no 
possibility of checking the economic justification of this project at this time. 

To complete the history and throw further doubt on the advisability of appro- 
priating funds to start a project on such a blind basis the Flood Control Act of 
1936 authorized an upstream survey of the upper Yadkin by the United States De- 
partment of Agriculture and the preliminary results of this survey of 1949 were 
reported to the Congress in House Document No. 395 of the 82d Congress, 2d 
session. This survey indicated that only 11 percent of all flood damage to agri- 
culture on the watershed occurred on the main stem of the Yadkin and that the 
proposed agricultural program would yield benefits of $5.60 for each $1 of costs— 
nearly 5 times the rate of benefits of any survey by the Corps of Engineers. 


A tabular history of the proposals for the Wilkesboro Reservoir on the Yadkin River 
of North Carolina 
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This survey indicated also that flood damage in the main stem would be reduced 
by 20 percent which would, of course, duplicate damage prevented by the Army’s 
program. Certainly wisdom and sound judgment dictate that this plan and the 
Army’s plan should be coordinated, which has not been done in the least up to now. 

The Department of Agriculture now feels that these data (although they are 
+ years more recent than the Army’s data on which current authorization rests) 
need to be revised to date because of economic changes and improved methods of 
arriving at costs and benefits. All agricultural damage on which the corps’ 
benefits are based was that obtained by this survey. I visited the Soil Con- 
servation Service offices where these data are filed, examined them over a period 
of 2 days, and found them not satisfactory on present-day soil-conservation 
standards, The SCS office declared them so. I also worked a number of days 
in the corps’ office in Charleston and have presented in this statement the sum- 
total of available data. 

Finally, to cast still more doubt on the advisability of appropriating funds for 
beginning this project because of lack of sound cost and benefit facts, I wish to 
call your attention to the cost of the project compared with the property subject 
to flood damage. The testimony of city interests of North Wilksboro and of 
Elkins (who, by the way, are the sole active agitators for the Army’s proposed 
program) testified at the corps’ hearings at Lenoir, N. C., March 16, 1953, that 
there was a total of $6 million worth of damageable property in the flood plain 
at North Wilksboro. (Testimony of Harry Wayland, manager of Wilksboro 
Chamber of Commerce.) A considerable part of this property, Mr. Wayland 
stated, had been built since the big flood of 1940. Mr. Harry Heusel testifying 
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for the Elkins business interests, gave figures, and stated that there were 
inilion of damageable property in the flood plain at Elkins. 

These groups are the only active proponents of the Army’s project costing 
almost $12 million in 1954 with an annual maintenance cost of $600,000. (Sep 
preliminary report of Corps of Engineers, Charleston office, submitted to 1}, 
House Committee on Public Works in 1955.) This $12 million original costs 
would buy outright 144 times the entire property subject to flood damage in Nort} 
Wilksboro and Elkins. Annual maintenance costs of the dams alone would 
replace the damageable property in these 2 cities in a little over 13 years. (One 
wonders if it would not be better for the Government to appropriate money sj 
move the property out of the damage zone than to build a flood-control structure 
costing more than all this urban damagable property. Yet the Army found very 
little benefits from its program below Elkins. 

But a most dominant other reason for not appropriating Federal funds to start 
a project with so little sound data on which justification is based is that there 
is a far better way to develop the water resources of the Yadkin than that proposed 
by the Army. Indeed, the Army’s proposal will prevent this full, sound develop 
ment of the watershed, for it proposes to rush the sorely needed water of the 
Upper Yadkin out to sea as fast as the channel will safely carry it. This js 
diametrically opposed to the best use of these water resources of the Yadkin 

This Nation faces a desperate shortage of water, almost everywhere, during 
the years ahead. Especially is this true for the Yadkin Valley, and this holds 
true both for Wilksboro and Elkins which will benefit by increased use of wate: 
for industry and especially for supplemental irrigation on surrounding farms 

The Army’s plan not only wastes water resources but inundates and destroys 
the use of much of the lands that would be more than doubled in value by supple 
mental irrigation under a water-conserving development plan with water in 
pounded in the mountain gorges that completely surround the beautiful and 
fertile Upper Yadkin Valley. 

I would like to present what, I believe, is irrefutable evidence of the soundiess 
of a better plan of development: and evidence to show that it is also to the 
interest of the people of North Wilkesboro and Elkins to work for this improved 
plan of development instead of the current proposal for maldevelopment of the 
upper Yadkin. I will show that great additional benefits may be had by building 
such dams as the Lower Reddies Dam larger than is needed for flood control only, 
but also to conserve water for industrial purposes and for supplemental irrigatio1 
purposes in the upper Yadkin. 

The survey report, dated March 15, 1950, of the Army for the Lower Redilies 
Dam, which is the only detailed, reliable, recent data available on costs, recon 
mended to Congress an earthen dam for flood-control purposes with a capacity 
of slightly over 40,000 acre-feet, at a cost of $75 per acre-foot. This dam would 
replace the two previously recommended concrete dams on the Reddies. At the 
same time the corps gave figures showing that by building the new earther 
dam higher a total storage of 76,000 acre-feet could be obtained. This additional! 
36,000 storage almost doubles the capacity of the proposed earthen dam and 
the additional storage would cost, according to the Army’s estimates, only $26.50 
per acre-foot, slightly more than only one-fourth the $94.23 cost of the smaller 
earthen dam. 

Yet this additional storage would be almost a net gain of water conservation 
which will be sorely needed in the future. It comes cheap enough to make it 
very profitable for supplemental irrigation and industrial uses. The proposed 
Reddies Dam does not supply any water for conservation whatever. 

Also the larger, and far cheaper dam per acre-foot, would serve as a much 
greater flood-protection reservoir than the recommended smaller reservoir. 

This is an extremely important fact when considered in connection with the 
requested $24,000 budgeted item for the proposed Wilkesboro Dam. The Wilkes 
boro flood-control dam if built would prevent the use of water in the future not 
only on the large fertile area flooded by the Wilkesboro Dam (nearly 4,000 acres 
of good bottom land), but would not conserve any water for lands below Wilkes 
boro for future irrigation and industrial needs. It would destroy this great 
future use of the upper Yadkin’s invaluable water resources. 

The study which the Corps of Engineers made in 1949 on the change of the 
concrete dams on the Reddies to earthen and large dams reveals startling facts 
on the potential good which can be derived by building reservoirs on the dee) 
canyon-like tributary sites that are sufficiently large to function in the dual 
capacity of flood control and water conservation. 





PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 2395 


At site No. 1, a concrete dam of 9,500 alternating current capacity would have 
cost S286 per acre-foot in 1948. When changed to an earthen dam of 40,500 acre- 
foot capacity storage cost $71 per acre-foot, and when plans for this earthen dam 
increased its capacity still larger to 76,000 acre-feet, cost per acre-foot was only 
S51 

In 1946 the corps gave data on 14 concrete dams for flood control only on the 
mountain tributaries of the upper Yadkin. Combined capacity of these dams was 
41.000 acre-feet and this capacity would control 76 percent of all the area that a 
high dam at the Wilkesboro site would control, and for the largest known flood. 
These 14 dams, therefore, if built for flood control only would reduce the 
damage to a negligible amount. These concrete dams would have cost $12,224,000 
in 1946 which when corrected to 1954 cost levels would be around $15 million, 
or S165 per acre-foot. If change of these dams to large earthen dams would 
make corresponding reduction of costs, as in the Reddies, costs per acre-foot 
would be reduced from $165 to $41. If this could be increased in size com- 
parable to the larger size given for the Reddies, cost per acre-foot could be 
still further reduced. 

In April of last year the corps made preliminary estimates of costs of a dam 
of 145,000 acre-foot capacity at Wilkesboro and a 40,000 acre-foot capacity dam 
on the Reddies costing $63 per acre-foot, which is 50 percent more than the 
$41 calculated above for the adjusted 14 tributary dams. These data are not 
presented as an accurate comparison but as indicative of great potentials of 
economically Sound water conservation on the Yadkin. 

The Lower Reddies Dam would flood a total of 1,670 acres of land, less than 
one-fourth of which would be bottom land. Approximately 4,000 acres of good 
hottom land would be taken by the Wilkesboro Dam. All of this good bottom 
and could be saved and doubled in value at least by potential irrigation if 
the improved plan of development could be put into effect. 

Inundating the farmer’s good cropland does him far more damage than the 
inundated land is worth. Indeed, it destroys his farm business. Data col- 
lected from the SCS offices at Lenoir and Wilkesboro for about 35 farms, in the 
Yadkin Valley, indicated that out of a total of 4,952 acres owned or operated, 
1} percent only was in crops, 34 percent was grazed, 4 percent was in permanent 
meadow, and 52 percent in woods. Thus crops, livestock, and woods are the 
basis of livelihood. Take away the cropland by inundation and the whole farm 
as a sound, going business, is destroyed. This is what the Wikesboro Dam will 
lo to the farms, the cropland of which is destroyed. A farmer who loses his 
cropland by flooding had better quit at once, for, his whole business will become 
unprofitable. 

All the tributary dams, other than the Reddies Dam, combined would occupy 
for flood control alone only about the same land as the one large Wilksboro land, 
but only a very small amount of this land could be classed as good agricultural 
land, 

If the tributary dams were built larger than the flood-control needs, propor- 
tional to that given for the Reddies, it would give 270,000 acre-feet for irriga- 
lion above flood-control capacity for the intermediate size of dams and around 
600,000 acre-feet for the larger size. Such a large amount of water would be 
more than is needed as supplemental irrigation water for the Yadkin, and 
would leave ample supplies for present and future expanded industrial and 
sanitary needs. 

Studies made for 5 years by the South Carolina Experimental Station on irri- 
gated hybrid corn gave a net above water, labor, and other costs of nearly $10 
per acre-inch of water applied. At this rate an acre-foot of irrigated water 

)piied to farmland would be worth $120 annually. Figures on more than 25 

experiments in supplemental irrigation scattered throughout the Southeastern 
Stutes, some extending for as much as 11 years, show equally good results from 
supplemental irrigation. Crop yields were increased an unweighted average of 
approximately 66 percent. Irrigated pasture income increased income from 
(airy herds around $60 per cow. Net gains per acre of land above costs of 
Water and labor averaged $50 per acre. 
If 300,000 acre-feet of the conserved water were put to such use as the South 
Carolina experiment shows, in the Yadkin Valley, it would amount to an addi- 
ional net income of $36 million annually, yet the total first cost of the tributary 
(ams to impound sufficient water to supply 80 percent flood protection and this 
300,000 acre-feet for irrigation would be around $18 million if all earthen dams 
on the tributaries were to cost in proportion to the Reddies Dam. 
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Obviously these figures are not accurate estimates. They may be considerab|e 
overestimates or underestimates in view of the nature of the data,on which 
they are based. They, however, show conclusively, I believe, that such a program 
is far sounder, far more economically feasible, than the proposed dams for 
flood control only, for which the $24,000 budgeted item is to be spent. 

These facts indicate, I believe, that it would be a great mistake to appropriate 
this money and thus start such an ill-advised program for the Yadkin. They 
also show that what is needed above everything is an overall study of both the 
water conservation needs and potentials as well as the flood-control needs of the 
Yadkin. This clearly calls for a joint study by the Corps of Engineers and Agri- 
culture under 1 directing head or board and not 2 separate uncoordinated 
studies as have heretofore been made. Until such a survey is made, deveiopment 
of the water resources of the Yadkin is likely to founder as it has done for the 
past 77 years. 

OPPOSITION TO WILKESBORO DAM 


Mr. Sanpers. I would like to submit the wording of a petition 
signed by approximately 500 citizens of Wilkes County and Lenoir 
County in opposition to the Wilkesboro Dam. The original petition 


was filed with the House Appropriations Committee, and the signa- 
tures are there. 


I would like to just submit the wording of the resolution. 
Senator ELtenper. That may be filed for the record. 
(The document referred to follows :) 


PETITION 


Whereas the Department of the Army through its Corps of Engineers are 
recommending and proposing to construct large detention dams on the Yadkin 
River west of the towns of North Wilkesboro and Wilkesboro in the counties of 
Wilkes and Caldwell; and 

Whereas according to the reports of the engineers, the said dams are calculated 
to cost approximately $12 million and will partially protect only $5 million worth 
of agricultural and industrial property below the dams while requiring $466,000 
annual upkeep; and 

Whereas the United States Power Commission reserves the right to convert 
said project into power units that will probably back water to the foot of the 
Blue Ridge Mountains and the Blowing Rock-Lenoir Highway No. 321 with per- 
manent inundation; and 

Whereas such dams of whatever kind and dimensions are calculated to ruin 
many acres of valuable farmlands for profitable agriculture, dislodge numerous 
homes, communities, roads, telephone lines, powerlines, schools, cemeteries, and 
churches in the submerged areas and render impotent and useless thousands of 
acres of adjoining territory; and 

Whereas the damages and losses will far exceed benefits derived for flood 
control or power and that the project of whatever nature is obviously unsound, 
uneconomical and impractical, and will yield (according to reports of the engi- 
neers) less than $2 on each dollar expended ; and 

Whereas the Department of the Army has refused to cooperate with other 
agencies like the Department of Agriculture and the Soil Conservation Service in 
an overall program and complete study of the entire watershed, prefering to pur- 
sue independent action; and 

Whereas the Army plan confiscates farm and timber lands without the consent 
and approval of the owners and the overall flood-control plan requires the ap- 
proval and cooperation of the landowners; and therefore, 

We the undersigned citizens, landowners, and taxpayers, residing in or near 
the Yadkin Valley and its tributaries in Wilkes and Caldwell Counties do, hereby, 
go on record as vigorously opposing the Army project and respectfully petition 
your honorable committee not to appropriate any funds now or later for the 
construction and maintenance of said dams. 


ESTIMATED COST OF PROJECT 


Senator Etitenper. On this project, the estimated cost is $9,130, 900. 
and the budget estimate is for $25,000 for advance planning. 
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Mr. Sanvers. And engineering; yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. That is correct. 

Mr. Sanvers. I represent the Yadkin Valley Citizens Association, 
which is an association of farmers and businessmen that are opposed 
to the construction of the Wilkesboro Dam. 

On the Wilkesboro site, the first proposal for a dam was proposed 
by the Corps of Engineers in 1879. Since then, there have been five 
distinct, different types of dams in this proposal. 


HISTORY OF PROJECT 


I want to call your attention to the different facts behind these five 
stages. 

The 1879 dam was for navigation, power, and flood control. I do 
not know the size of the dam, I was unable to get the capacity of the 
dam and the size of thedam. It was abandoned by a recommendation 
of the Corps of Engineers in 1933. 

In 1944, there was a new proposal for a 630,000 acre-foot dam that 
was for navigation, power, and flood control. The cost of that at 
that time was $8.40 an acre-foot. This was abandoned in 1944, and 
a new proposal was made in 1946, which proposed a dam for power 
and flood control only, with a 440,000 acre-foot capacity. 

The fourth stage was in 1950, when the proposal was changed to 
four concrete dams for flood-control purposes only, with navigation 
and power abandoned. This cost $43 per acre-foot. 

The fifth stage was in 1950 when it was proposed to build two 
earthen dams to take the place of the other proposals. One was to 
be the Wilkesboro Dam and the other was to be on the Reddies, a 
tributary coming into the Yadkin just above Wilkesboro. This pro- 
posal at that time cost $64 per acre-foot. 


PROJECT BENEFITS 


The benefit, other than urban benefit, for the project was based 
on the soil-conservation survey that I think was made in 1946. I am 
quite sure that there have been no benefits secured since that time. 

I made a close study of the benefits on which the Army has based 
its agricultural benefits in the Sparntanburg office. The Spartan- 
burg Soil Conservation Office told me that the benefits were entirely 
out of date and they did not even have them on file, they had been 
taken out to other places, and that if they were called on to evaluate 
a new project, they would completely resurvey those benefits. 


BENEFIT-TO- dost RATIO 


Therefore, I maintain that the benefit-to-cost ratio that might be 
secured at the present time is entirely out of date. 

Senator Etienper. As I pointed out today during the course of the 
hearing on the previous project, the Corps of Engineers keeps current 
with that. They give them to us every year. That is one of the first 
questions I ask, about the benefit-cost ratio. 

They go over it from year to year. They do not take it from way 
back, but they keep it current. 
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Mr. Sanpers. I will tell you how they do it; benefit is based on 
itemized surveys where they get actual damage ‘for a given flood of 
a given intensity. 

The only thing they do in bringing it up current is just to apply 
the price index to it. In the matter of cost, they have an engineering 
index. They just apply the index to it. So the current figure iS, 
undoubtedly, based on the index. 

Senator ELtenper. You are wrong about that. That is only a part 
of it. The benefit-cost ratio is based on what you have just stated 
plus other conditions, which are the same as when the project wa 
originally presented. 

If you look up the record of this week or last week, you are going 
to find that if a project has increased in cost, so much of it is due to 
higher prices of labor and materials, and that, together with other 
conditions, goes into the reevaluation of the cost to benefit ratio. 

Mr. Sanpers. I think that will hold true, Senator, of cost more 
than benefits, and especially agricultural benefits. The technique of 
the soil-conservation office—and I was in flood-control planning at 
the time this survey was made, I was actually in the work myself and 
professionally employed by the Department of Agriculture in the 
work—the technique of appraising agricultural benefit at that time 
is decidedly out of date. My contention is that the Corps of Engineers 
will necessarily base their current estimate of benefits, not cost, on the 
index. 

I will agree with you on cost, they do actually estimate cement 
and other things and will do that undoubtedly in the survey they are 
doing now, but they do not do that with benefits for agricultural 
benefits purposes. 

Senator ELiienper. I will not argue with you. But they take more 
production and better prices that they might receive. Certainly. 

Proceed with your statement. 

Mr. Sanpers. Other than this long history of changing from one 
dam to the other and changing the cost-benefit ratio and “the benefit 
ratios have never been very high—it ran around 1.35, I think, the 
last one I noticed—there is another thing that seems to me would 
seriously place a question on this particular proposal. 


VALUE OF PKOPERTY PROTECTED 


Last year they made an estimate of the cost of the two dams, the 
Reddies and the Wilkesboro, and the cost ran a little over approxi- 
mately $12 million. At the hearing at Lenoir, the North Wilkesboro 
Chamber of Commerce came in and said that the property that would 
be protected, the damageable property in Wilkesboro, was around 
$6 million. 

The Elkins Chamber of Commerce business interests testified that 
that was $2 million in the flood zone in Elkins, making a total of 
$8 million. 

The two dams themselves will cost 50 percent more than that. Other 
than the business interests, there are no interests at all agitating for 
this dam. They have had a few farmer witnesses below, but the sole 
agitants for this dam are the Chamber of Commerce of North Wilkes- 
boro and at Elkins. 
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You mentioned Congressman Deane. Congressman Deane, of 
course, is strong for the construction of this dam. These two dams 
that they are proposing to cost $12 million also will cost $600,000 a year 
to operate them in annual maintenance cost. So the annual mainte- 
nance cost alone would buy the total damageable property of these 
» cities in 13 years, with no statement about the original cost of 150 
percent of the damageable property. There have been scarcely any 
lives lost in this valley from floods, and the 5 or 6 lives that were lost 
in 1946 were above the dam and would not be protected any whatever. 
They were in a canyon, in a valley above the dam. It is not a matter 
of loss of lives that 1s dictating thisdam. I propose to state, therefore, 
a few figures to indicate that the proposal of the Corps of Engineers 
will do a very damaging thing to this watershed. It will make it 
uupossible to conserve water which is needed all over this land, and in 
the next 25 years it is going to be one of the most significant questions 
that we have from our natural resources. 


WATER CONSERVATION 


As you well know, Senator, the Yearbook this year, of Agriculture, 
is written on water alone. Throughout that volume, they emphasize 
the great impending need for conservation of water. I know of no 
valley, and I have spent a great deal of time in flood-control planning 
from the standpoint of agriculture, I know of no valley where conser- 
vation of water is more important. Yet the Corps of Engineers is 
proposing two dams that are for flood-control purposes only, that will 
impound the water, hold it back, and move it out as rapidly as possible, 
as the channel will carry it, and waste it in the ocean. 

I maintain for the economy of this north Yadkin Valley, this is 
decidedly a bad project. There has never been a study made of the 
conservation of water for agricultural purposes, for irrigation, the 
conservation of water for industrial purposes by the Corps of Engi- 
neers, 

What is needed is a thoroughgoing study that takes into considera- 
tion not only flood-control planning but water conservation. I want 
toshow that their own figures indicate there is great potential in water 
conservation in this watershed. I told you they are proposing a dam 
on the tributary, the Reddies tributary, that comes in just north of 
Wilkesboro. Originally this dam was proposed as a concrete dam, 
and the smallest dam that they surveyed for and calculated cost and 
benefits on was the 9,500 acre-foot. dam. 


COST OF STORAGE 


At that time, and that was 1950, I believe, although I am not sure 
about the dates, it would cost $286 an acre-foot. They, at the same 
time, surveyed for an earthen dam that was 40,000 acre-feet, 4 times as 
large, so as to eliminate the upper dam on the Reddies. This dam 
would cost, if I recall right, approximately $71 an acre-foot. 

At the same time, they surveyed for a still larger earthen dam, a 
76,000 acre-foot capacity, and the cost per acre-foot was reduced, the 
average cost, including the flood-control capacity, to $41 an acre-foot. 
In other words, the last 36,000 acre-foot cost them only $26.50 an acre- 
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foot. That last 36,000 acre-feet was in excess of needed flood-contro] 
planning, needed flood-control capacity, so that that capacity which is 
water conservation or could be made water conservation for irrigation 
and other industrial purposes, cost only $26 an acre-foot, compared 
with the original concrete dam of $286 an acre-foot. 


SYSTEM OF SMALL DAMS 


At the same time they surveyed 14 small concrete dams radiating 
around the main valley ‘of the Yadkin. These canyons come in, and 
there is a yery pr ecipitous flow off the canyon side, both south and 
north, but especially north. These 14 dams cost at that time $165 per 
acre-foot. 

If you could reduce the cost of storage by building earthen dams 
instead of concrete, in the same propor tion as in the Reddies tributary, 
the cost per acre-foot of water storage in these tributaries could be 
reduced to $41, which would be amply in line with conservation 
purposes. 

Senator Ettenper. That would mean the erection of quite a few 
dams instead of one? 

Mr. Sanvers. That is right; in tributaries where there are scarcely 
no farmers to be flooded out. 

The big dam they are proposing now would flood approximately 
4,000 acres of the best land in Yadkin Valley. 

It is my contention, Senator, that this proposal is ill prepared; it is 
ill considered. What we ought to do is survey this area for water 
conservation, for industrial purposes, for sanitary purposes, for irri- 
gation purposes, as well as flood control. 

Senator ELtenper. We have the Small Watershed Act that we are 
about to approve. I think it is 13 projects. I wonder if the people 
there would be interested in doing what you propose? Why do you 
not suggest that to them? 

Mr. Sanpers. They would, very much, be interested in doing that. 

Senator Extrenper. Why do you not suggest it to them, as you 
represent them ? 

Mr. Sanpers. I have mentioned that. 

Senator Ettenper. Why do you not suggest that to them? Some- 
thing might be done along that line. Very little money has been spent 
on this project so far ; $25,000 was spent last year. 

Mr. Tofani, you might ‘look into that from that standpoint. 

Mr. Sanvers. I have looked into it, too. The Small Watershed Act 
does not permit the Soil Conserv ation Service to survey a dam above 
a certain size. 

CAPACITY OF SMALL RESERVOIRS 


Senator EL.tenper. I understand; 5,000 feet. 

Mr. Sanpers. There is a gap between that size of dam and what the 
Corps of Engineers usually like to build. 

Senator ELtenper. You spoke about 13 different dams or whatever 
the number. 

Mr. Sanpers. Fourteen. They all range in capacity 

Senator ELtenper. From a thousand acre-feet on up? 

Mr. Sanvers. No: they are not that small. They would run, I 
would say, from 6,000 to 15,000, or something like that. 
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Senator ELLenper. That is something for the engineers then. 

Mr. Sanvers. If they were built larger so that they would not only 
vive flood control, and if the reduction in cost from a concrete dam 
to an earthen dam can be effected in these small dams as compared 
to the Reddies’ cost, it seems to me we would have irrigation water, 
industrial water. 

POTENTIAL IRRIGATION 


| have studied the irrigation potentials down there, and out of 25 
different experiment-station records in the Southeast, Senator, I found 
that the average value of irrigated water per acre applied to corn and 
other crops down there is worth $122 per year. If you did use even 
one-half of the apparent water conservation that is possible in these 
\4 dams by building them higher, that would be a consideration. I 
am not saying it is “engineeringly feasible, but I am saying that we 
ought to look into this potential before we start and build a dam there 
that, will almost insure that the water will be wasted and never con- 
served unless we go and duplicate it by building the dams above the 
flood-control dam. I am saying this is an ill advised project. 

Senator ELLENDER. I will make it a point to look into it. When the 
engineers come, they can read your statement and take note of your 
criticisms and answer them. 


DATA DESTROYED BY FIRE 


Mr. Sanpers. I want to make one more point before I close the 
testimony, Senator, and that is this: The original data on which the 
1946 dam and subsequent surveys which have been reported were based, 
the original data, was destroyed in a fire. I went to Charleston and 
worked with Mr. Blair and others there. They were very kind to let 
me see anything they had. But there is no data available on the basic 
cost and benefit of this dam. They are resurveying with the $25,000 
this year; but I have been unable to get any data whatever. 

Senator Exienper. I thought we agreed this was advanced engi- 
neering planning. 

Mr. SANDERS, They are spending $25,000 this year for survey work. 

Senator ELLENpeER. It is all part of the same planning. 

Mr. Sanpers. No, it is not. 

Senator ELLeNper. They are not surveying, then, because the sur- 
veying is done before authorization. 

Mr. Sanvers. That is right. But all the data for that survey are 
destroyed and not available. 

Senator ELteNnper. They have copies, I hope, in Washington. 

Mr. Sanpers. Printed copies, yes, sir. I was trying to say that I 
was unable to get to the original data to analyze it, and I have been 
unable to get the data that they are getting this year with the $25,000. 
I certainly believe that we should have access to that data on which 
the jusification will have to be based before the Senate appropriates 
money. 

Senator Ex:enper. There is no reason why you should not get them. 

Mr. Sanpers. I would like to have them. 

Senator ELnenper. If you have trouble, let me know and I will see 
what I can do for you. 





2402 PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 


Mr. Sanpvers. Thank you very much. I hope I have not taken too 
much time. 


Senator ELLeNnpver. Thank you. 


LETTER FROM NORTH CAROLINA STATE GRANGE 


Senator ErLenper. The committee has received a letter from the 
North Carolina State Grange in opposition to this project. That letter 
will be placed in the record at this point. 

(The letter referred to follows :) 


THE NortuH CAROLINA STATE GRANGE, 


Greensboro, N. C., May 7, 1956 
Hon. Cart HAypdEN, 


Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DeAR SENATOR HAYDEN: The executive committee of the North Carolina State 
Grange recommends that the $25,000 requested by the Corps of Engineers for 
advanced planning and engineering on the upper Yadkin River of North Caro- 
lina be deleted from the appropriation bill. 

Farmers in the watershed area have informed the State Grange that the pres. 
ent program will fail to develop the resources of the area to the fullest extent 
for the welfare of the people. Our examination of the record indicates that 
the project was planned on the basis of a flood-control survey alone. The water- 
shed area covers a large agricultural area that should be included in any project 
plans. The executive committee of the North Carolina State Grange recom- 
mends that arrangements be made to survey the agricultural resources of the 
region so that the needs of all the people within the entire area can be eva! 
uated. Only in this manner can Congress be assured of a sound project for 
this great region. 

The North Carolina State Grange favors valley development and flood-contro! 
projects when (1) the records show that the agricultural interests within the 
area were included in the comprehensive survey (2) when it is evident that 
the proposal takes into account the total resource development within the area 
and (3) when these benefits are in excess of costs. 

The statement presented to the Subcommittee on Public Works by J. T. Sanders 
on behalf of the Yadkin Valley Citizens Committee on March 21, 1956, raises 
many practical questions that should be answered before Congress spends any 
more money on the pending proposal. It supports the statements presented to 
the North Carolina State Grange by those who oppose the implementation of the 
present project. 

Our organization is preparing a plan which, if implemented by Congress, 
will get the facts about the agricultural potential and the possibility of devel 
oping a project which will benefit the entire watershed area. We hope that 
the Congressmen who represent the districts in the watershed area will all join 
in the effort to secure early consideration of this proposal. 

The adoption of our recommendation offers the only means for resolving the 
conflict of interest in the project area and can result in the earlier development 
of a sound program than would otherwise be possible. 

We sincerely hope that your committee will delete the $25,000 appropriation 
from the pending bill. 

With kindest personal regards and best wishes, I am 

Cordially, 
Harry B. CaLpweEt., State Master 


Senator ELtenper. The committee will stand in recess until 2 p. m. 
tomorrow, May 9, and we will meet in this room. 

(Whereupon, at 5:30 p. m., Tuesday, May 8, 1956, a recess was 
taken until 2 p. m., Wednesday, May 9, 1956.) 
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WEDNESDAY, MAY 9, 1956 


Unitep States SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, D.C. 
The subcommittee met at 2 p. m., pursuant to recess, in room F-39, 
the Capitol, Hon. Carl Hayden temporarily presiding. 
Present: Senators Hayden and Dworshak. 


CIVIL FUNCTIONS, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
Inutinots Prosects 


STATEMENT OF HON. EVERETT M. DIRKSEN, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF ILLINOIS 


TRIBUTES TO ENGINEERS 


Senator Haypren. The committee will come to order. We are 
pleased to hear Senator Dirksen. 

Senator Dirxsen. Mr. Chairman, first of all, I would like to have 
the record show that our relations with General Itschner and the Army 
engineers has been indeed very pleasant. I know of no time when that 
oflice hasn’t been so courteous and so responsibe to the problems that 
we have to present to them from time to time; so I want to make my 
appreciation a matter of record now because I think it is forthcoming. 

| think General Itschner and his staff richly deserve it. 

Senator Haypen. I am quite sure that every word you say is true. 

Senator Dirksen. They have been very kind indeed. 

[ thought I would just get the whole record into one package and it 
will only take a minute. With respect to the general budgeted items 
in the bill, there are quite a number in which people in Illinois would 
be interested. I think they aggregate about $16 million. I should 
not read them but I should ask the committee that they be inserted at 
this point in connection with my statement. 

Senator Haypen. That will be done. 
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Flood control projects 


: j 
| | Balance | 
1956 esti- | 1957 esti- | , June 30, 


sscriptio | 1955 actus 
Description 1955 actual casi fants 


| 1956 carried 
| over in 1957) 
| budget 


Beardstown, Ill eel, oe a $351, 095 , 90! 000 | $28, 000 
Clear Creek Drainage and Levee District, 


DE icine ae ebnk waides meinen is keel 194, 981 475, 31! 32, 900 
Colimbia Drainage and Levee District, 
| RS a ie Oe eee ee 96, 025 : , 400 | 64, 400 | 
Degognia and Fountain Bluff Drainage | 
and Levee District, Ill__---. 1, 032, 149 382, , 700 | 44, 700 
East Cape Girardeau and Clear Creek | 
Drainage and Levee District, Ill 273, 027 181, 886 , 600 | 70, 600 |... 
Eest St. Louis and vicinity, Il 999, O85 1,013, 795 2, 473, 800 | 473, 800 
Fort Chartres and Ivy Landing Drainage | 
District No. 5, Tl 55, 677 42.015 
Grand Tower Drainage and Levee Dis- 
trict, Tl = 295, 035 271, 518 | 
Harrisonville and Ivy Landing Drainage | | 
and Levee District No. 2, Tll__-..-._--._- 81, 454 55,199 |- 
North Alexander Drainage and Levee | | 
District, Tll_- 7 ek delta aration 571, 794 IE Ti tad ienaiinas 
Prairie du Rocher and vicinity, Tl ola 107, 265 | 38, 868 21, 500 
Preston Drainage and Levee District, Tl_-| 64, 113 97, 931 | 166, 900 166, 900 
Wilson and Wenkel and Prairie du Pont | | 


32, 900 











21 1,000,000 |_..........-| 1,000,000 
3 | 1,300,000 |....-.....--| 1,300, 00 


Drainage and Levee District - -- -| 290, 321 32,14 
Wood River Drainage and Levee District, | 712, 440 3, 61 








OHIO RIVER BASIN AND GREAT LAKES HARBOR: SURVEY 


Senator Dirksen. I have checked them pretty carefully and if the 
amounts have to be verified, that will be done also. 

There are two special items budgeted, one for the Ohio River Basin 
for $100,000 and one for the Great Lakes Harbors Survey for $160,000. 

Senator Haypen. That will be inserted also. 

(The information referred to follows :) 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS, EXAMINATIONS AND SURVEYS 


(d) Special studies? 


Ohio River Basin review (3), 1957 budget estimate $100, 000 
Great Lakes Harbors survey (4), 1957 budget estimate 


CARLYLE DAM AND RESERVOIR 


Senator Dirksen. Now we have had the Carlyle Dam and Reservoir 
in the mill for a long time. That is known as the Kaskaskian river 
project. That was authorized in June of 1938 and they have done a 
good deal of work in the field, having in mind the construction of the 
Carlyle Dam and so on. The budget carries $125,000 for that pur- 
pose. They ran a little short of money this year. 

I want to address myself later to the question of money for the 
survey item because if money is insufficient in that fund, of course 
the engineers simply cannot do the fieldwork and pursue these proj- 
ects as they should. I made mention of the Carlyle matter because 
of the $125,000 which is in the budget at the present time. 


1 Special studies are made in cooperation with States anl other Federal agencies in the 
interest of navigation, flood-control, power, and related purposes. Included in this 
activity are the Ohio River Basin Review and Great Lakes Harbors survey. 
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MEREDOSIA BRIDGE 


I am happy to say there is a half-million dollars in the budget for 
continued construction of the new Meredosia Bridge. That is a rail- 
road bridge and it is being constructed cooperatively with the railroad. 
It is long overdue and a much-needed improvement. 

Senator HaypEN. The railroads are paying part of the project? 

Senator Dirxsen. That is right. 


MISSISSIPPI RIVER DAM ABOVE ST. LOUIS 


There is one item I shall not press, but I think it ought to be in the 
record. There is a dam just above St. Louis on the Mississippi River 
whizh permits so much low water that it is estimated it 1s costing 
the shippers in the Middle West roughly $1 million a year. We have 
come testimony that losses of the Federal Barge Lines as a result of 
the low water there will run $166,000 a month. With Senator Syming- 
ton as the principal sponsor, Senator Hennings, Senator Douglas and 
myself as cosponsors, we have introduced S. 3749, to authorize 
the construction of this dam. Now I know of course that you can- 
not put the money in this bill until that authorization has been 
consummated. It is presently pending before the Public Works 
Committee of the Senate and I anticipate it will also be introduced in 
the House, so it can be considered in connection with the omnibus bill 
that is pending before Public Works in the House at the present time. 

I allude to it because it is a very urgent thing. That is a tremen- 
dous loss merely as a result of low water. In a single year they will 
have low water from as much as 100 days and it ties up shipping in 
the Mississippi River. 

So I wanted to make note of that now and we have already asked 
the Public Works Committee to set it up for hearings. So if the au- 
thorization is consummated before the session is out, it is entirely 
likely we can then come before the committee in connection with the 
last deficien«’ bill for whatever funds may be necessary. 


CAL-SAG PROJECT 


The largest item, Mr. Chairman, in the bill, of course, is our pride 
and joy for the moment. That is the Cal-Sag project. It is going to 
be very expensive. The overall cost, I think, is about $186 million, 
but construction is now underway. It will be a link between the 
St. Lawrence seaway, the Great Lakes system, and the Illinois River 
that empties into the Mississippi River. 

Senator Haypen. How many years will it take? 

Senator Dirxsen. I have an idea that the completion tag on that 
must be 5 or 6 years. Maybe somewhat longer, but they are working 
on it and it has stimulated a tremendous interest out there and I notice 
now the acquisition of industrial sites along the lakes by people who 
are anticipating the possibility of water shipment from that area; so 
this is going to be money well spent and there is $814 million in the 


1957 budget for that purpose. 
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INVESTIGATIONS AND SURVEY FUNDS 


One thing I want to address your attention to, Mr. Chairman, js 
that which Ll regard as the meager amount which Congress has made 
available for the Army Engineers in their investigations and survey 
account. It is a little over $2 million. Now I have an interest in it 
because we have three projects of considerable consequence. One is 
known as the so-called Mill Creek project in the lower end of Illinois. 
I think you have had some testimony on it already, but when I pursue 
this from time to time. General Itschner advised that limited funds 
made it difficult to pursue. 

Perhaps I had better quote him. 

Limited funds for general investigation program have precluded initiation of 
this survey study as Well as many others in the backlog of authorized projects. 

Now I just want to make this one point. As you well know, Mr. 
Chairman, [ have gone along with a great many things and I am 
always willing to go along, but it becomes a difficult thing to go out 
home and try to defend, for instance, such a potential tentative item 
as $55 million for our initial payment on a dam in Egypt and then 
have to say to our own people, “Well I am sorry, but I wasn’t able to 
persuade Congress to provide a little extra money in the investiga- 
tions account, so that these much-needed things can be properly 
attended.” 

ESTIMATED ADDITIONAL FUNDS NEEDED 


Senator Haypen. What would be your estimate of the additional 
amount that should be made? 

Senator Dirksen. I think we ought to add at least a half-million 
dollars to it. You can’t hold the engineers to such a tight rein be- 
cause, we had for instance, one matter down there, the Kaskaskian 
po ; 
item in point, I had to bedevil General Itschner the best I could and 


with the best of grace and they finally did squeeze out $25,000, but 
I had an idea it came out of the revision or the postponement of some 
other budget. 

Senator Haypen. There is a theory, you know, if these projects are 
investigated they might be built at some time. 


MILL CREEK, CACHE RIVER SURVEY 


Senator Dirksen. That is right. I remember how we used to build 
in both the Senate and the House, but I will give you a case in point. 
Mill Creek is part of a general project in southern Illinois known as 
the Cache River, on which I think the people down there have raised 
$150,000 of their own money but, Mr. Chairman, we have this kind of 
a project. We have a lake in southern Lllinois in the area where we 
need water so badly. 

One of the reasons you cannot properly attract. industry in an 
area where we are proposing now to authorize $50 million in the form 
of a loan for distressed areas, that bill pending in the Labor and Pub- 
lic Welfare Committee and the bill pending in the Banking Com- 
mittee; so we take money with one hand and go down and relieve 
people of their distress, but we do not move forward to find durable 
industries where the distress will relieve itself. 
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NEED FOR PROJECT 


Now it seems to me that that is, by all odds, the constructive course 
to pursue. As I mentioned on this lake project, they voted on it in 
two counties to create a service. They approved it in 1955. If adam 
can be built down there with a reservoir, you can actually inundate 
30,000 acres and construct a tremendous lake, The State has alre: idy 
appropriated $40,000 for this purpose. A survey was authorized in 
July of 1949. But one reason, Mr. Chairman, we can’t go forward on 
the thing is that there is a shortage of survey funds, but we will never 
get any industry in there; not withstanding a growing population and 
the fact that you have perhaps as Many as 20) counties in the lower 
end of Illinois that will continue to be distressed because of the aban- 
donment of coal mines and that sort of thing, and those people have 
to eat, they have to work, they have to live; you can’t move them out; 
and so it seems to me the desirable and useful course to pursue is to 
get a little money in order to survey this and see what we can do be- 
cause of the building of the dam down there and a reservoir will then 
give us the necessary supply so that we can replenish the water table. 


DROUGHT CONDITIONS 


So you know, from your own experience in Arizona, what a tragic 
thing it is when your water table leaves you and over a period of 70 
years we have had one of the slow moving but continuing drought 
conditions so that today we have a tremendous problem in the field 
of water. Right now they are trying to induce a larger distribution, 
but the gallonage need is tremendous. In this case it is a shame to 
chase away industry because you haven’t got the water to carry it on, 
but we can’t go forward with it unless we get some money in the 
survey account. 

BIG MUDDY RIVER CANALIZING 


The last item I will call your attention to is in this same general 
area. It is proposed to canalize the Big Muddy River so it w ill go all 
the way to the Mississippi River. I “know, of course, some of the 
railroad people are opposed to it, but it is a coal area, it is landlocked, 
and there is an adverse freight rate so that no matter what the quality 
of the coal, you simply cannot compete in the market and the only 
way you can ever get that good seam of coal to the market for all 
concerned is to canalize this river. 

Now that began way back in 1933; I introduced a new resolution 
which went to the Public Works Committee in 1955. We had a hear- 
ing on it at Murphysboro, Il]., on the 21st of February. They tell 
me that nearly 3,000 people attended because of their interest and 
because of the need for water and for canalization. It will give us 
access to coal and it will attract new industries, but, Mr. C hairman, 
we just can’t move ahead unless the engineers have enough money. 


NEED FOR PROPER PLANNING 


Now I know the force of the argument: Give them more money to 
survey, the end result is going to “be more pen but, Mr. Chair- 


man, this is an expanding country. You know, and I ‘know, there 
are going to be more projects. So how much better to give them 
75008—56—pt. 2——67 
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the money so they can devote themselves to it and then have time to 
find the useful projects that are a real contribution to the well-being 
and economic health of the country. 


Senator Haypen. Well, proper advance planning means that if jit 


has to be done it will be done at less cost than otherwise and particu 
larly in this time of rising costs the constructions that they place 
might actually save money. 

Senator Dirksen. So, Mr. Chairman, if, with your good grace and 
good will, IT might reserve on that point, when we come to the time 
to mark up the bill I hope the subcommittee will not feel aggrieved if 
the junior Senator from Tllinois should seek to prevail on them for 
an extra half million for surveys on this. 

Thank you. 

Senator Haypen. Thank you. 


SurvEY oF Foc 1D-CONTROL Prosgects 
STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE CHARLES W. VURSELL 


Senator Haypen. Congressman Vursell has requested permission 
to submit a statement on projects in his district in which he is inter- 
sted. His statement will be placed in the record at this point. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appreciate the opportunity of 
presenting this statement, to express my interest in your increasing the lump- 
sum appropriation by $500,000 providing for surveys by the United States Army 
engineers on urgently needed flood-control projects. 

I make this request because I find there are not sufficient funds to make such a 
study and survey for the construction of a dam across the Big Muddy River in 
the Rend Lake Conservancy District, located in Franklin and Jefferson Counties, 
in the State of Illinois. 

The Army engineers tell me that it would require about $80,000 to make such a 
survey on this project, and doubtless there are other worthy projects which could 
have attention if the lump-sum appropriation was substantially increased 

The 69th General Assembly of the State of Illinois, under the provision of 
Senate bill 406, approved June 24, 1955, endorsed the program to the extent of 
appropriating to the Department of Public Works and Buildings of Illinois the 
sum of $40,000 for survey of the Rend Lake Conservancy District. This project 
is of considerable magnitude, involving a dam on the order of 8,000 feet in length, 
and 40 to 50 feet in height, with a reservoir area of some 30,000 acres. 

I am advised that the Corps of Engineers does have the authority, under Public 
Works Committee resolution passed July 6, 1949, to make this study if the neces- 
sary funds are approved by the Congress. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the entire area of southern Illi 
nois surrounding the location of this project is in what is termed by the Govern 
ment as a distress labor area. It is my belief and the opinion of many well 
informed businessmen that if a project such as the one anticipated was com- 
pleted, by building the proposed dam over the Big Muddy River, with other chan- 
neling work contemplated, that it would attract industries that would give 
employment to thousands of people. This project lies in the heart of the great 
coal-producing area of southern Illinois. It is accessible to railway and highway 
transportation, and, in addition, it has more than an adequate supply of labor 
for the future. A number of large industries, and many businessmen with fore- 
sight, can see a very great industrial and commercial potential that can and will 
be developed in that area if a water supply can be made available for which the 
Rend Lake project provides. 

Mr. Chairman, the Federal Government has taken notice of the distress areas 
throughout the Nation to the extent that legislation has been introduced and 
long hearings have been held, seeking to determine how industry can be induced 
to locate in these distress areas, where labor is abundant. 
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Such proposed legislation provides that the Government spend tremendous sums 
of money to encourage industries to locate in such areas. I believe the facts sur- 
rounding this location will confirm my statement that if such a project could 
be developed in southern Tllinois that within a very few years the entire cost of 
it would be paid back into the Government in taxes from the payrolls that would 
be expended in this presently distress area in the flow of taxes back to the Federal 
Government. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to include in my testimony a part of a letter from one of 
the big concerns of this Nation. I would give you the name of this concern, but 
| did not have time to get in touch with the writer of the letter, asking permis- 
sion to use the concern’s name, but here is what the officer of this business firm 
says: 

“Re Rend Lake. 

“Dear FRIEND: We are presently engaged in securing information for a very 
large heavy manufacturing industry, that has indicated a strong interest in the 
possibility of a lake being created in southern Illinois. This industry must have a 
tremendous supply of water to operate, and I would also like to add that we have 
had several such inquiries during the past 12 months regarding this possible water 
supply. I cannot say that this industry will definitely locate in southern Illinois, 
but Iam of the firm opinion no heavy industry could possibly locate in southern 
Illinois other than on the Ohio River unless such a water supply was available. 

“Even raw material in abundant supply in southern Illinois such as coal, lime- 
stone, silica, ete., could not be used without the addition of water. 

“We feel that if Rend Lake were created shortly thereafter you could see an 
influx of industry into the area. We are not woolgathering, but using common- 
sense because as you know southern Illinois is one of the last areas that has 
abundant industrial sites available that are not only close to the center of popu- 
ation but has a tremendous advantage in transportation as well as close proxim 
ity to major markets. In addition to all of this you have a large available labor 
force that can be utilized immediately.” 

Gentlemen, the above paragraphs I have written into the record is from an 
officer of one of the great business enterprises of this country, and he tells in words 
letter than I am able to command, the possibilities of development in this area 
hecause of its tremendous natural resources which industry needs, and with 
abundant labor in that area, ready to cooperate with industry and the Federal 
Government too, in a sensible and permanent way, relieve the distress by build- 
ing and expanding a continuously prosperous area, to the benefit of all southern 
Illinois, 


CaL-SaG NAVIGATION Prosecr 


STATEMENT OF MR. JOHN L, KILLIAN 


Senator Haypen. Mr. John L. Killian of Chicago has requested per- 
mission to file a statement in support of the Cal-Sag navigation project. 
His statement will be inserted in the record at this point. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, superlatives are often used—and I 
suppose this committee has heard its share of them—in the description of the 
henefits to be desired from a work, a project, or a program for which the aid of 
the Congress is sought. Often, it seems, the less meritorious the project, the 
greater the tendency of the proponents toward dressing the basic facts with 
adjectival exaggeration. As a consequence, the more embellished the presenta- 
tion of an argument in support of such causes the more suspect and less credible 
are the causes so endorsed. 

However, in the instant case I appear before this committee twice privileged— 
privileged that I have been the recipient of an invitation to appear here—and 
privileged that the cause I represent needs no puffing, no exaggeration, and no 
Window dressing from me. 

The Calumet-Sag navigation project last year found in this committee a group 
of friends—friends who joined with the lower House in the endorsement of the 
Cal-Sag with a $4 million appropriation—an appropriation which provided the 
project with the legitimacy which its significance to the Nation’s economy and 
defense required. 
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Cal-Sag is a simple answer to a big problem. It provides an adequate joining 
of the waters of the East—the Great Lakes and the Atlantic Ocean—with the 
Mississippi River system and the Gulf. It makes the St. Lawrence seaway addi- 
tionally justified—it opens to the world, and the world to it, the vast area of 
middle America. 

Last year, and yet today, the existing inadequacy of the Cal-Sag Channel was 
and is, a bottleneck stifling the commerce which plies the Mississippi and its 
tributaries in its efforts to join hands with the shipping of the Great Lakes. 

The appropration of last year began the process of prying open the bottleneck— 
plans have been made—dredging has begun in accordance with the program of 
the United States Army engineers which calls for a widening of the channel from 
its present moat-like width of 60 feet to 225 feet for the 16-plus miles from the 
Sag junction to the Little Calumet River. 

However, while the proponents of Cal-Sag are grateful that an initial appro. 
priation was made, it need not be pointed out that there is not too much mileage 
in $4 million today—certainly not 16 miles of widening and deepening—and add 
to that the necessity to remove, construct, and reconstruct bridges so that the 
benetits of widening will not be lost. 

The United States Army engineers estimates, and the Bureau of the Budget 
has so recommended to the Congress, that during the next fiscal year $8,500,000 
will be necessary to maintain an efficient and sensible pace of construction of the 
Cal-Sag, in the light of all the circumstances and surrounding problems, and in 
accordance with the program set up by the engineers. 

I therefore ask that this committee act favorably upon the recommendation 
of the Bureau of the Budget, and continue to give life to a venture in which, 
someday, I am sure, you and each of you shall join with me in a mutual pride 
of participation. 

Gentlemen, I thank you. 


ApAms AND Norto Apams, Mass. 


STATEMENT OF HON. LEVERETT SALTONSTALL, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF MASSACHUSETTS 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Senator Hayven. All right, Senator Saltonstall. 

Senator SatronstaLu. Mr. Chairman, I thank you for this oppor- 
tunity. I have a very brief statement concerning Adams and North 
Adams, problems with which the committee is familiar. 

I have written this in the form of a letter because I wasn’t sure I 
was going to take advantage of the opportunity to be heard. 

Mr. Chairman, I am glad to have this chance to add my strong em- 
phasis to the need for your consideration of, and favorable action upon, 
Massachusetts’ two vitally important flood-control projects in Adams 
and North Adams, Mass. 

I know, Mr. Chairman, that you and the members of your com- 
mittee are familiar with these projects in terms of appropriations 
which have been made within recent years, and of current authoriza- 
tions which exist for development and completion of these very essen- 
tial projects. I want, therefore, to place emphasis today only upon 
the community and regional importance of the projects. 

Our people in Adams and North Adams have thus far been spared 
any recent serious damage by flood but they have existed in ever- 
present danger of it. Their apprehension regarding the future 1s 
clearly justified in the light of the disastrous experience which was 
the lot of so many of our fine New England people when the flood- 
waters rose last fall. 
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SURVEY OF NEED FOR PROJECTS 


The Corps of Engineers, under the very able direction of Brigadier 
General Fleming, the district chief, has carried out a most thorough 
and competent survey of the need "for these great projects over the 
past years. Their subsequent development of them has been equally 
careful and competent, but a great deal yet remains to be done. 

We simply cannot afford to leave the people of Adams and North 
Adams and the surrounding region in continuing danger of disaster 
through our failure to press for ward to the successful completion of 
these projects by a fully adequate appropriation of the funds required 
for them. 

| know of no people that have been more patient and understanding 
than have those in Adams and North Adams and vicinity, as we have 
moved along in development of these projects. ‘They have been won- 
derfully underst: unding of all the problems involved and have been 
unfailingly cooperative with Congressman John Heselton and me in 
our endeavor to help bring about successful completion of these proj- 

I know they continue to look to us in Washington to do our final 
part in this regard, 

I am confident that your committee, realizing the importance of 
these efforts, as it has in the past, will give these current authorizations 
your very thoughtful attention and will approve the appropriations 


requ ired to bring these projects to successful completion for the benefit 
of our Massachusetts people. 


LETTER FROM ROBERT H. HARP 


Since writing that statement, Mr. Chairman, I received a letter from 
Robert H. Harp, city manager of North Adams. I would like to 
read just one paragraph of it: 


There is one important item of information that I would respectfully submit 
to your office, in connection with this statement. It is true that we were spared 
the disaster of a flood in 1955, but it should be noted that this city did suffer 
ve disastrous floods in the years 1927, 1936, 1938, 1948, and 1950. These 5 
iloods, in 23 years, resulted in losses exceeding $13 million. These same floods 
brought home the necessity for a continuing flood-control project to provide the 
more than 21,000 citizens of our city with adequate protection against a fre- 
quently rampant Hoosae River. I am submitting this additional information, 
so that it is clear that we have suffered great losses, in previous years, and it 
was only good fortune that spared us in 1955. 

Thank you. 

Senator Haypen. I remember distinctly the testimony brought be- 
fore this committee with respect to the 1950 flood and it was so per- 
suasive the committee, if you will remember, without a budget esti- 
mate, inserted certain sums of money. I don’t believe that the money 
was ever better spent and I think it is a highly meritorious project. 

As far as I am personally concerned as a member of this committee 
I will be glad to accede to your request. 

Senator Savronsta. I thank you very much. I know of your 
great influence on the committee and I am sure it will percolate 
through the committee. Thank you for the opportunity to be heard. 

May I introduce Congressman Heselton, whom you know well. He 
lives in the district where North Adams and Adams are situated. 
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AbAMS AND Nortu ApaAms, Mass. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN W. HESELTON, A UNITED STATES 
REPRESENTATIVE FROM THE STATE OF MASSACHUSETTS 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Senator Haypen. We are pleased to have you. 

Mr. Hesevron. Thank you, Senator Hayden. I realize anything 
I will have to say may be unnecessary after the very thorough and 
complete statement Senator Saltonstall has made and cert: inky after 
— your nice remarks about the merits of these projects. 

I did prepare, however, a brief statement. I would like to submit 
it to you personally and, of course, I would like the record to shoy 
that I am addressing it also to your colleagues on the subcommittee 
and also on the full committee because I am thoroughly aware of 
the fact if it had not been for your action in 1950 these projects 
would not be where they are, nearly completed in one instance, and 
to be completed in another before very long. 


COMPLETION DATE 


Senator Haypen. About how long will it take to complete the job/ 

Mr. Heseutron. I should have been prepared to answer that. | 
think it will take in the neighborhood of 2 years on Adams and pos- 
sibly a little longer, perhaps 4 or 5 years, on North Adams. 

Senator Haypen. Well the estimate here shows about another year 
after 1957 on Adams will finish the job. 

Mr. Hesevtron. I think that is correct. 

Senator Haypen. Well there ought to be substantial progress made 
and enough work done each year to carry it to a conclusion, 

Mr. Heseron. I think it is safe to say, and I think the Corps of 
Engineers will bear me out on this, that what has already been done, 
as Senator Saltonstall has indicated, has been tremendously effective 
during 1 or 2 spells of high water which they have had. That threat 
mee exists. 

I do want to express the real and sincere appreciation of the people 
of Adams and North Adams for the courteous reception you and all 
members of the subcommittee have always given to representatives 
of those two communities and for the effective action taken in the 
initiation of the work in 1950. 

I might interpolate that I discussed the advisability of the local 
officials coming down. It seems to me it might be an imposition 01 
you to ask for that time. They felt that Senator Saltonstall and I 
could present any facts you wanted. But they would be glad to pre- 
sent any further facts you wish. 

I do not want to burden you or the record with the repetition of 
facts we previously placed before you, but rather I would like to stress 
my strong approval of the recommendations the budget has submitted 
and I know that the C orps of Engineers will justify, or have con- 
pletely justified the recommendations. I know in one pans ince there Is 
a lower figure than the budget originally suggested. The Engineers 
felt they could not spend wisely the amount originally suggested. The 
community involved considers their judgment on that excellent. 
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As you recall, Senator Saltonstall and I, over these 6 years, have 
tried to furnish all the facts we could and I assure you if there are any 
questions you have in mind or anything else you want us to furnish, 
we shall be glad to do that. 

| would like to add personally my own appreciation of what you 
have done and I must add my personal appreciation of the many 
courtesies your staff has always extended to me. Thank you very 
much, 

Senator Haypen. Thank you. 


STATEMENT OF HON, JOHN F. KENNEDY 


Senator HaypEN. Senator Kennedy is very interested in these pub- 
lic work projects, and has submitted a statement and two letters which 
| will have included in the record at this point. 

(The statement and letters referred to follow :) 


STATEMENT BY HON, JOHN F. KENNEDY A UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM THE STATE 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to express my personal interest 
and that of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts in the deliberations of your 
committee on the public works projects, and particularly those in the New 
England area. As you know, during last summer and fall we in New England 
became painfully aware of the necessity for an adequate fllood-control program. 
Our attention has also been recently directed to problems of beach erosion, the 
great disaster wrought by hurricanes, and of course our interest in navigable 
rivers and harbors has always remained at a high level. 

I believe that in the past there may have been some justification for the gen- 
erally held belief that New Englanders did not want Federal projects in their 
area and that they refused to cooperate in Federal water-resource programs. 
The volume of correspondence which I have had on problems of flood control, 
heach erosion, and the widening and dredging of rivers and harbors indicates to 
me that the people in Massachusetts are anxious to have a comprehensive pro- 
gram designed to eliminate or reduce substantially the hazards of floods and to 
mike as usable as possible the rivers and harbors of the area. 

Iam sure that IT express the attitude of the people of Massachusetts when 
Textend to this subcommittee our appreciation for the fine manner in which the 
emergency needs of our people Were met last summer. And particularly were 
we pleased by the urgent deficiency bill which authorized immediate surveys of 
New England’s flood-control needs. We were also gratified to see that the Presi- 
dent's budget request contained some substantial recommendations for flood- 
control projects, even though the $9.7 million scheduled for construction in 
Massachusetts is a fairly small percentage of the total of $423 million. 

We in New England are disappointed at the slowness with which the inter- 
agency committee created by the executive branch in 1950 to survey the water- 
resource problems of the New England-New York area has proceeded. It appears 
that considerably more than a reasonable length of time has expired without 
the development of a comprehensive plan for our section of the country, or at 
least we do not know what such a plan provides if there is one. There is hope, 
however, that the disasters of last summer will speed up action by the inter- 
agency committee. 

I wish to urge the subcommittee to give the most favorable consideration pos- 
sible to the many projects located in Massachusetts. The people of the State 
realize fully the necessity for prompt and effective action if the disastrous floods 
of 1955 are to be avoided in the future. The President’s budget request is en- 
couraging, and yet there are apparently meritorious projects in the State for 
which funds have not yet been requested. TI know how conscientious this sub- 
rommittee is about its work and T have every confidence that you will consider 
fairly all of the requests for increased funds for projects included in the Presi- 
dent’s budget message and for funds for those projects not included in the Presi- 
dent’s message. This subcommittee well deserves its reputation for dedication 
to the securing of a sound national program of flood-control projects; there is 
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every reason to believe that reputation will be enhanced by your efforts on the 
budget for fiscal year 1957. 

Mr. Chairman, in addition to the general remarks I have made concerning 
the attitude of Congress, and particularly this subcommittee, to the problems of 
Massachusetts in connection with the control of the rivers and streams of ou, 
State, I wish specifically to comment on the projects now under way at Adams 
and North Adams on the Hoosic River. 

I spent last weekend viewing these projects and was impressed by the rapid 
current of the Hoosic River and the need to complete the projects at the earliest 
opportunity. Surely the lessons of flood control were clearly in view in our 
State during the past summer and fall. 

This subcommittee has through the years recognized the need for adequate 
flood protection on the Hoosic River and has consistently recommended the 
appropriation of sufficient funds to enable the necessary flood-control structures 
to be erected. I might say, in all frankness, that the subcommittee of the House 
Appropriations Committee which deals with these matters has not always avreed 
that these projects merited immediate attention. We are hopeful, however, that 
that subcommittee will support the projects and recommend the appropriation 
of the full amount requested both by the Corps of Engineers and by the President 
in his annual budget request. 

We in Massachusetts are extremely hopeful therefore that this subcommittee 
will, as it has so frequently in the past, recommend the appropriation of the funds 
necessary to the prompt completion of these projects. 

I might qualify the general remarks that I have made with respect to what 
has sometimes been described as apathy on the part of local communities and 
officials in Massachusetts to say that the citizens and the elected and appointed 
officials of Adams and North Adams have always recognized the need for flood 
control and have actively pursued the matter before the appropriate State and 
Federal agencies. 


MAINTENANCE VPLYMOUTIT HARBOR, MASS, 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
Washington, D.C., May 5 
Tion. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Chairman, Public Works Subcommittee, 
Senate Appropriations Committee. Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR: Mr. James T. Frazier, chairman of the Board of Seleci 
the Town of Plymouth, Mass., has written me recently about the need for 
and reconstruction of the breakwater at Long Beach in Plymouth Harbor 
Frazier has indicated that this project has been examined by the C 
Engineers and that the corps has on two separate occasions recommended } 
at a cost of $60,000: thus far no funds have been made available for this necessary 
repair and reconstruction work. 

This is to request, therefore, that the subcommittee give every possible con- 
sideration to including funds in the appropriations for fiscal year 1957 f 
project. 

Any consideration that vou can give this request will be very much 
ated. 

Sincerely yours, 


JOHN F. Ken? 
DEEPENING CHATHAM (STAGE) HARBOR, MASS, 


UNITED STATES SENATE. 
Washington, D. C., April 19, 195 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Chairman, Public Works Subcommittce, Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR: General Itschner of the Corps of Engineers has advised that, 
although dredging on the Chatham (Stage) Harbor, Mass., 6-foot channel project 
will be undertaken between April and June of this year, no funds have been re- 
quested by the President for deepening the channel to 10 feet as authorized by 
the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1945. 

I wish to call the attention of the subcommittee to the fact that the authorized 
deepening of the channel would cost an estimated $167,000, and to indicate the 
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strong interest that has been evidenced in this project by the people of Chatham. 
{ would urge the subcommittee to give consideration to this worthwhile project, 
aud 1 can assure you that either the local residents or the Corps of Engineers 
will be able to answer any questions that the members of the subcommittee may 
ve with respect to the details of the project. 
Sincerely yours, 
JOHN F. KENNEDY. 
LETTER FROM SENATOR WILEY 


Senator Haypen. Senator Wiley has submitted 2 letters relating 
to projects in the State of Wisconsin, which I will have included in the 
record at this point. 

(The letters referred to follow :) 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
April 18, 1956. 
Hon. CARL HAYDEN, 
Chairman, Senate Appropriations Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR: I should like to convey my most respectful recommendation for 
sympathetic consideration of a $14,000 Corps of Engineers request for plans and 
specifications in connection with improvement of the Prairie du Chien Harbor. 

My understanding is that local assurances have been given to the corps of the 
fullest participation for the construction of terminal facilities, moorings, and 
public landings. 

I realize that the committee gets a great many requests for funds of this 
nature, but I do indeed hope that sympathetic attention may be given by you 
and your colleagues to this request. 

Thanking vou, and with all good wishes, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
ALEXANDER WILEY. 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS, 
April 13, 1956. 
Hon. CARL HAYDEN, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Capitol, Washington, D.C. 

My Dear SENATOR HAYDEN : I wish to bring to your and your committee’s atten- 
tion in the course of the hearings which you are commencing today, April 13, 
adire need for an appropriation to study control of floods in my State. 

The river involved is the Trempealeau in west central Wisconsin which drains 
an area of about 630 square miles. 

Repeatedly, very serious losses have been suffered along the river. 

Thus, earlier this month, the advent of rains, and warm-weather melting of 
resulted in serious damage. A dike located on the river above Arcadia 
although the local National Guard assisted in sandbagging the dike. 

isconsin folks were driven from their homes, much property was destroyed, 

onsiderable financial losses to our citizens resulted. 

the town of Arcadia alone, the mayor reported that a 48-square block area, 
including the business section of the town, was inundated up to 3 feet: 30 busi- 
ness establishments and 75 residences were affected by basement flooding, and 12 
families were evacuated. 

lhe destruction of crops of farmers; the damage to buildings, as well as road- 
Wi bridges, culverts, and other property loss, proved a major catastrophe in 

ves of folks in this area. 
s vet, there has been no accurate overall estimate of the tremendous damage 
he suffering locality, although it will no doubt amount to hundreds of thou- 
ands of dollars, 

Presently, there is no Federal flood-control project whatsoever on the river, 
even though flood damages have been reported in the basin from time to time, 
over Many years. For example, in 1954, damage due to unusually heavy pre- 


cipitation resulted in a flooding of the area, at an estimated damage of about 
$288 000, 


(| 
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As you may know, the House Public Works Committee, by resolution adopted 
July 29, 1955, authorized a review of reports on the Mississippi, with particular 
reference to flood control measures on the Trempealeau River and tributaries in 
Wisconsin. This study was limited by the committee merely to preliminary 
eXamination scope at an estimated cost of $4,000. 

However, it is an unfortunate fact that not even this tiny amount of funds 
Was made available in the 1956 appropriation. Therefore, for lack of funds, not 
even the preliminary report on this disturbing situation can now be initiated 
and completed. 

The cost of the initial report, the subsequent cost of a detailed survey and 
then the cost of actual flood-control measures would, I feel, be absolutely in 
significant in comparison to damage and destruction caused by recurrent flood 
ing. 

I sincerely hope that your committee will recommend the appropriation of 
funds at this time for the preliminary report, later for the complete survey 
ultimately for flood-control of the area. 

The first step is however, the preliminary $4,000, and 1 don't believe it is 
asking too much that you and your colleagues give this matter your sympathetic 
attention. 

With warmest personal regards, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 


und 


ALEXANDER WILEY 
LETTER FROM CONGRESSMAN LESTER JOHNSON 


Senator Haypen. Congressman Lester Johnson has submitted ; 
letter in support of funds for a survey of the Trempealeau River whic h 
I will have included in the record at this point. 

(The letter referred to follows:) 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., April 28, 19 
Hon. Cart HAYDEN, 
Chairman, Senate Appropriations Committee, 
United States Capitol, Washington 25, D.C. 


Dear Senator Haypen: I understand the Senate Appropriations Comittee 
is currently conducting hearings on a project to great concern to many con 
stituents in my congressional district. I am referring to the $4,000 appropria 
tion for a preliminary survey of the Trempealeau River, approved by the House 
Public Works Committee on July 14, 1955, docket No. 566. 

I am enclosing a copy of my testimony before the House Appropriations Sub 
committee on Public Works on March 21 and a copy of a letter I wrote today 
to subcommittee chairman, Hon. Louis Rabut, to report on recent flood damage in 
the Trempealeua River Basin. 

Senator Wiley of Wisconsin has written you in support of the appropriation of 
funds for a preliminary survey. I respectfully ask that my testimony be con- 
sidered along with his and urge that your committee appropriate the small 
sum of $4,000 to make a temporary survey of flood conditions in the Trempealeau 
River area. 

I understand that while the bill is still in the House, your committee is holding 
hearings to facilitate the matter when the House takes final action. 

Sincerely yours, 


LESTER JOHNSON 


Howse OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., April 23, 1956 
Hon. Louris RABAUT, 
House Appropriations Subcommittee on Public Works, 
United States Capitol, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Lovis: On March 21, I appeared before your Subcommittee on Public 
Works in behalf of a $4,000 appropriation for a preliminary survey of the Trem- 
pealeau River. I understand the hearings are now completed. Therefore, I am 
sending you this additional information so that you and the other members 
of the subcommittee will know the seriousness of the Trempealeau River sit- 
uation. 
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On April 4, the river again went on a rampage, causing untold damage to 
fiomes, business establishments, farmers, livestock, highways, bridges, and rail- 
road and Communication lines in the area. 

{ do not wish to go into a lengthy recital of recent damages, but would like 
to outline briefly the major effects of the April floods. Final estimates of total 
damages are not available, but conservative figures run into the hundreds of 
thousands of dollars. 

At Blair, the dam was damaged, and floodwaters inundated farmlands and 
commercial establishments. Some residents were evacuated from their homes. 
When the water main supplying the city with water broke, residents were asked 
to boil drinking water as a precautionary health measure. Estimated flood dam- 
at Blair amounted to $35,000. 


age 

At Whitehall, another dam broke and the raging waters flooded highways, 
farmlands, and homes. Telephone service was interrupted and the community 
was Without mail. Estimated flood damage at Whitehall amounted to $11,000. 

Severe flooding of farmlands at Independence caused an estimated flood dam- 

ge of $10,000. 

At Dodge, livestock had to be moved from the lower lands by boat. Estimated 
flood damage in this community amounted to $25,000. Pigeon Falls reported 
damages amounting to $7,500. 

\rcadia bore the brunt of the flood. In this community, the water was higher 
than at any time since the disastrous flood of 1919. More than 20 blocks in the 
business and residential area were under water at the height of the flood and 
the community was under 3% feet of water in some spots. The National Guard 
was called out to assist in sandbagging operations, but floodwaters broke through 
in the early hours of April 4. A 400-foot bridge was wiped out and railroad 
service was halted. Total damage at Arcadia is estimated at $105,000, according 
to figures sent me by Peter Bieri, Trempealeau County agent. This is in addition 
to $50,000 estimated cost to repair railroad tracks. 

The county agent has set a figure of $10,000 as estimated damage to rural 
areas along the river in Trempealeau County. 

In my home county, Jackson County, the village of Hixton suffered the greatest 
damage. The village clerk has estimated damage to property owners in the area 
amounted to almost $16,000 while farmers in the area reported damages of about 
82.000. The community of York, according to Jackson County agriculture agent, 
A. J. Chucka, suffered damages of over $1,000. 

The above figures cannot begin to cover the loss in terms of top soil; nor can 
they speak for the misery and heartache suffered by those in the river basin. 
Observers present on the scene commented: “A complete watershed soil-conser- 
vation program could have prevented all this.” 

The sum of $4,000 for a preliminary survey is slight Compared to the losses 
sustained many times over each year. IT hope your committee will recommend 
the appropriation for a survey, as the first step in a comprehensive flood-control 
program for the area. 

With kind personal regards, I aim, 

Sincerely yours, 
LESTER JOHNSON, 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN LESTER JOHNSON IN BEHALF OF A TEMPORARY SURVEY 
OF TREMPEALEAU RIver FLOOD CONDITIONS 


Mr. Chairman, I wish to thank the committee for affording me the opportunity 
of appearing before you today in support of a $4,000 appropriation to make a 
preliminary survey of the Trempealeau River. The project, Docket No. 566, was 
approved by the Corps of Engineers on March 10, 1955, and by the House Public 
Works Committee on July 14, 1955. Unfortunately, this project was not included 
by the Bureau of the Budget in the 1957 funds for preliminary surveys. I have 
heen told by the Corps of Engineers that the only way I can secure the money at 
this time, is to appear before your committee and ask that $4,000 be appropriated 
and earmarked for the project. It is for this reason, I am here today. 

Before discussing the need for flood-prevention control in the Trempealeau 
River Valley, I want to touch briefly on the importance of speedy action on com- 
pleting the preliminary survey. County agents in the area and the erosion control 
agent of the Wisconsin State Soil Conservation Service have been doing a lot of 
Work in organizing watershed along the creeks flowing into the Trempealeau 
River. The Corps of Engineers have informed me that, in their preliminary 
Survey, they will consider cooperation by local watershed groups. Since the local 
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groups are being organized or are already organized, once the overall survey js 
completed, work can go ahead under Public Law 566, the Watershed Protection 
and Flood Prevention Act of 1954, on the small creeks. 

There is a crying need for this proposed flood-control project in the Trempealeay 
River Valley. Through the years, flood conditions have caused severe, and in 
several instances, irreparable damage to farms, communities, and other areas jy 
the 'Trempealeau Valley. 

The Army engineers, in approving the review study, has this to say: Bae 
Trempealeau River, a tributary of the Mississippi River, is located in west ce 
Wisconsin and drains an area of about 630 square miles. The watershed | is 
located in a region that is primarily farming, and includes the communities of 
Hixton, Taylor, Blair, Whitehall, Independence, Arcadia, and Dodge. The 
note has a fi il of 330 feet in a distance of 75 miles. There is no existing 

Federal flood-control project in the basin.” 

for some time I have been working with M. W. Torkelson, director of regiona! 
planning of the bureau of engineering, State of Wisconsin; Peter Bieri, county 
agent of Trempealeau County ; Antone Chucka, county agent of Jackson County, 
and with others on compiling damage figures. The Weather Bureau at La Crosse, 
Wis., in a letter of February 12, 1955, stated that “on the average there is a 
frequency of about three damaging floods in the Trempealeau Valley per year 
In the year 1954 there were 4 damaging floods with an estimated total loss of 
$438,000.” The dates of these and the damage costs of these disastrous floods are 
as follows: 

May 2-5, $118,000; June 20-24, $250,000; July 4, $10,000; October 4, $60,000 

In addition, I have a detailed report compiled by the Trempealeau County High- 
way Department listing damages to 47 bridges, 7 culverts, and 51 roads, at a total 
cost of $218,992 for the 4 floods of 1954. 

lor the year 1953, there were 2 major floods, in March, July, and August with a 
total estimated loss of $35,000. This figure does not include erosion loss which 
would add greatly to the total figure. 

I am able to furnish facts and figures on floods back as far as 1919, when two 
Jumberyvards were nearly demolished and thousands of dollars of damage was 
suffered by homeowners and businessmen in the city of Arcadia. But I believe 
I have given the committee enough evidence to show the tragic conditions result 
ing from the Trempealeau River floods over the years. The preliminary survey | 
am asking for will cost only $4,000 and this small outlay of funds will greatly aid 
in the prevention of thousands of dollars of damage in the Trempealeau River 
Valley. 

Mr. Chairman, I respectfully urge that this money be appropriated for the 
survey. 


OVERTON-RED RIVER WATERWAY AND OUACHITA-BLACK RIVERS 


STATEMENT OF C. V. TRESSEVIN, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, COMPETI- 
TIVE TRANSPORTATION DIVISION, ASSOCIATION OF AMERICAN 
RAILROADS 


OPPOSITION TO PROJECT 


Senator Haypen. All right, Mr. Tressevin. 

Mr. Tressevin. My name is C. V. Tressevin. I am assistant di- 
rector of competitive transportation division of the Association of 
American Railroads, located in Washington, D. C. 

Mr. Chairman, the railroads serving the areas tributary to the 
proposed developments on the Overton Waterway and the Ouachita- 
Black Rivers desire to present to your committee two factual reports 
containing the results of current economic analyses made of these 
navigation projects. 


The first of these two reports deals with the Overton-Red River 
Waterway and contains a current estimate of the economic justifica- 
tion for this project based on an analysis of the latest published infor- 


mation of the Corps of Engineers available to us. 
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This restudy of the factors involved in the computation of the 
jenefit-cost ratio, such as potential traflic available to the project, 
estimated annual savings attributable to the movement of these com- 
modities via water as against the lowest alternative means, current 
economic conditions in the area, allowance for future expansion, and 
the annual charges for construction, operation and maintenance esti- 
mated by the Corps of Engineers, indicates that the benefit-cost ratio 
for the Overton-Red River Waterway is 0.114 to 1, far less than unity. 

Senator Haypen. Pardon me. On this figure 0.114 to 1, is that 
igure developed by the Corps of Engineers? 

Mr. Tressevin. No, sir. That figure was developed by the rail- 
roads in that area that made an economical analyses based upon the 
latest available information. 


QUESTION OF LOCAL PARTICIPATION 


In addition, there seem to be some misgivings and doubt as to the 
worthiness of this project on the part of the landowners in the area. 
Groups representing property owners have made known their oy: al 
cism In the recent House hearings. These people indicated that they 
were apprehensive because they have heard many conflicting esti- 
mates as to the amount of local participation to be required. 

We request this committee to require the Corps of Engineers to 
limit the use of presently available funds, or such funds as may be 
appropriated, to the completion of the economic analysis and justifica- 
tion of this project. This analysis should include an estimate of the 
total cost to local interests, including the cost of the alteration of pres- 


ent bridges, an estimate of the cost of future bridges during the eco- 
nomic life of the proposed canal, and the cost of furnishing necessary 
rights-of-way and disposal areas, ete. This report, complete with 
hackground information and details, should be made available for 
public inspection. 


OUACHITA-BLACK RIVERS STUDY 
The major conclusion drawn from the second study, dealing with 
the Onachita-Black Rivers, is that the annual traffic savings resulting 
from commodity movements over the proposed 9-foot channel as 
against the present 614-foot channel fall far short of justifying 
further expenditure of Federal funds on this project. It is recom- 
mended, however, that modification of operational procedure to 
provide for continuous use of open river navigation is amply justified 
since such procedure will facilitate navigation and permit significant 
savings of time without additional Federal expenditures for con- 
struction and, further, will reduce the annual cost of maintenance 
and care. This procedure will result in an actual saving to both the 
operators and the Federal Government. 

We respectfully urge this committee to give careful study to these 
reports which reflect a complete lack of economic justification for 
the proposed improvements on both the Overton-Red River Waterway 
und the Ouachita-Black Rivers. 

Considerable time has elapsed since a full and documented report 
on either of these projects has been submitted to the Congress and 
made available to the public. 

Senator Haypen. How long ago was that ? 
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Mr. TressEvin. The latest published report, I believe, on the Over- 
ton was some 10 years ago. 

In the interest of conserving public funds, a fully documented report 
should be submitted to the Congress and made available to the public 
on both the Overton and Ouchita projects. 


PREPARED STATEMENT AND REPORTS 


We respectfully request that this statement and the two reports be 
made a part of this record by reference to part 2, pages 799-816, of 
the hearings before the House Subcommittee on Public Works for 
fiscal year 1957. 

This concludes our presentation on the Overton and Ouachita proj- 
ects, Mr. Chairman. We request that the remainder of our time be 
allocated to the following witness, Mr. Bindner, who will testify on 
the proposed Arkansas River navigation project. 

Thank you. 

ARKANSAS RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES 


Missouri PACIFIC RAILROAD Co., St. Louis, Mo. 


STATEMENT OF C. J. BINDNER, COAL TRAFFIC MANAGER 
OPPOSITION TO PROJECT 


Mr. Brnpner. I am C. J. Bindner, coal traffic manager of the Mis- 
souri Pacific Railroad Co., St. Louis, Mo. I have had over 30 years’ 
experience in transportation matters embracing among other things 
the making of special surveys incident to transportation matters, 
formulating rate adjustments and preparation for the appearances 
in proceedings before the interstate and various State commissions 
and other regulatory bodies. I am a registered practitioner before 
the Interstate Commerce Commission. 

I am appearing here in behalf of railroads serving the Arkansas 
River and tributary area. They are the Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe: 
Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific; Kansas City Southern; Midland 
Valley; Missouri-Kansas-Texas; Missouri Pacific; St. Louis-San 
Francisco; and St. Louis Southwestern Railways. This appearance 
is in opposition to grant of additional funds for work on the proposed 
waterway and only as to the navigation aspects of the multiple- 
purpose plan. 

RAILROAD INVESTMENT 


These carriers are deeply rooted in the economic welfare and de- 
velopment of the Arkansas River area. Of their system coverage 
9,236 miles of their lines are operated and maintained in the States of 
Arkansas and Oklahoma. These portions of their facilities, excluding 
the Midland Valley system, represent a road investment of $543,565, 
561, and in 1955 accounted for wage and salary payments of over 55+ 
million for the 20,378 persons employed in maintenance and operations, 
aside from providing employment and earnings for many others in 
producing needed supplies and materials. The property taxes alone 
in 1954 were over $814 million. 

In turn, the area has supplied these railroads with needed tonnage 
and revenue therefrom upon which to subsist and provide modern, de- 
pendable and efficient service in the interest of the area and the Nation. 
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PROSPECTIVE TONNAGE 


According to the report of the Board of Engineers for Rivers and 
Harbors dated September 11, 1945 (p. 57), it is estimated by the en- 
gineers that the prospective tonnage for the proposed waterway would 
be 9,015,000 tons. We have no information that the figure has been 
changed. To our knowledge it is the only one appe -aring in the official 
records and on which we can rely as representing the judgment of the 
corps. 

As I understand the report, practically all of this tonnage is tonnage 
which ordinarily would be handled by the railroads. The railroads 
for whom I speak, with the exception of the Santa Fe and Rock Island 
(which are in the central western district), are in the southwestern 
district for accounting purposes in reports to the Interstate Commerce 
Commission, as set forth in form ICC M-220. That report shows that 
in 1955 the average freight revenue for the southwestern railroads was 
$3.59 per net ton. We seriously question the assertion that the water- 
Wi ¥ would develop 9 million tons of freight. 

lo the contrary, we are of the opinion a most generous estimate 
would place the volume at less than 2 million tons. If we assume, for 
the sake of argument, that 9 million tons could be attracted to the 
waterway, the consequences thereof on the economy of the railroads 
are readily apparent. Using the $3.59 per net ton average freight 
revenue, as representative, it ‘would mean the railroads would suffer a 
shrink in the revenue approximating $32 million per annum. In 1955 
the railway operating revenues of the 8 railroads I represent were 
$190,193,280. Against this is a revenue shrinkage of $32 million 
would reflect shrinkage of about 17 percent in operating revenue. 


EFFECT OF LOWER WATER RATES 


Senator Haypen. Might I ask right there: if they were to lower 
the water rates on certain other commodities that might build up 
additional industries, and that is what ordinarily low rates do, does it 
necessarily follow that the railroad companies would have so great 
a loss # 

Mr. Binpner. Well, sir, I think I am going to have to disagree with 
that conclusion for this reason: We have heard that argument for a 
long time and it was advanced on every occasion that these water- 
ways were presented, waterways were developed, wy ; will conceive 
that in some instances rates are lowered because of it, but we can’t 
overlook, sir, let’s take since 1945, let’s take the aioe ince of rail- 
roads against the river and canal performance, that is, the trans- 
porters by those agencies. 

Since 1945 the railroad tonn: ige, in spite of the Seti of the country, 
has shrunk over the period, inclusive of 1954, 18 percent in relation 
to the total tonnage handled, whereas the barge traffic on the rivers 
and harbors has shown a erowth of 4.6 percent and, you might say, 
7 oil pipelines have shown an increase of 4.2 percent and the truckers 
13 percent in that period. 
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INDUSTRY DEVELOPMENT 


Now here is another important thing in my mind and that js 
that there has always been the contention that these waterways de- 
veloped industry. Well I suppose we must concede they do, to some 
degree, but I don’t know of any better waterway or better developed 
or more advanced waterway than the Mississippi River. Now for 
346 miles of the eastern border of Arkansas they have access to that 
river. They are on the river. Now I haven’t seen any ahanibienie’ or 
great growth of indutsry in that eastern section of Arkansas. 

That seems to me to dispute the argument that it brings in the 
industry that they contend it does. 

Senator Haypen. That may be due to the fact that all the protection 
they have of overflowing is a levee and that is a bit different than 
this case. This area down from the northern boundary of Arkansas 
to Helena would be overflowed if it wasn’t for the levee, but unless 
they were sure the levee would hold they wouldn’t establish an indus- 
try in back of it; whereas in a higher area, where you have higher 
lands, such as you have in some parts of Arkansas and Oklahoma 
contiguous to a river, an industry could be built without them being 
in danger of overflowing, and being flooded out. 

Mr. Brnpner. In order to maintain the properties in a healthy state, 
to expand them to meet needs of a growing economy in private opera 
tion with private funds, to afford the maximum employment to the 
maximum number of people in Arkansas and Oklahoma, as well as to 
contribute their share of taxes to assist in maintaining governmental 
agencies and facilities, the railroads need that $32 million. 


QUESTION OF JUSTIFICATION 


The railroads recognize that no form of transportation should be 
continued unless economic. At the same time they insist that oe 
new or different agency of transportation should not be created and 
established unless there is economic justification therefor. It is our 
position there is no economic justification for the new agency. Cer- 
tainly it cannot be maintained that the area now lacks adequate trans- 
portation facilities. It has more than adequate coverage by trans- 
portation arteries with its 30 railroads in Arkansas aggregating 
4,030 miles and 18 in Oklahoma aggregating 5,976 miles, a total of 
10,000 miles; and with its numerous truck operations in the various 
categories (common, contract, private carriers) regularly using the 
10,000 miles of high-type surface roads in those States, which are 
supplemented by many thousands of miles of low-type surface roads 
which could form the basis of an expanded system by upgrading to 
high-type roads. 

‘Additionally, Arkansas is well provided with navigable water by 
the stretch of 346 miles of the Mississippi River forming almost the 
entire eastern boundary. Furthermore, northwestern Arkansas and 
northern Oklahoma, as well as the State of Kansas, have available to 
them the Missouri River which has been extensively improved in re- 
cent years. Added to this are many miles of pipelines over which 
petroleum products are transported in and through Arkansas and 
Oklahoma. The proposed waterway would traverse no territory not 
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now adequately provided with transportation facilities. Main line 
railroad and good roads with regular service of all kinds parallel the 
entire course of the stream. 


DIVERSION OF TONNAGE FROM RATLROADS 


The proposed waterway will create no traffic. To the extent tonnage 
which the engineers have assigned to it would move over the waterway, 
it is tonnage which would be diverted entirely from existing transpor- 
tation agencies, principally the railroads. The overw helming propor- 
tion of tonnage moving from or to the proposed Arkansas River terri- 
tory nec essarily would have to originate or terminate at points not 
directly on the waterway. Additional transportation by land agen- 
cies would be required to get that traffic from or to the barge site. 
Thus the land agencies would be relegated to the secondary role of be- 
ing feeder lines on or iginated traffic ‘and distribution lines in destina- 
tion territory. The trunkline railroads could not subsist on that type 
of traffic alone. The railroads have through routes affording direct, 
fast, dependable, and regular service from “and to the involved terri- 
tories. The tonnage moving over those routes contributes materially 
to the revenues necessary to maintain the facilities so as to provide 
eflicient and dependable service. To be deprived of revenues on the 
volume tonnage which would be necessary to make the Arkansas River 
an economically justified project would seriously impair the railroads’ 
ability to maintain the service which they now provide. Certainly the 


economy is not advanced by the mere transfer of benefits from one 
croup to another. 


I might add here that having an abundant amount of facilities, 
transportation facilities, [ can easily see where adding more facilities 
will produce an overabundance, and overabundance simply means un- 
used capacity, which is not economic. 


COMPARISON OF FREIGHT RATES 


Senator Haypen. How does railroad freight rates compare for haul- 
ing freight an equal distance from some eastern point, say Pennsyl- 
vania, or elsewhere in the East, where goods are manufactured for de- 
livery into this Arkansas River territor y, how would they compare 
with hauling an equal distance to where there is water competition 
tlong the Missouri Riv er, for instance; are rates higher ? 

Mr. Buxpner. You mean the rail rates ? 

Senator Haypen. Yes. 

Mr. Brypner. Rail rates in and of itself, on the line haul are usually 
higher than water haul. It must be borne in mind, when you consider 
the necessity of a greater unit charge, you must take into consideration 
that there are some costs which the railroads must meet ; that i is, main- 
taining their facilities, providing their facilities, that the other person 
doesn’t have. 

Senator Haypen. Well, what I was going to say here is, take a point 
like Omaha on the Missouri River where there is water competition 
and a point like Oklahoma City. Now, if freight was shipped some 
place from the East, say Pittsburgh, can it be laid down cheaper in 
Ok}: athoma City than it is in Omaha. and if it is laid down cheaper, 


is that due to water competition at Omaha ? 
75008—56—pt. 2——68 
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Mr. Brnpner. That is a difficult question to answer unless I would 
have a precise case, for this reason. Let’s take the question of iron 
and steel. The engineers rely on pipe to a greater degree than any- 
thing in this proc eeding. There was a time you could haul pipe up 
until last year cheaper ‘by water, using rail or truck beyond, mostly 
truck beyond and where the origin was not on water using some land 
facility up to the water, but those rates were reduced to meet that 
competition. Now I know it would be contended there, having these 
water facilities there means that these rail rates are going to be low- 
ered. Well it has had that effect, but on the other hand if you cause 
those rates to be depressed, somebody has to take care of the railroads; 
railroads must. be maintained; I think that is a certainty in the na- 
tional defense, if nothing else alone; and as being probably the overall 
most efficient and the only real common-carrier traffic; so for the haul- 
ing from Pittsburgh to Omaha, maybe somebody out in your State 
will have to pay for that advantage. 

Senator Haypen. As a matter of fact, though, you could ship pipe 
from Pittsburgh to Omaha, by rail at a lesser rate than it would be 
shipped from Pittsburgh to Oklahoma City, approximately an equal 
distance ¢ 

Mr. Brnpner. Well, as I say, I couldn't answer that without check- 
ing the rates because we have put in a rate structure in the latter part 
of 1955 which had for its objective placing the rail rates, all rail rates 
on a competitive footing with water-truck rates in the Western terri- 
tory, in the Southwestern territory. 

Senator Haypen. Well I was just asking for information. I don't 
know. 

Mr. Binpner. Yes. 

Senator Haypen. I was just assuming that such might be the case, 

Mr. Binpner. Yes, but every situation is different and I don’t think 
you can make a general statement on anything in this transportation- 
rate project. 

Senator Haypen. Well ordinarily you would assume that if they 
didn’t have to reduce the rates to Omaha because of water competition, 
they wouldn't do it, whereas there is no water competition to Okla- 
homa City therefore the rail rate remains where it is? 


COMPETITION IN RAILROAD FIELD 


Mr. Brypwner. Of course, that is a fallacy, too—I hope I am using 
the right word—and I say that for this reason: It is a general notion 
that the railroads have a monopoly among themselves. There is no 
such thing because some of the most terrific competition in the indi- 
vidual railroad field is competition of another railroad trying to buy 
some business by reducing rates, which reflects on our entire structure, 
and then again you have a situation here that is not before us and that 
is the trucks. Years ago trucks probably handled stuff only 30 or 40 
miles, but it is nothing unusual for trucks to handle business from 
Birmingham to Oklahoma C ity or Pittsburgh into Omaha, so that is 
a competitive fact. 

Senator Haypen. I was merely asking questions. I don’t know. 

Mr. Binpner. I have tried to answer you. I hope I made my posi- 
tion clear at least. 
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The tonnage expectancy and transportation savings estimated by the 
United States engineers are grossly overstated. ‘Tn our opinion a 
more realistic appraisal supports the conclusion that the tonnage and 
transportation savings fall far short of attaining a reasonable mini- 
mum of transportation benefit-to-cost to justify the project and the 
expe onditure of the vast sum of money to create a navigable waterway 
is Wholly unwarranted. 


REASONS FOR CONCLUSIONS 


With the assistance of a committee of experienced traffic men of 
the railroads for whom I appear, I prepared a study which sets forth 
in detail reasons upon which our conclusion is based. This report is 
attached hereto as exhibit A. 

I should like leave to make that part of the record. 

Senator Haypen. We can’t print it in the record. It will be re- 
tained for the information of the committee. 

Mr. Binpwner. It contains a study which evaluates in the light of 
current conditions factors pertinent to a showing of need for a naviga- 
ble Arkansas River Waterway, the rate structures of various trans- 
portation agencies, the tonnage potential and transportation benefits 
which reasonably may be allocated to the proposed waterway and the 
effect of transfer of much needed traffic from existing rail carriers 
(who pay all costs out of their rates) to water carriers for whom the 
Government assumes a substantial portion of costs and pay little or no 
taxes locally in the States affected as compared to such substantial 
taxes paid by railroads. This “agg supplements and brings up to 
date a previous one made by Mr. J. E. Johanson submitted to the 
Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, dated May 1, 1945, deal- 
ing with prospective tonnage and transportation cost savings. 

At that time Mr. Johanson showed the tonn: ige and savings esti- 
mated were grossly overstated even on basis of his study which cov- 
ered only a portion of the commodities embraced by a study of the 
United States engineers and giving full credit to the engineers’ esti- 
mates for the remaining commodities due to lack of time in which 
to adequately review the commodities not studied. 


REVIEW BY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


Mr. Johanson’s study was prepared against the background of the 
data contained in report of Board of Engineers for Rivers and Har- 
bors, September 11, 1945. It is our understanding the corps has made 
a further review since that time. We have requested permission to 
examine and study the report and that has been denied us. We were 
somewhat handicapped, therefore, in submitting our views with re- 
spect to specific movements of tonnages and savings which might 
be claimed for the waterway. However , based on a general under- 
standing of the overall traffic situation, we have prepared the study 
contained in exhibit A and in the absence of knowledge of specific data 
covering individual commodities or groups of commodities covered by 
any later report of the engineers, we have endeavored to appraise the 
present situation against the bac ker ound of the data in the 1945 report 
of the United States engineers. There have been marked changes in 
the rate situation and shipping practices since the 1945 report was 
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prepared, particularly in the past several years. In the study co) 
tained in exhibit A, we have called attention to some of the substantia! 
reductions which have been made in the rail rates. Among them are 
those on coal, iron and steel articles, iron and steel pipe, automobiles, 
fertilizer, petroleum products, aluminum products, soda products, as 
well as the basic class-rate scales which lower those basic scales to bring 
about an equality with the basic scales in other territories. I cite that 
here because back in 1945 the contention was made by local interests 
that the Southwest had a higher basic scale of rates, class rates than 
other territories. Well that was true at that time, but the Interstate 
Commerce Commission in this so-called 38300 readjusted levels out 
and they are all on the same basis level at the present time. 


BASING POINT 


Senator Haypen. I believe that you are referring to the Interstate 
Commerce Commisison, about the ‘basing point ? 

Mr. Binpner. No, sir; It is the basic ¢ lass seale that the Commission 
has set in the various territories. The Southwest was higher. 

Senator Haypen. Throughout the South the basing point was ad- 
vantageous to many parts ‘of the South whereas if there had been a 
lower rate, say from north of the Ohio River someplace, then it was in 
the South. 

Mr. Brypner. Well, that is right. I never referred to it as basing 
point, although they do have basing points in the rate structure. 

Senator Haypen. Well maybe [am not describing it as accurately 
as I should, but that is what I understood. 1 didn't know whether 
that was the same case. 

Mr. Brnpner. Well that is right. It had its inception in the south- 
erh governors’ case. 


REVIEW OF CORPS OF ENGINEERS REPORT 


Senator Haypen. This statement “we requested permission to stud) 
the report and was denied it.” That seems to me to have been a publi 
record and I can’t understand why you shouldn’t see it ¢ 

Mr. Brxpner. Well may I elaborate? I think I have that a little 
balled up there. 

Senator Haypen. Yes. 

Mr. Brnpner. We did have the opportunity to review it partially. 
not through any fault of the engineers, but because time didn’t 
permit us to review the entire bac ‘kground data back in 1945, but we 
understand that the engineers have made a recent study, oh, during the 
past year, I judge, and now we have made 3 or 4 requests that I know 
of for permission to examine that, believing that if we could put our 
preparation against that of the engineers we would have a finer issue 
drawn because you would be dealing with specifics. 

Now that has been denied us and | understand the reason for the de- 
nial was that the thing isn’t published as a public record as of this date. 

Senator Haypen. Well perhaps actually the work has not been com- 
pleted on it. You couldn’t blame the Corps of Engineers for declining 
to submit an interim report, but if they had a completed report then 
it certainly would become or ought to become public knowledge and 
you ought to be able to see it. 
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Mr. Brxpner. Well we are of the opinion that we should be per- 
mitted to see it before it comes to these, or rather to a committee of 
this character, because, as I say, I think you could draw a much finer 
<sue and make a more precise showing. 
Also noted therein is the fact that the rates on a number of impor- 
tant commodities within the grain and grain products list are before 
e Commission in a comprehensive investigation and that the car- 
riers have before them for consideration proposals to reduce the rates 
grain and products. 
CILANGES IN RATES 


Since the report in exhibit A was formulated, additional reductions 
have been made such as those on cotton to become effective June 1, 
056, from Arkansas, Oklahoma to southeastern points and gulf ports, 
including New Orleans, the carriers now have before them for con- 
sideration proposals dealing with suggested reductions on liquefied 
petroleum gases from southwestern produci ing fields to southern terri- 
tory. These changes in rates, as well as ¢ hanges i in business practices, 
have changed ms teri: ully the transportation picture since 1945 so that 
the savings computed on basis of rail rates versus barge, barge-rail, 
or barge-truck rates cannot be regarded as valid under conditions that 
now exist : 7,573,999 tons, or 84 percent, of the 9,015,000 tons of prospec- 
tive traffic referred to in United States Engineers’ Report of Septem- 
ber 11, 1945—in justificati navigation plan—consisted of coal, 
1,419,112 tons; less than barge-lot traffic, 1,424,097 tons; lumber, 
5,945 tons; grains and grain products, 672,119 tons; petroleum and 
products, 2,325,774 tons; and iron and steel articles and pipe, 1,166,952 

tons, 

COAL MOVEMENT 


There have been radical changes in the coal economy since the 1945 
report was prepared. Coals from the Arkansas River territory are of 
particularly fine quality for domestic use. Substitution of natural 
gas and oil for coal has reduced the domestic market to a point where 
that market is practically gone. Fine or slack coal for industrial use. 
principally to electric generating plants now provides the market for 
output of coal mines. To the principal points of use accessible to 
waterways linked with the Arkansas River, coals from Illinois and 
west Kentucky have a geographic advantage to major consuming 
points and, therefore, lower transportation charges per se by use of 
the Mississippi and Ohio Rivers then could reasonably be expected 
from Arkansas and Oklahoma mines together with lower production 
costs which could not be overcome. The changes in the economy af- 
fecting the coal market occurring since 1945 have completely elimi- 
“ ed the probability of any coal moving on an improved Arkansas 
\ Ty’. 


LESS THAN BARGELOAD MOVEMENT 


Less bargeload traffic does not have the same attraction for the water 
carriers that it did when the engineers’ 1945 report was prepared. In 
that report the engineers stated it was considered common carrier serv- 
ice similar to that on the Mississippi, Illinois, Ohio, Missouri, and 
lennessee Rivers would be available on an improved Arkansas River 
ind that all less than barge- lot commodities susceptible of water move- 
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ment would be transported by that common-carrier service. Since 
that report was issued there has been a wholesale abandonment of that 
type of service by inland water carriers because of lack of traffic and 
for the persuasive reason that that type of traflic proved unprofitable. 

Included in the category of less bargeload traffic is that moving under 

joint rail rates. Back in 1945 they made quite a point of that, the joint 
rail-barge traffic which would be attracted. 


PRINCIPAE CARRIERS 


Two of the principal carriers which have engaged in the handling 
of this type of traffic in the Mississippi Valley are the Illinois Centra| 
and Missouri Pacific Railroads. In 1955, combined receipts and de 
livered from and to barge lines were 366 and 57 carloads, respectively : 
which were drastic declines from the 1,171 and 122 cars, respectively, 
interchanged in the preceding year. Now in this exhibit A, I should 
like to say here that I have quoted from the decision of the Interstate 
Commerce Commission dealing with these proceedings in which the 

carrier sought—the water carriers sought—to be relieved of handling 
this less-than- barge-load business because of the mounting costs and 
the fact that it was unprofitable. 

The 1945 estimate of 1,424,097 tons must be discounted in light of 
subsequent changes atfecting the movement of that class of traffic. 

The 565,945 tons of lumber claimed by the engineers in the 145 
study would be a greater forest product tonnage by 536,904 tons 
than the total of 29,041 tons, made up of 10,728 tons of lumber, 15,606 
tons of posts, poles and piling, 4,707 tons of box, crate, cooperage 


materials and veneer transported in 1954 on the Mississippi River 
system (including the main channels and all tributaries of the Mis 
sissippi, Missouri, Ohio Rivers, and Illinois Waterway). There is 
no reason to believe the Arkansas waterway would attract this class of 
traffic in greater degree than do the other waterways. 

Senator Haypen. Why do the other waterways fail to attract / 
Isn't it moving at all? 


LUMBER HANDLING 


Mr. Binpner. Well, as I say, that vast expanse of waterways thiere 
are, there is 29,000 tons. That is according to the engineer's statistics. 
I have talked with some water people and I was curious about that 
myself and they told me at one time they handled lumber but they 
just don’t get lumber on the waterways, for some reason, probably 
the receivers or shippers both don’t like waterways for lumber han 
dling. There are certain incidences in that lumber business that might 
enter into it. They ship a lot of lumber without having a definite 
consignee and then they divert it en route and they have a much more 
flexible means of diverting on the vast system of railways because the 
rates are generally applicable over numerous lines. 


SHIPMENT OF GRAIN AND GRAIN PRODUCTS 


Of the 672,000 tons of grain and grain products estimated by the 
engineers in 1945, over a ‘half million consisted of wheat flour and 
feed from Oklahoma and Kansas to Tennessee, Alabama, Indiana, 
Kentucky, Ohio, Missouri, Arkansas, Mississippi, and Louisiana. The 
1 percent waybill study for 1954, adjusted to reflect a year’s movement 
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shows that about 138,000 tons of wheat and about 42,000 tons of flour 
and feed moved by rail to the States named. That 1 percent way- 
pill study the railroads make for the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion, If you are not familiar with it, they do have those statistics. 

The movement was not to river points alone, but to other points 
in these States as well, much of which would not be susceptible to 
economical river handling because of necessity of imposing land 
transportation charges as well as to handling charges for transfer into 
and out of barge. Any claim that a substantial grain tonnage would 
move on the proposed waterway is highly questionable. 


PETROLEUM SHIPMENT 


Of the 2,325,774 tons of petroleum and products estimated by the 
engineers in 1945—1,133,109 tons consisted of gasoline. There has 
been a marked decline in the rail handling of gasoline since 1945. The 
| percent waybill study shows that 200,300 tons were transported by 
rail in 1954 from Oklahoma to points in States which reasonably could 
be served through the Arkansas River. This movement included 
59,400 tons to Oklahoma and 24,300 tons to Wisconsin which in my 
opinion ought to be eliminated from consideration since it is not 
conceivable the waterway could be used economically. The remaining 
116,000 tons moved to States having many consuming points not on 
navigable waterways. It may be assumed reasonable that rail service 
was preferred on most of this tonnage inasmuch as there was available 
lower transportation charges via pipe line to Kansas City or a Mis- 
sissippi River port, thence | barge line on the improved ~vallaae ‘ies 
or the Mississippi River which could have been used if the destination 
were located on waterway. 

It is conceded there is some possibility of petroleum products other 
than gasoline using the Arkansas River if it is made navigable. Hav- 
ing due regard for the fact that much of the railroad tonnage moved 
to points not located on a waterway and additional transportation and 
transfer charges would have to be assessed to get the tonnage from 
and to barge, the preference in instances for rail service as evidenced 
by use of rail movement in spite of low pipeline charges to Kansas 
City and Mississippi River points which may be used in conjunction 
with barge service on the improved Missouri River and the Mississippi 
River and the changes in rates which have been made in rail rates, we 
are of the opinion that a half million tons represents a much more 
realistic estimate of tonnage of these classes of petroleum products 
than does the 1,197,665 tons forecast by the engineers in 1945. 


RAILROAD TONNAGE HANDLED 


The 1945 estimate of the United States engineers allocated 1,166,952 
tons to Arkansas River as prospective tonnage of iron and steel articles 
and pipe. The railroads handled into Arkansas and Oklahoma dur- 
ing 1953 (the latest year for which statistics are available) about 
700,000 tons of all of these commodities. 

A sizable tonnage in this movement was on rail in spite of lower 
charges available by truck and barge due to fabricating in transit 
privileges incident to rail rates, location of plants, on property leased 
a roalroads and desire to favor railroads for that reason, need for 
more expeditious handling on particular shipments. 
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Since the 1953 movement there have been substantial reductions 
made in the rail rates and on that type of traffic the movement wil] 
certainly continue on rail under the reduced rates. Southern Kansas 
and northern Oklahoma have available to them service over the Mis. 
sour River which could be utilized if water service is desired as advan- 
tageously as service on the Arkansas River. It is conceded there is 
the possibility of the Arkansas River being used on these commodities 
but our study convinces us a fair estimate would place the volume 
around 400,000 tons. 

In the study which I have referred to as exhibit A is shown the 
detail underlying the reasons advanced in support of these conclusions 
as to tonnage expentancy on these commodities as well as the others 
covered in the engineers’ 1945 estimates. In exhibit 20 of said exhibit 
A, I show that on basis of recent study of our commodities that, in our 
opinion, a fair estimate of maximum possible savings adjusted to 
reflect 30 percent increase to provide margin to take care of future 
traffic increases to be $2,622,094. Using this estimate in connection 
with $49,439,000 for annual charges taken from the 1953 Report of 
Chief of Engineers, the ratio of “cost-to- transportation rate savings 
showed a ratio of cost-to-benefit of 1.1 to 0.053. 


FABRICATING IN TRANSIT 


Senator Haypen. I wanted to ask this question with respect to fab- 
ricating in transit. Is it easier to take some commodity, well, like 
wheat and mill it and then move on by rail than it would be by water? 

Mr. Brnpver. Well, I think so, becaues in the first instance you are 
moving it from a transit point into a mill. They are usually located 
on rail. Now that has to be the first step because most of this wheat 
will come from the western Oklahoma section, like Enid. It will be 
either that or you will have to move a mill right onto water, on the Ar- 
kansas River. If that can be done I will concede that. But what are 
you doing to Oklahoma’s economy? You are transferring the benefit 
from one to another, I mean if that were done. 

Now I talked about the 1950 report of the Chief of Engineers and 
the fact that this exhibit A which was made prior to this, it was made 
back in March, showed a cost benefit of 1.1, I mean a cost to savings 
of 1.1 to 0.053. 


REDUCTION IN ESTIMATED COST 


The annual report, Chief of Engineers, United States Army on 
Civil Works Activity, fiscal year 1955 was not in our possession at thiat 
time. It had not come out. I had just seen it that week. Now thi: 
has been released and a review thereof shows that the project costs 
have been reduced from $909,360,000 shown in the 1954 report to 
$766,500,000 due to certain plan revision. It is estimated that the an- 
nual charges on that measure of cost employing the usual formula 
would be $39,359,500 per annum, This would result in a ratio of cost 
to transportation rate savings of 1.0 to 0.066. 

In other words, it would mean the Government would have to spend 
$1 in recovering benefits to the public at 6.6 cents. 
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CARRIERS ESTIMATE OF ANNUAL SAVINGS 


As I have shown i in detail on exhibit 20 of the study marked ex- 
hibit A, the carriers’ estimate of annual savings in transportation 
charges 1s $2,622,094 based upon present day trafic « adjusted upward 
by 30 percent to cover future growth. This is in contrast with the 
United States Engineers’ estimate of $19,740,000 based upon their 
1945 report—a difference of $17 million per year. Our study was 
made by competent and experienced tr: fic men. The caetnliion 
reached represent their judgment based upon the best data which was 
available to them, a wide experience in traffic analysis, investigations 
made throughout the local area affected by the project and an under- 
standing of the charges and traffic handled both in tonnages and com- 
modities on existing waterways gained from review of published tar- 
iffs and reports and from other sources. The wide difference in the 
estimates of the railroads and that of the engineers and the fact that 
even the optimistical appraisal of the Corps of Engineers places the 
project in a marginal category prompts us to respectfully suggest to 
this committee of the Congress that, before committing the Federal 
Government to this expenditure of public funds for navigation on 
ee Arkansas River, it give consideration to having a complete, un- 
biased and up-to-date study made of all the factors used in arriving 
at the benefit-cost-ratio by some qualified, impartial agency of the 
Government or some outside study group and all background data 
which the Corps of Engineers have at present be made available for 
study. 

Senator Haypen. What would be a qualified impartial agency of 
the Government to do this ? 

Mr. Brypner. Well, I haven’t thought that through. It seems to me 
there would be anumber of them. It deals with transportation. You 
might build a water channel, but that water channel wouldn’t mean a 
thing unless you had boats running over it. Now that is transporta- 
tion. That is a transportation agency. Suppose an airline or a rail- 
road or some group of individuals wanted to inaugurate or build an 
urline or build a railroad, wanted to build a railroad and common 
carrier service. They would plan that railroad, or this group would 
plan this airline. Then, in order to operate that railroad or that air- 
line, they would have to go to the Interstate Commerce Commission 
for the authority under a showing that the public convenience and 
necessity would be satisfied if there was need for this railroad in the 
public interest, or the airline group would have to go to the Civil Aero- 
nauties Bureau. That might be one bureau. The Interstate Com- 
merce Commission, although I would hesitate to suggest that, because 
if there is ever one group that is overburdened, that seems to be the 
group. 

Senator Haypen. I think it takes a long time in making decisions 
because of the numerous cases now pending before it. 


DATA ON ANALYSIS AND TRAFFIC FIGURES 


Mr. Brypner. The Corps of Engineers have consistently refused to 
furnish background data or det: iled information on the an: alysis and 
traffic figures which justify the recent and current benefit-cost ratios 
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which have been submitted to the Congress other than that contained 
in the published report of 1946 and the Congressional Records. 

Senator Haypren. That was a long time ago, 1946. 

Mr. Brnpner. Yes, sir. 

Senator Haypen. There must have been a more recent report than 
that, or has any report been made since 1946 4 

Mr. Brypner. Well, you want to understand there is some sort of a 
study. I got that reading articles in the newspapers, talking about 
our engineers, and, based on that rumor, knowledge we have had, we 
have tried on 3 occasions or 4 occasions to get that background data, 
and it was denied to us, as I said before, because I think that was the 
reason they were not as yet in the public record. 

Senator Hayprn. Well, the study was not completed: therefore, 
they did not feel justified in releasing it. 

Mr. Brxpner. That could be. It would seem to me that it should 
be released to the public, to anyone having interest, so that he may 
formulate his views based on that contention. 


REALISM IN BENEFIT COMPUTATION 


It is not our contention that we are completely right in our analysis 
and that the engineers are completely wrong. We do believe, how 
ever, that chec ks are needed or desirable on any analysis to insure the 
utmost realism in the computation of benefits. In fact, a subcom 
mittee of the House Appropriations Committee conducted an inves- 
tigation of the civil-works program of the Corps of Engineers in 195i, 
and one of the reports issued by the subcommittee dealing with the 
proposed Tennessee-Tombigbee project had this to say 

The subcommittee strongly doubts the validity of both components of the engi- 
neers’ benefit-cost ratio; that is, the subcommittee is of the opinion that the 
engineers’ computation of benefits and of the cost of the proposed project lack 
justification. 

Just as the construction cost of the proposed project, as used by the Corps 
of Engineers in their computation of the benefit-cost ratio is unrealistic, the 
corps’ computation of benefits is out of touch with reality. 


HOUSE COM MITTEE REPORTS 


In 1952 a subcommittee of the House Public Works Committee, in 
commenting on the civil-works program of the corps, stated : 


The subcommittee believes that a skeptical approach should be taken in the 
acceptance of favorable economic analysis based entirely on theoretical and 
mathematical computations. A more practical measure of the worthiness of an 
undertaking is the willingness of the immedate beneficiaries to participate in the 
work by the contribution of funds proportionate to the local benefits. 


Again in 1954 in its report on the civil functions bill, the House 
Appropriations Committee strongly questioned the methods of de 
termining economic justification when it said: 

The delusive exactness with which agencies are able to present seemingly 
standard benefit-cost ratios to Congress in justification of projects, despite con 


flicting means and factors is but an example of the need for a reevaluation of 
our present methods. 
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QUESTION OF BENEFITS AND COST COMPUTATION 


Other groups, such as the Hoover Commission, the Brookings Insti- 
tute and the Engineers Joint Council, have raised questions as to the 
accuray of the methods and theories employed by the corps in comput- 
ing estimates of benefits and costs. 

Even more recently, the Stanford Research Institute made an analy- 
sis of the Corps of Engineers’ report on the Sacramento deepwater 
project the contents of which was included in the remarks of Hon. 
Leroy Johnson of California in Congress on March 23, 1956. The 
engineers found that the benefit-cost ratio of this project was 1.12 to 1, 
the Standard Research Institute found that the benefit-cost ratio was 
0.83 to 1, less than unity. 

I have dealt with this project at some length because of my firm con- 
viction that, at least in their computation of traffic savings as applied 
to the Arkansas navigation project, the corps has made some serious 


errors of judgment which, if corrected, would completely destroy any 
claim of economic justification. 


ESTIMATED COST OF PROJECT 


Sir, this navigation project will cost the taxpayers more than $1 
million per mile and is one of the most expensive inland navigation 
projects attempted. Ten years have elapsed since Congress author- 
ized this project—ten years in which construction costs have steadily 
spiraled upward and which have seen major changes in marketing 
prac tices and transportation facilities and transportation costs. The 
Corps of Engineers have made radical changes in the design and 


planned operation of the project. Conditions have changed enough 
these last 10 years to justify a complete reappraisal of a project of this 
magnitude with the background data and results available for the 
public to check and question. The $766 million required to construct 
this navigation project is a lot of money—enough, in fact, to grant to 
each 1 of the 48 States $16 million to devote to needed things rather 
than to the project for which need has not been shown. 

The President of the United States in his budget message for 1957 
stated allocation of funds to begin construction of the Eufaula Reser- 
voir and Dardenelle lock and dam would, in effect, commit the Gov- 
ernment toa cost of over $1 billion for the development of the Arkansas 
River for navigation and that he regarded the development of the 
Arkansas River for navigation as not being of sufficiently high priority 
at this time to justify this large financial commitment. 

We earnestly urge, therefore, that this committee concur in the 
recommendation contained in the President’s budget message for 1957 
and withhold any appropriation of funds for the navigation features 
of the Arkansas River project and respectfully recommend a complete 
reappraisal of this project by the Congress. 

Chairman Haypren. Thank you for your statement, 

Mr. Brnper. Thank you for your courtesy, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Haypen. Your statement will be referred to the Corps 
of Engineers for comment before the hearing is over. 
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SACRAMENTO RIVER DEEPWATER CHANNEL 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN MOSS 


Chairman Haypen. Congressman Moss has tendered his statement 
relative to the Sacramento River deepwater channel. It will be i: 
cluded in the record at this point. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN JOHN E. MOSS OF THE THIRD DISTRICT OF CALIFORNI\ 


Mr. Chairman, I am making this statement in support of the budget estimate 
for $2 million for the continuation of construction on the Sacramento River deep 
water ship channel project. You will recall that $500,000 was appropriated last 
year, which with previous appropriations makes a total Federal investment 1 
date of $2,924,110. Local private interests, the State of California, and the port 
district have expended more than $6,500,000 in capital improvements directly in 
aid of this project. 

The budget request of $2 million is the minimum arount needed this year to 
continue work on the project. 

And now for a moment or two I ask leave to digress slightly for the purpose ot 
making an observation or two. I am sure you will agree that it is pertinent to ¢! 
issue at hand. 

Some people are against progress, and others are against deepwater ports. | 
guess it takes all kinds to make a world and I am therefore not the least bit dis 
turbed that a spokesman for the Pacific American Steampship Association ap 
peared before this committee last Friday in opposition to the Sacramento ship 
channel project. In fact, I would have felt that something of a tradition wonld 
have been shattered if the Pacific American Steamship Association had not 
its perennial appearance to file a dissenting opinion. 

Of course, if the PASA had its way, there would be only one deepwater p 
on the Atlantic coast and another on the Pacific coast. That would be idea 
the association, since if there were only two ports in the entire Nation costs w 
really be brought way down for the associatin members and dividends would } 
boosted way up. 

Yes, year after year, witnesses representing the same old interests hav 
appeared in opposiiton to this project. They appeared before the War Depart 
ment’s Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors which conducted publi 
hearings prior to congressional authorization in 1945. The following year the: 
were on hand again before the House and Senate Public Works Committ: 
but failed to block authorization. They have opposed funds for the project 
every time it has been before the Appropriations Committees of the House and 
Senate. 

Now they’re with us again, in company with the port of Stockton. It's 1 
quite clear to me which interest is convoying the other. 

Stockton is of course afraid of the competition the Sacramento deepwater port 
will bring. Recently, in a last ditch effort, the port of Stockton hired th: 
Stanford Research Institute to make a study of the project. The report of 
that privately operated business research organization was the basis for the 
opposition you heard last week. It was the same old story, with a different 
twist. I do not intend to attempt point-by-point rebuttal of the Stanford group's 
conclusions, except to say this: The criteria and base period used in the Stan 
ford report departs radically from those historically used in evaluating benefits 
for federally constructed projects. Application of the same criteria as that 
used by the Stanford researchers to almost any similar port project wonld 
produce negative findings. 

The Corps of Engineers has studied this project and found it justifiable fron 
economic and engineering standpoints, and its competence as factfinders in their 


nad 
List 


field needs no defense by me. I am sure that the Congress is going to continue 
to rely on the Corps of Engineers and its impartial judgment rather than on that 
of research experts employed by the pert of Stockton when all other efforts to 
defeat this sound project have failed. 

Shortly after I came to Congress, I requested that the Corps of Engineers 
completely review the findings set forth in Senate Document No. 142. 7!th 
Congress, on the basis of which the project was authorized. This it did in 
a detailed review of the costs and benefits dated July 3, 1953 (revised January 
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8, 1954), in which the conclusion was reached that the project was feasible as 
originally projected. By letter dated February 8, 1955, I asked the Corps of 
Engineers whether its report of January 8, 1954, represented their firm con- 
clusions ; and under date of March 3, 1955, Major General Itschner, United States 
Army, replied in part as follows: 

“The report of 8 January 1954 on the economics of the Sacramento deepwater 
channel is considered up to date in all respects except for changes in price levels 
since preparation of the report. These changes in price levels, which apply 
poth to benefits and costs, are relatively minor and have produced no change 
in the benefit-cost ratio. The Corps of Engineers believes the report to be com- 
prehensive and that it represents firm and defensible conclusions as to the eco- 
nomie feasibility of the project. We are not aware of any changed conditions 
which would warrant a restudy of the project nor do we believe that any useful 
purpose would be served by such a restudy.” 

And right here, I’d like to call your attention to some very peculiar reasoning. 
While Stockton and the steamship association opposition interests challenge the 
Corps of Engineers’ conclusions with respect to the Sacramento ship channel 
projects, the port of Stockton itself relies on those very same figures to justify 
large expenditures for modernization and improvement of its own port. I 
understand that you have a request before you for an appropriation for that 
purpose this year. Now, of course, I do not need to point out to this distinguished 
committee that, if the engineers findings are valid for one purpose, they are 
just as valid for another. 

Except for the opposition of the port of Stockton and the Pacific American 
Steamship Association, there is no project in the State of California that enjoys 
more varied and widespread support than the Sacramento deepwater channel 
yroject. 

' In addition to the Corps of Engineers, it has the unqualified support of both 
the Senators from California, the Governor of California, the State legislature, 
capital, labor, and others. The representative in Congress from the Stockton 
area, the Honorable Leroy Johnson, has not opposed the project and in fact sup- 
ported it vigorously at the time of its authorization and initial appropration. 1 
would be glad to furnish quotes expressing his attitude toward the steamship 
association and the port of Stockton opposition if the committee would like to 
have this information. 

The California Legislature approved the project in 1947 and appropriated 
$750,000 for the acquisition of rights-of-way in aid of the project. Last year, 
the Assembly and Senate of California unanimously adopted Assembly Joint 
Resolution No. 11 memorializing the United States to complete the Sacramento 
River deepwater channel project with all possible haste. I emphasize this point, 
ventlemen, because Stockton has representatives in both the Senate and the As- 
sembly in California, and they saw no cause for opposing the resolution. 

When completed, the Sacramento River deepwater ship channel will serve an 
area of over 1 million square miles, covering 24 northern California counties, 4 
southern Oregon counties, and 13 western Nevada counties. Through lower trans- 
portation costs, the project will unlock tremendous inland farming, and industrial 
and natural resources of northern California. In addition, the port area itself 
offers perhaps the greatest tonnage-producing potential on thé Pacifie coast. It 
will become the most economical point on the Pacific coast for the interchange of 
commerce between deep-sea vessels on the one hand and rail and highway carriers 
on the other. 

I urgently recommend that you consider the motivation of the opposition 
from the port of Stockton and the steamship association and follow the recom- 
mendation of the administration, the Corps of Engineers, the Senators from 
California, the Governor of the State, and many others to appropriate funds 
to complete the project without delay. 

I would like to have included as a part of my statement the following article 
from the Sacramento Bee of March 14, 1956 : 


“THE BROADER VIEW 


“Fred D. Parr is head of the Parr Richmond Terminal Co., one of the major 
shipping facilities in the State. 

“When he speaks on shipping matters, he speaks with authority. 

“Parr agrees with the Stanford Research Institute report financed by the 


port of Stockton, where it says the port of Sacramento will take business away 
from the San Joaquin Harbor. 
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“It could not be otherwise, said Parr. But he points out that Sacramento wil] 
get only the tonnage which it can serve more cheaply or more advantageously 

“In that respect, the Stanford report is a tacit and unintended endorsement of 
the $ sacramento deepwater channel. 

“But with that section of the institute’s report which says the Sacramento 
port would not produce new business Parr disagrees violently. 

“The Richmond port operator declares, ‘there will be a vast increase in indus- 
trial plants producing wholly new tonnage when the deepwater channel and 
adequate port facilities are provided.’ 

“Parr’s wide experience commands respect for his words over a depressing]; 
narrow perspective which virtually denies California’s tremendous growth. 

“And as Parr also points out, if Sacramento’s port project were not eco- 
nomically sound and were not in a position to offer advantages to attract tonnage. 
the other ports would not be complaining. 

“That is the long and short of it.” 


Chairman Haypen. Mr. Arthur C. Mengel, Oswego, N. Y., port 
director. 
You may proceed, Mr. Mengel. 


Osweeo Harsor IMPROVEMENT 
OsweEGO PoRT AUTHORITY, NEW YORK 
STATEMENT OF ARTHUR C. MENGEL, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
GENERAL STATEMENT 


Mr. Mencex. Mr. Ch: urman, I havea very short statement. 

My name is Arthur C. Mengel, executive director of the Oswego 
Port Authority from eae N.Y. The Oswego Port Authority is 
a body corporate and politic constitution, a public benefit corporation 
created by authority of the State of New York to survey, develop, and 
operate the port of Oswego. 

I represent the city of Oswego and the Oswego Port Authority in 
favor of the appropriation of $500,000 included in this budget for the 
construction of a detached breakwall and the removal of rock shoals 
at the entrance to the Oswego Harbor. This is the amount that will 
be spent during the first year -of construction. 

Chairman Haypven. Mr. Mengel, what is the total cost of the 
project ? 

Mr. Mencet. The last figure I heard, sir, was $2.5 million. 

Oswego is basically a maritime city. Our largest taxpayer, the 
Niagara-Mohawk Power Corp.. and our largest employ er, the Mara- 
thon Corp., are located here by virtue of the water transportation 
available. Our economy is dependent to a great degree on the quality 
of our port facilities. 

INCREASE FOR COMMERCE 


Waterborne commerce of the port has climbed from 393,000 tons in 
1928 to 3,310,000 tons in 1954. Tentative tonnage figures for 1955 
indicate a million tons of additional shipping over 1954. 

Chairman Haypen. What is the character of the largest part of that 
tonnage ¢ 

Mr. Meneet. Coal is first and grain is second. 

Your honorable committee has a detailed description and justifica 
tion of this project furnished by the Corps of Engineers. I shall not 
attempt to duplicate that data. Sufficient to say, the project will pro- 
tect the harbor from violent north and northeast winds which pres- 
ently create damaging wave action in the port. 
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DAMAGE FROM WAVE ACTION 


When such wave disturbance occurs, ships are unable to load 
discharge. Many have suffered damage while at the dock. Several 
have broken loose and have been severely damaged. In addition, it 
has precluded winter mooring of lake vessels. 

The same turbulence and wave action has seriously undermined and 
damaged dock facilities, particularly the New York State lake termi- 
nal and grain elevator. It has inhibited a greater development of the 
available harbor frontage. 

The grain elevator just mentioned is a vital link in the most eco- 
nomical route over which grain can be exported from the States and 
provinces of the Northwest. It is here that grain is transferred from 
lake vessel to canal barge for movement to the port of Albany via the 
New York State canal system. 

I respectfully request favorable action on this item for the benefit of 
the city of Oswego and the State of New York. 

Chairman Haypen. Thank you for your statement, Mr. Mengel. 


STATE OF NEW YORK DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 


STATEMENT OF EVAN WESTERMANN, REPRESENTATIVE 
SUPPORT OF PROJECT 


Mr. WesTERMAN. Senator, if I may address myself to your commit- 
tee. Iam here for the State of New York Department of Commerce. 
My name is Evan Westerman. Our department in the State of New 
York supports this project and the appropriation as beneficial to the 
entire commerce through the center of the State. 

Chairman Haypen. Weare glad to have that statement, sir. 

The committee will stand recessed until 2 p. m., May 10, 1956, in 
room F-39. 

(Whereupon, at 3:40 p. m., Wednesday, May 9, 1956, the committee 
recessed until 2 p. m., Thursday, May 10, 1956, in room F-39. ) 








PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 


THURSDAY, MAY 10, 1956 


Unirep Srares SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, DG. 
The subcommittee met _ 2 p. m., pursuant to recess, in room F-39 

the Capitol, Hon, Allen J. Ellender, chairman of the subcommittee, 
pre siding. 

~ Present: Senators Ellender, Magnuson, Young, Mundt, Dworshak, 
ind Potter. 


CIVIL FUNCTIONS—DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 


Nez Perce INpIANS 


STATEMENT OF HON. GRACIE PFOST, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF IDAHO 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


Senator ELLeNper. The committee will come to order. 

We will hear from the Representative from Idaho. 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Chairman, my name is Gracie Pfost, and I am a 
Member of Congress from Idaho. Iam grateful for this opportunity 
to appear before you in behalf of my good friends, the Nez Perce 
Indians, who live at Lapwai, in my own congr essional district. 

As this committee knows, the Indian fishing stations at Celilo Falls 
will be destroyed when the Dalles Dam goes into operation, some- 
time next year. My purpose in coming here is to ask that in the final 
ettlements on the Celilo Falls Indian F ishery, the Nez Perces are 
dealt with on the same basis as other tribes having interests in the 
fishery. 

: TREATY RIGHTS 


The rights of the Indians at Celilo Falls are based on treaties con- 
cluded in 1855. In that year the United States negotiated treaties 
with Nez Perces, Yakimas, Umatillas, and Warm Springs Indians, 
which preserved their right to fish at all “usual and accustomed 
places.” Three of the tribal groups, the Nez Perces, Yakimas, and 
lmatillas, were so interrelated that treaty negotiations were held with 
them jointly at the famous “long council” at Walla Walla. 

Down through the years the ‘Nez Perces, and the other tribes, con- 
(inued to fish at all their usual and accustomed places, including 
Celilo Falls. 

In 1950, however, the Dalles Dam was authorized, and in 1951, con- 
struction funds were appropriated. At that time the Congress knew 
that it was taking from the Indians the fishing places guar anteed them 
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by their treaties. But we made it crystal clear that their rights 
should be respected and should be handled in an honorable fashion. 
We knew that the Indians derived a good part of their food supply 
as well as additional income, from their lier at the falls. 


NEGOTIATION WITH INDIAN TRIBES 


At the time the first request for funds to build the Dalles Dam came 
before the House Appropriations Committee, that committee decided 
the Indians should not be forced to go to court to spend years fighting 
lawsuits to get fair compensaiton. Instead, the committee wrote a 
report instructing the Corps of Engineers to settle the treaty matter, 

“to the satisfaction of all parties concerned.” In compliance with 
these instructions, the corps started looking toward amicable settle- 
ments. 

Discussion began late in 1951 with the Yakimas, the Umatillas, and 
the Warm Springs Indians, and satisfactory settlements were reached. 

Between 1951 and 1953, when other tribes either settled or made 
progress toward settlement, the Nez Perces did not even reach the 
negotiation stage. Unfortunately, the attorney employed by them 
at that time could not represent them in this matter because of a con- 
flict of interest, and could not be replaced quickly under the compli- 

cated Indian Bureau regulations. 

As a result, the Nez Perces’ claim was not assembled and presented 
in a professional manner until last year, when legal assistance was 
finally obtained. 

To date, the Cor ps of Engineers has not recognized the Nez Perces 
as an equal partner in the ¢ ‘elilo Falls fisher y. I, for one, cannot see 
the difference between the rights of the Nez Per ces and the rights of 
the Yakimas and U matillas, who all sat in the same council which 
concluded the treaties of 1855, and who have all used the Celilo fishery 
jointly for generations. 

I am deeply disturbed that the Nez Perces have not received until 
now the recognition to which they are justly entitled. It seems only 
fair and proper that they should be given the same type of settlement 
that was given to the other tribes. “Tt is my request, therefore, that 
this committee instruct the Corps of Engineers to make a prompt 
examination of the Nez Perces’ fishing rights and settle with this tribe 
on the same basis and same standards as have been applied to the 
other tribes. 

Thank you. 

Senator ELLenper. Any questions? 


SETTLEMENT WITH OTHER TRIBES 


Senator Magnuson. Gracie, I understand that the settlements have 
been made, the payments have not been made, but the lawyers and the 
tribes involved have made settlement in every case but the Nez Perces. 

Representative Prost. Yes, that is my understanding; all but the 
Nez Perces. 

Senator Macnuson. Now, there was suggested, and I ask this be- 
cause the Yakimas were in to see me, that this might be held up, the 
—— might be held up, say, to the Yakimas, or the Umatillas 

cause this other matter hadn’t been settled, and I was wondering 


what your thinking was on that. 
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Representative Prost. My thinking is that there is no reason to 
hold up settlement with the Yakimas or the Warm Springs or the 
Umatillas, simply because the Nez Perces have not had settlement. 
It is my understanding that there are funds available to pay the Nez 
Perces on the same basis that the other tribes have been settled with 
and certainly I would recommend that funds be immediately paid to 
the other tribes, and that settlement with the Nez Perces follow just 
as closely as possible. 

Senator Macnuson. So long as the payment of the funds doesn’t in 
any way jeopardize or close it up for the Nez Perces. 

Representative Prosr. Yes. ‘Thank you. 

Senator ELLenper. Thank you. 


Jackson Hoiz, Wyo. 
STATEMENT OF SENATOR BARRETT 


Senator Exrenper. At this point in the record, I wish to insert a 
statement by Senator Barrett, of Wyoming, pertaining to the Wyom- 
ing projects. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. FRANK A. BARRETT, A UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF WYOMING 


SNAKE RIVER FLOOD CONTROL 


Mr. Chairman, I would like at this time to submit a statement in support of 
the Army Corps of Engineers’ request for $400,000 for the Snake River improve- 
ment program. The request for these funds, I understand, is in the form of an 
amendment to the 1957 budget estimates for the Corps of Engineers. 

I might say, Mr. Chairman, that this project has been long needed. Consid- 
erable funds have already been spent by the engineers to meet local and tem- 
porary threats of flood. As a matter of fact, prospects for severe spring runoff 
from the mountains are already presenting a serious threat to the little town 
of Wilson, Wyo., and to ranchers who operate along the river in this particular 
area. Within the last few days State and Federal funds amounting to approxi- 
mately $100,000 have been committed to flood-control measures along the Snake 
River in the vicinity of Wilson to meet the flood threats. 

It seems to me that these temporary measures can be more costly in the long 
run than appropriating sufficient funds to construct permanent levees and 
revetinents. 

The estimated cost of the entire project as planned by the Army engineers 
is in excess of $2 million. The $400,000 requested by Army engineers in their 
N57 budget estimates is the first step toward realization of permanent flood- 
control measures along the Snake River in this area. 

Mr. Chairman, this flood-control project was authorized by the enactment 
of Public Law 516 during the 1st session of the Slst Congress. It appears now 
that the Army engineers are ready to move ahead on a construction program. 
The authorized project provides for revetted levies along the west bank of the 
Snake River from a point 10 miles above the Jackson-Wilson Highway Bridge 
to a point 2.5 miles below that bridge, and for similar construction on the east 
hank for a distance of 0.9 mile upstream from the bridge. 

Funds have been appropriated the past 2 fiscal years for planning the project 
und these plans have now progressed to the point where funds are needed 
to begin construction. 

I earnestly solicit this committee’s favorable consideration and approval of 
the amendment to the 1957 budget estimates for the Army Corps of Engineers 
flood-control program requesting $400,000 to begin construction of the Snake 
River flood-control project at Jackson, Wyo. 

I appreciate this opportunity to appear before this committee in support of 
the aforementioned budget items. 
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Bakers Bay Progecr 


STATEMENT OF HON. NORMAN A. HOWERTON, MAYOR OF ILWACOo, 
WASH., AND MEMBER OF ILWACO PORT COMMISSION 


JENERAL STATEMENT 


Senator ELLenper. All right, we will hear from Mr. Howerton. 

Mayor Howerron. Mr. Chairman, and member of the committee, 
fam Norman A. Howerton, the mayor of the town of Ilwaco, Wash., 
and a member of the Ilwaco Port Commission. I am privileged to 
be here today on behalf of our Bakers Bay project, located on the 
north side of the Columbia River, and in the close proximity of the 
river entrance and the Pacific Ocean. 


PROJECT AUTHORIZED IN 1950 


I would like to say that the Bakers Bay project was approved by 
the Army engineers and authorized by an act of Congress in 1950. 
I believe it to be significant at this time that you gentlemen should 
know that a few years ago, well within my memory, Bakers Bay 
enjoyed deep water, and at one time all of the shipping in and out 
of the River came through our North Channel, across Bakers Bay, 
and then tenting up or down river along the north side of Sand 
Island. 

Later, in an effort to stabilize the channel and create better shipping 
conditions and better conditions for commerce, certain dikes and jetties 
were built and Bakers Bay seemed at that time to be more or less 
forgotten and completely ignored. 

At least on one occasion during the middle thirties, the Government 
proposed closing the Bakers Bay entirely, and we were forced to be 
represented at a hearing to try to save that only God-given resource 
in that community which the Government inadvertently has taken 
away from us. Now, today, while the fishing fleet has increased many 
times through the years, Bakers Bay and the port of Ilwaco sees fewer 
of them each succeeding season because, as you know, boats need water, 
and that is something we have very little of there; and if you would 
listen to the fishing fleet any day, you would hear them complaining 
of the fact they cannot get into the port of Ilwaco because of the 
lack of water and the lack of facilities. 


HARBOR FOR FISHING BOATS 


Senator Ex.texper. Is this to be for harbor boats, fishing boats? 

Mayor Howerron. Fishing boats. It needs more deepening at 
the entrance of the channel into it. 

Senator ELLenpER. How deep? 

Mayor Howerton. I think 12 feet. 

Senator EL.enper. It is not for big boats? 

Mayor Howerrton. No; small boats. 

Senator Macnvuson. The fishing fleet moves in and out of there’ 

May or Howerrton. Yes. 

Senator Extender. What is the nearest harbor to Bakers Bay / 

Mayor Howerron. The next nearest one is Astoria, Oreg., 18 miles 
up the river on the Oregon side. 
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There are about 50 or 60 local fishermen who make Ilwaco their 

home port now, and we have a small basin not protected, and we have 

. lot of serious storms down there, and they average from $100 to $800 
a year damage to their boats during these storms; so the port of Ilwaco 
itself now has no income at all from any of those facilities. 


EFFECT ON CANNERY DELIVERIES OF FISH 


| would like to bring to your attention that cannery deliveries of 
fish have dropped seve ral hundreds of thousands of pounds in the last 
few years, and one cannery ceased to operate, because of those condi- 
tions. Labor peyrons 1 in the last 5 years at the port of Ilwaco have 
dropped from $200,000 annually to about $30,000, in 1955, and we 
expect, with the improvements, that this amount will be recovered 
and will even far exceed that; so you can see that it is very evident 
that other business income in the community has suffered a propor- 
tionate drop. 

We have one business house that handles hardware and marine sup- 
plies and fishing supplies that estimates that their sales will reach an 
increase of $50,000 a year more than they have at this time. 


TOTAL POPULATION OF ILWACO 


Senator ELLENDER. What is your total population there ¢ 

Mayor Howerton. Ilwaco itself, about 650, right at the minute, but 

have about 5,000 people in the surrounding area to us. 

Senator MaGnuson. People around there that use this port, that 
would use this port ¢ 

Mayor Howerrron. Yes. We have a boatbuilding business in 
Ilwaco, and actually we have one of the finest boatbuilders on the 
Pacific coast, and he estimates his business would increase about $200,- 
00 a year if the project were successful. 

The Washington State Department of Fisheries are very interested, 
because they would extensiv ely participate in the use of the basin with 
their equipment, and that would tend to increase their income also, 
in the propagation of fish. 


SPORT FISHERMEN 


Senator Macnuson. Well, there are a lot of recreation and sport 
lishermen that use it, too. That is growing all the time, isn’t it? 

Mayor Howerron. Yes; itis. I was just going to bring it up, Sen- 
ator; that the sport fishing has grown by leaps and bounds, as you 
know, and the sportsmen and tourists’ business in the United States 
today are two of the biggest businesses we have. 

Last oe the port of Ilw: aco, with its facilities, launched about 3,000 
small Trader Horn fishing craft for fishing. ‘Those people, it was 
estimé bi for that, and for chartered boats and so on, they spent about 
$50,000 in the community, and we estimate that that will more than 
double if proper facilities are taken care of, in that business, particu- 
larly, 

The beaches just north of us, the motels and businesses along there, 


estimate an increase of about $300,000 in that area, with the proposed 
improvements. 
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LOCAL COOPERATION 


I have been a member of the port there for nearly 20 years, and we 
wrestled with the problem for a long time, and when the project was 
approved, we made a commitment to furnish all of the necessary facili- 
ties if the port was dredged and the construction done, such as floats 
and everything that was necessary to take care of the fleet, and we 
have reaffirmed our pledge to do that, recently, to the United States 
engineers’ office in Portland. 

I realize, having been connected with the town for a long time, that 
the problems of governmental financing facing you and many requests 
for money that you have on desirable projects, that you gentlemen are 
going to have to pass on those things, and we thought possibly that if 
the entire amount was not to be made available this year that possibly 
half of it or $300,000 might be appropriated and that would get the 
project under way this year. 


ESTIMATED COST 


Senator EiLenper. Do you know what the estimated cost is? 

Mayor Howerron. $601,000, sir. The rest of it can be supplied 
next year. 

Mr. Chairman, I present this information to you for your considera- 
tion, and I honestly believe it to be a fact. 

Thank you very kindly. 

Senator Extenper. This is one of those unbudgeted items and as 
soon as we hear from all the outside witnesses, it will be the purpose 
of the subcommittee to call in the Corps of Engineers, and try to 


weed out some and take some of the best, and I hope that yours is in 
the latter category. 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


You may submit your entire statement. 
Mayor Howerton. There are letters also, supporting these facts. 
(The information and statement follow :) 


Baker Bay Progect (Mooring BAsIN), ILwaco, WAsH. 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I am Norman A. Howerton, 
mayor of the town of Ilwaco, Wash., and a member of the Ilwaco Port Commis- 
sion. I am privileged to be here in behalf of our Baker Bay project located on 
the north side of the Columbia River and in the close proximity of the river 
entrance and the Pacific Ocean. Much closer than any other port on the Colum- 
bia River to the Pacific Ocean, and closer than most ports on the Pacific Coast. 
This nearness to the Columbia River entrance is in many ways a decided advan- 
tage to the operators of small craft. 

The Baker Bay project was approved by the United States Army engineers 
and authorized by an act of Congress in May 1950. I believe it to be significant 
for you to know that a few years ago, well within my memory, Baker Bay 
enjoyed deep water and a considerable amount of water transportation. Rive! 
boats, both freight and passenger, plied between Portland, Oreg., Astoria, Oreg., 
and Ilwaco, Wash. In fact at one time all vessels entering and leaving the 
Columbia River traveled through the North Channel, across Baker Bay and then 
proceeded up or down river along the north side of Sand Island. Then in an 
effort to remove certain hazards on the Columbia River Bar, to stabilize the 
main river channel in the best interest of river traffic and commerce, jetties and 
dikes were built, dredging done, and the river currents of the lower Columbia 
River changed from their natural course to a new course to meet the desires 
of man and his commerce. During the years the Government carried on these 
various river projects in the interests of the larger ports and commerce, the 
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natural river currents flowing through Baker Bay were cut off and diverted 
elsewhere, and the shallowing and filling in of Baker Bay began to take place. 
So Baker Bay was seemingly forgotten, overlooked, and completely ignored, 
and our economy began to slide. On at least one occasion the Government 
proposed the actual closing of Baker Bay and we were forced to defend our 
greatest natural resource, our economy, in fact our very existence in a public 
hearing. So here today we only ask the partial restoration of that God-given 
resource Which this Government has inadvertently taken away from us. 

Now today, while the fishing fleet has increased many times through the 
years, Baker Bay and the port of Ilwaco sees fewer of them each succeeding 
season. The reason is evident—boats need water. Today the fishing fleet is 
radio equipped and they keep in close radio contact with each other. If you 
would listen on shortwave radio, any day, you will hear them advising each 
other to stay out of Baker Bay, no water, no facilities, the risk of damage or even 
sinking is too great. So we just do not get many boats into the port of Ilwaco. 
Ilwaco is now home port for between 50 and 60 boats and it is just naturally suited 
and located to be home port for hundreds when the water and facilities are made 
available. While possibly 200 or 300 fishermen deliver their catches to Ilwaco 
now, there should and will be 4,000 or 5,000, even more, delivering if and when 
the project is completed. 

The port of Ilwaco with its Baker Bay Basin on the Columbia River just 30 
minutes running time from or to the river entrance is centrally located between 
the northern and southern fishing grounds and with proper and necessary 
channel depth and basin facilities will not only be favorite and most convenient 
port of delivery, but a quick and safe haven of refuge in case of storms and 
rough weather for fishermen far away from home port. Local fishermen now 
making Ilwaco home port average from $100 to $800 storm damage annually 
while moored in the Ilwaco Basin. On frequent occasions the Coast Guard is 
called to bail out a boat to keep it from sinking or to save it otherwise, or tow 
it to a safe place. 

The port of Ilwaco has no income from the present small and unprotected 
basin because it is neither large enough or in the least adequate to furnish any 
facilities for which we could collect rentals or service charges of any kind. 

As a result of this economic slide during the years, the town of Ilwaco has 
steadily lost in population and is still losing, and this of course has caused a 
steady drop in municipal income to where adequate and necessary functions 
of town government such as sanitation, fire and police protection are being 
curtailed even to the danger point. We have just had to bond the town to its 
limit to provide a new fire truck to prevent our insurance rates from soaring. 
However, the town of Ilwaco expects a minimum increase of from 50 to 100 
families in Ilwaco upon completion of the Baker Bay project. This increase 
comprising fishermen, labor, professional men, and businessmen. 

Labor payrolls of the canneries and fish receiving stations alone at the port 
of Ilwaco in the past 5 years have decreased from better than $200,000 annually 
to a mere $30,000 in 1955. This is no less than economic disaster to a small 
community. However, upon completion of our proposed new project this is not 
only expected to return to its former level but to far exceed it. And it is upon 
these expectations that many people and businessmen are staying with Llwaco. 

It is self-evident that all lines of business in the community have therefore 
suffered a proportionate share of loss in sales and income. 

One business house in Ilwaco (furniture, hardware, fishing, and marine sup- 
plies) estimates very conservatively that the completion of the basin project 
Will result in an increase of no less than $50,000 in annual sales. 

Restaurants and grocery and food stores estimate no less than a 50-percent 
increase in annual sales. 

Machine shops estimate on the basis of business in former years an increase 
in revenue in excess of $30,000. Their losses in the past few years have been 
heavy and that business is now practically nil. 

lhe boatbuilding and repair business in Ilwaco, and Ilwaco boasts of having 
one of the finest if not the finest boatbuilder on the Pacific Coast, estimates an 
annual increase of $200,000 with the possibility of a great deal more. 

Cannery deliveries of fish have dropped several hundred thousand pounds 
of salmon and other varieties of fish. And one cannery has ceased to operate 
because of the light deliveries due to conditions. 

The Washington State Department of Fisheries claim that they will exten- 
sively participate in the use of such a new basin with their boats and equipment, 
and of course will result in an increase in State fisheries funds from many 
sources, and will at the same time contribute to the economy of the community. 
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Another element of business which has developed and become very popular and 
is growing by leaps and bounds is the sport fishing everywhere there is a good 
fishing stream. And there is no fishing stream like the great Columbia River. 
and no thrill like hooking a big, fighting Columbia River salmon. In 1955 faci] 
ities at the port of Ilwaco launched about 3,000 small sport fishing boats. The 
facilities were taxed to the breaking point with no room for increase. This 
year many more are expected. As you are well aware the tourists and sports 
business is now one of America’s biggest businesses and is constantly growing 
Our beach resort hotels, motels, restaurants, food stores and others look forward 
to an annual increase in business of $300,000. These are the businesses just 
north of Ilwaco, Seaview, Long Beach, and Ocean Park. All of these things 
which I have mentioned directly link to the construction of the proposed Baker 
Bay mooring basin and will bring a permanently healthy, happy, and prosperous 
condition to those people and communities of southwestern Washington whon 
I am privileged to represent here today. 

I have been a member of the Ilwaco Port Commission for 18 years and have 
wrestled with the problems of the port during that time. And since we bhega: 
our efforts to obtain this new basin project, we have very zealously guarded 
the financial position of our port district, and I can say today that we are in 
position and ready to keep our commitment to do our share of the project 
furnish all necessary facilities to be required by the small boat operators why 
the project is built and dredged. 

Through my years with both the port of Ilwaco and the town of Ilwaco, | 
have acquired at least a small understanding of the problems of government 
financing and the problems facing you. So TI realize that you have many requests 
for money, and many worthy and desirable projects to consider in making up 
your appropriations bill. Possibly if all the money required for the Bake: 
Bay project cannot be made available this year, a half of it or little more can 
be appropriated at this time so that construction on the project may be started 
and the balance can be provided next year to complete the project. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I have presented this information to you fo: 
your consideration, and I honestly know or sincerely believe it to be true. I 
thank you kindly for the privilege of appearing before you today. 


a 


ILwaco, WASH., May 5, 1950. 
SENATE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE, 
Washington, D.C. 


GENTLEMEN: Mr. Norman A. Howerton, a member of the board of commis- 
sioners of the port of Ilwaco, has been authorized and directed to represent this 
port before your committee and to present data in support of and request appro 
priations for the project Baker Bay as set forth in the River and Harbor 
Act of May 17, 1950 (S. Doc. No. 95, 81st Cong., Ist sess.). 

This port is prepared to faithfully perform the covenants set forth therein 
and the port’s Resolution No. 27 of June 13, 1955, submitted to the Corps of 
Engineers, United States Army, Portland district. 

We trust the merits of our cause will assure favorable action by your com 
mittee and thank you for your consideration. 

Port oF ILWACO, 
M. M. Moore, 
Auditor 


ILwaco, WASsH., May 4, 1956 
SENATE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE, 
Washington, D.C. 


GENTLEMEN: We urgently request that your committee give favorable con- 
sideration to request of the port of Ilwaco for appropriations for the Baker Bay 
project as per the River and Harbor Act of May 17, 1950. 

The economic welfare of this town and adjacent territory is largely dependent 
upon the fishing industry and, since the port of Ilwaco cannot supply the facil- 
ities available at other ports that have received Federal assistance, that economy 
is threatened because fishing boats are ceasing to call. 

The port of Ilwaco is ideally situated and needs but the completion of the 
Baker Bay project to restore it to a thriving port and producing a possible increase 
of from 50 to 100 families in Ilwaco. 

Respectfully yours, 

Town oF ILWACO, 
M. M. Moore, 
Clerk 
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RAYMOND, WASH., Vay 5, 1956. 
Boarp OF COMMISSIONERS, PorT OF ILWACO, 
Iliwaco, Wash. 

GENTLEMEN: It has come to the attention of the Public Utility District Com- 
mission of Pacific County that your chairman, Mr. Howerton, is going to Wash- 
ington, D. C., for the purpose of contacting our Congressmen regarding an appro- 
priation for the Ilwaco mooring basin improvement. As public utility district 
commissioners we would like to emphasize some of the points relative to this 
much-needed facility for Ilwaco and Pacific County. 

We cannot stress too much what it will mean to the economy of this area. It 
has too many facets to enumerate in a letter. However, we wish to point out 
the public utility district’s interest in this project, as even in its present in- 
adequate condition, this mooring facility shows a $4,000 revenue to public utility 
district from 20 separate business enterprises in this port alone, serving a con- 
nected load of approximately 500 kilowatts and 100 horsepower motor load. 
Before the end of 1956 Bonneville Power Administration will have capacity in- 
stalled to cover needs for the next 25 years. Our load has increased so rapidly 
that BPA is increasing its capacity from 6,000 kilowatts to 21,000 kilowatts. 
Therefore, we now have capacity available for all future commercial loads, 
lighting, ete. A conservative estimate for family consumption alone would be 
100 new residential accounts as a result of increased mooring facilities. In 
the port area such a facility would triple the district’s revenue within the next 
5 vears. 

It is known that in fair weather conditions upwards of 300 inboard craft of 
from 60 feet down to runabounts have been jammed into the present mooring, 
50 percent of which are commercial fishing craft. Because of inadequate moor- 

these boats disperse in the winter to other tributaries along the Columbia 
River. Mr. Sheldon, one of our commissioners and also manager for the port 
of Peninsula, has pointed out that these craft would remain at Ilwaco year-around 
if proper facilities were available at your port. In addition to the danger from 
storms, there is also the added hazard of fire under the present congested setup. 

We are very much interested in the additional load possibilities for our district, 
and sincerely hope that your efforts and Mr. Howerton’s mission meet with 
SUCCESS, 

Pus.Lic ULILIty District No. 2 of PActFic CouNTY, 
By C. V. SHay, Chairman. 
Roy E. SHELDON, Commissioner. 


Inwaco, WAsH., May 5, 1956. 
BOARD OF COM MISSIONERS, PorRT OF ILWACO, 
Ilwaco, Wash. 

GENTLEMEN: The operations of this salmon canning plant have been seriously 
ndicapped and are still being handicapped by inadequate port facilities at 
this place. The port basin is much too small and the depth of water insufficient 

properly handle fishing craft. With adequate facilities the receipt of fish 
at the port would be very greatly increased. 

For your information we are giving you some of the statistics concerning 
this plant for the vears 1953, 1954, and 1955. 


} i 


Fish receipts 


{In pounds] 


“aimon e 
Flats and cods_. 
Crabs.. 


rotal 


obia River and Willapa Bay: 
salmon, all kinds 
Sturgeon and miscellaneous_ 


Total 


roll fish bought only a short time in 1955. 
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Value of fish bought 
1953 sales: 


$372, 855. 97 
73, 776. 06 
8, 816. 78 


455, 448. 81 
1954 sales: 
Canned fish 


1955 sales: 
Wholesale canned fish 175, 926. 56 
Retail canned fish 1, 514. 30 
41, 109. 58 


_— 940, 89 
Canned crab__- RR 


Jie: ) 16 


$63, 868. 20 
73, 467. 58 
16 

This plant employs 50 to 70 people during the fishing season when adequate 
supply of fish is available, and it is one of the most important, if not the most 
important, businesses in this port and consequently adds much to the welfare 
of the community. 

Many fishermen who would otherwise use this port to discharge their fish from 
their boats hesitate in coming in here due to insufficient water at low tides, lack 
of proper anchorage, and the absence of other facilities which normally are fur- 
nished commercial fishing craft. It is our belief that if these handicaps are 
corrected the fishing industry at the port would greatly increase. 

We urge you to use every possible effort to obtain the necessary funds for the 
improvement of port facilities here. 

Very truly yours, 
KEYSTONE PACKING Co. 
By G. L. THompson, Manager. 


Tue NATIONAL BANK OF COMMERCE OF SEATTLE, 
Seattle, Wash., May 4, 1956 
Port oF ILWACO, 
Ilwaco, Wash. 

GENTLEMEN: In June 1955, we sent a message to Warren G. Magnuson, United 
States Senator: 

“Urge you use every possible influence to include in river and harbor appro- 
priations in 1955-56 needed improvements to Ilwaco mooring basin.” 

In our opinion, this is an improvement of essential importance to your portion 
of southwestern Washington whose economy is so largely dependent upon the 
fishing industry. 

A $600,000 port of Ilwaco mooring basin should materially increase the fish 
deliveries to Ilwaco and should result in attracting to the area other industrial 
developments. This should also improve and expand businesses and the payrolls 
of oil companies, boatshops, machine shops, hardware stores, and restaurants. 

The town of Ilwaco and its sister-neighbor town of Long Beach could feel the 
impact of such a progressive program which would result in the construction ot 
new homes and a generally expanded economic stability. 
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This much needed improvement could also attract to the area the sports fisher- 
men and their boats as well as other pleasure craft seeking a protected shelter. 
In our opinion, such an improvement could be of economic good health to the 
area and work out to be a very profitable project. 
Sincerely yours, 
BE. J. SATTERBERG, Vice President. 


ILwaco, WASH., May 3, 1956. 
Maver Noratan A. HOWERTON, 
‘ VYember, Ilhcaco Port Commission, 
Ilwaco, Wash. 

DearR Mayor Howerton: My reason for writing this letter is to more fully 
acquaint you with my troubles regarding my salmon and tuna canning opera- 
tions, located on port property, in the port of Ilwaco Basin, Ilwaco, Wash. 

The cannery was built to can salmon and tuna in the year 1945 at a cost of 
approximately $150,000. The cannery operated about 2 years and was forced 
to close down due to lack of fishing vessels delivering in our port. Reasons being 
that the Baker Bay West Channel, and our present port basin, are entirely 
inadequate to accommodate the present-day fishing vessels. The channel and 
our basin are entirely too small and too shallow for these vessels. 

My plant, when in full operation, has 60 employees with a payroll of approxi- 
mately $18,000 per month. Due to the lack of fishing vessels, this plant was 
forced to cease operations as a cannery, and at present is being operated only 
as a fresh-fish buying station for part of our local fishing boats, with a loss 
to myself and a payroll loss to our community in the amount of $18,000 per month. 

In order for our community, which has a small monthly payroll at the present 
time, to survive, it is very necessary that we get our new basin. When this 
is assured, we will have one of the best port mooring basins on the Pacifie coast, 
bar none, and I am sure that my plant will be back in full operation again, with 
a steady monthly payroll as before. 

I trust that you will acquaint the Senate Appropriations Committee with our 
troubles, regarding our present channel and mooring basin, and strongly urge 
them to appropriate the $601,000 which is necessary for Ilwaco mooring basin, 
so badly needed by our troll fishermen, sport fishermen, port of Ilwaco, and our 
own community as well. 

Wishing you the best of luck on your trip to Washington, D. C., and a safe 
return, I remain, 

Respectfully yours, 
Inwaco Fisu Co., 
By STEPHEN T. Ene, Owner. 


ILwaco, WAsH., May 1, 1956. 
Port oF ILWACO, 
Ilwaco, Wash.: 


It is our understanding that a representative from the port of Ilwaco will 
testify before the Senate Appropriations Committee regarding the Baker Bay 
port basin project at Ilwaco, Wash. It is felt by this firm that this representa- 
tive should have our comments regarding the great need for immediate start on 
this project. 

Twenty-five years ago there was a natural deep channel into Ilwaco. Fisher- 
men from all coastal points used this channel and the moorage in Ilwaco. Two 
to three hundred boats used this port and our business and the business of other 
merchants that catered to the Commercial fisherman was five times greater than 
itisnow. The reason is simple: Today we have 50 local trollers. They continue 
to use the uncertain channel of the west entrance because they are familiar with 
its hazards because they live here. The rest of the fishermen talk on their two- 
Way radios and tell each other to stay out of the West Channel and port of 
Iiwaco as the channel is shoaled and dangerous and the port is inadequate— 
ho facilities, 

It the Baker Bay project is started and completed the commercial salmon fleet 
Will again use this harbor. It is ideally located being the closest to the ocean 
and saves the fishermen valuable time when the fish are running. This tirm 
believes that its business would increase $50,000 a year if this project and accom- 
panying deepening of the West Channel is completed. The total effeet on the 
economy of this community and the surrounding area would be well worth the 
cost of the project. 
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Last season 500 sport-fishing boats attempted to use our very inadequate port 
facilities. The congestion was terrible. If a storm had come up there would 
have been a terrific loss of property. Each year the number of sport boats has 
been increasing and we must have a port that will take care of all the people 
if provided adequate facilities thousands will use it. The Baker Bay Basin is 
a natural location and would take care of all types of fishing boats. Many 
of the sport craft would seek permanent moorage in the port. When the business 
of sport and commercial interests is added together the resulting boom in ow 
economy would bring new life to a Community whose only natural resourc 
from the ocean and the river. We sincerely urge action now. 

Yours truly, 


Is 


DourE Bros., 


CHARLES J. Dour 


InWwAco, WASH., May 5, 1956 
Port COMMISSION, 
Port of Ilwaco, 
Ilwaco, Wash. 

GENTLEMEN: In regards to the port facilities, which are quite inadequate, 
and which are becoming more so every year, my business of repairs to comme 
cial fishing craft and sport-fishing boats, has been falling off each year. Where 
two men were kept busy and taking in about $5,000 to $7,000 a year, it has 
dropped off to a one-man, part-time operation. 

I believe and know if we had proper facilities and water depth, the amount 
of boat traffic could be multiplied several times, and be safer and more con- 
venient for them. This would mean the same increase in business and a sin\ 
to the boatowners. Ilwaco being centrally located to both the norther! 
southern fishing grounds could mean an increase in howeowners also. The 
boats that get the 3 or 4 good moorage places are the only ones safe from th 
mild storms and none are protected when we have a good blow, which is quite 
frequently. 

The pleasure craft are becoming more abundant and are of light-hull construc 
tion, Which means they can and will suffer seriously should a storm come up 
during the sport-fishing season. This pleasure-craft business seems to be a 
sizable, growing business if we can provide the proper facilities. 

Thank you for early consideration of facilities. 

WIRKKALA Avto Repair, 
WARNER WIRKKALA, O1ne) 


ILwaco, WasH., May 3, 19 
Mayor NoRMAN A. HOWERTON, 
Vember, Ilhcaco Port Commission, 
Ilivaco, Wash. 


Dear Mayor Howertron: About 2 years ago I installed a small boat hoist 
my property, located on leased port property in the Ilwaco port basin, for thie 
purpose of launching small, outboard, sport-fishing boats. They fish for salmon 
on the lower Columbia River and on nice days they often cruise out in the ocean 
10 to 15 miles south or north of the Columbia River entrance. 

In the year 1954 I launched some odd 2,000 small boats with an average of 
3 people in each boat, which means that there would be, during this fishing time, 
some 6,000 people spending money, which we desperately need, in our community 

This trade had grown so much in the first year, that in June of 1955 I installed 
a second boat hoist for the same purpose and launched more than 3,000 small 
outboard fishing boats with approximately 3 people in each boat, or a total of 
9,000 people. All of these people use the facilities of our basin during their stay 
here, which is sometimes as much as 14 days. These people come from all over 
the United States. 

I have been in the fish buying and canning business here in Ilwaco for the 
past 24 years and I can truthfully say that our port basin and entrance channel 
is in worse condition now than it was when I came here to live. I am ina 
position here on the waterfront to hear all the remarks regarding our obsolete 
channel and basin. Everybody is asking, “When are people here going to wake 
up and get a new basin so we can have room to tie our boats to the floats when 
we come here to fish.” I saw it here last summer when the boats would have 
to tie 7 or 8 abreast. And still there just was not enough room to moor all of 
them so they hauled out their boats and went home disgusted with our facilities 

I know that if we had our new proposed basin and west channel we would be 
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able to greatly increase the usage of our port at all times of the year, which at 
the same time would help the economy of our community. I sincerely hope when 
vou appear before the Senate Appropriations Committee (God bless them), that 
for the sake of our commercial fishing trollers, sport fishermen, and our com- 
munity, that they will approve our project for $601,000 which we have worked for 
so many years and has been desperately needed for so long a time. 
With the best of luck to you when in Washington, D. C., I remain, 
Yours very truly, 
Erpe’s Boar LAUNCHING, 
By STEPHEN T. Ere, Owner, 


STATE OF WASHINGTON, 
DEPARTMENT OF FISHERIES, 
Seattle, Wash., May 2, 1956. 
Port oF ILWACO, 
Iliwaco, Wash. 


GENTLEMEN: The desirability of immediate construction of the Baker Bay 
project (mooring basin) at Ilwaco, Wash., as provided for in the Rivers and Har- 
hors Act of May 17, 1950, cannot be overestimated as a beneficial facility to the 
fishing fleets of California, Oregon, and Washington. Historically speaking, the 
port of Ilwaco has played an important part in the economic growth and devel- 
opment of the fishing industry in southwest Washington and in the Columbia 
River district. This department has long felt that the present moorage facili- 
ties at Ilwaco have been inadequate for winter protection and vessel overhaul, 
is Well as day-to-day landings of both offshore and Columbia River fisheries 
cutches, 

It is my understanding that if the project is developed it will provide suffi- 

ent protection for several hundred smaller crafts including an ever-increasing 
recreational fishery, and will provide adequate facilities for vessel outfitting. | 
believe it is reasonable to expect that a permanent, safe moorage would be 
heneficial to the Common interests of many thousands fishing along the Pacific 
coast. The Department of Fisheries of the State of Washington would also 
extensively participate in the use of such a basin development. Like the similar 
projects at Blaine, Bellingham, and that planned at Anacortes, the Baker Bay 
project at Ilwaco appears in every respect to be economically sound and badly 
needed. 

[ sincerely hope that at the forthcoming hearings in Washington, D. C., this 
project will be given approval, and that adequate monies will be appropriated 
for its undertaking. 

Yours very truly, 
Rovert J. SCHOETTLER, Director 


Inwaco, WASH., May 1, 1956 
¢ COMMISSIONERS, 
Port of Ilwaco, Ilwaco, Wash, 

GENTLEMEN: The writer is in the drug business being interested in the Ilwaco 
Drug Co., Ilwaco, Wash., aud the Long Beach Pharmacy located at Long Beach, 
Wash, 

Long Beach is primarily a resort town; a large part of the business coming 
from tourists while Ilwaco is built upon commercial fishing. 

| was born in Ilwaco 64 years ago and have seen our harbor become shoaled up 
until the beach is now mud flats and fishing boats of any draft are unable to get 
into our port. This shoaling has been caused by the many dikes and jetties 
built into the Columbia River to maintain a deep channel for oceangoing vessels. 
These structures have slowed up the tidal action in Bakers Bay and is the cause 
of cur poor harbor and channel. [waco is situated on Bakers Bay. 

The loss of business from the fishing fleet bypassing Ilwaco is a large amount 
and I would say that if the fishing fleet made the port of Ilwaco their home 
port during the commercial season our drugstore sales would increase $10,000. 
From the map you can see that Ilwaco is the nearest port to the Pacific Ocean 
on the Columbia River and the fishermen do not like to make a 15-mile further trip 
to discharge their catch. However, from the present state of our facilities we 
cannot hope ot have them make Iiwaco their port of call. I sincerely hope that 
we cun obtain some relief. 

Very truly yours, 
REEsS B. WILLIAMS, 
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CoLUMBIA RIVER PACKERS ASSOCIATION, ING., 
Astoria, Oreg., May 2, 1956. 
The Port or ILwaco, 
Ilwaco, Wash. 


GENTLEMEN: We are informed that your organization is seeking Federal funds 
for the improvement of your port basin. We would like to express our hearty 
support of this movement. At the present time your facilities are greatly in need 
of additional protection from southwest storms and for better mean low-water 
depths. During 1955 we moved approximately 450,000 pounds of fish valued at 
close to $116,000 into your port. Sixty-eight boats were involved in these 
deliveries. 

This movement was accomplished despite the fact that during periods after 
half-tide runout, the channel and basin 1,000 feet from our dock toward the port 
is impassable. 

Under such conditions the proposed improvement is an urgent necessity, and 
we believe you have an excellent case for Federal help in this matter. We are 
certain that if conditions are improved, we can greatly increase our use of your 
port basin. 

Yours very truly, 
JAMES H. CELLARs, 
Public Relations O ficer 


ILWAco, WASH., May 2, 1956 
PoRT OF ILWACO, 
Ilwaco, Wash. 

GENTLEMEN: I have been a resident of Ilwaco for over 50 years, having grad- 
uated from the Ilwaco High School in 1921, and I have been fishing (deep sea) 
practically ever since out of the port of Ilwaco. 

I regard myself as an average Ilwaco troller (deep sea) and own my own boat 
During the 25 years I have used the present Ilwaco mooring basin as home port 
for my boat, I have suffered approximately $5,000 in damage to the boat during 
winter storms due to the unprotected condition of the port basin. 

These conditions apply to everyone who is presently and have been using the 
port of Ilwaco through the years. The storm damage runs into many thousanis 
of dollars, and, of course, we who have stuck it out despite the hardships, now look 
forward to finally having a new and well-protected basin with all the proper facil- 
ities for taking care of our boats and equipment. 

Your every effort in behalf of the proposed new Baker Bay Basin project will 
be appreciated beyond words by the fishermen. 

Yours very truly, 
GEORGE CUTTING 


ILWACO, WASH., May 2, 1956 
Mr. NORMAN A. HOWERTON, 
Ilwaco Port Commission, 
Ilwaco, Wash. 


DEAR Sik: In view of your coming visit to Washington, D. C., to appear before 
the Senate Appropriatins Committee in behalf of the Baker Bay mooring. basin 
project, we, the members of the Washington Troller Industry, would like to pre 
sent a few facts to you. 

There are about 60 commercial trollers who live in Ilwaco and vicinity repre- 
senting a boat value of about $450,000. There are about 500 trollers who use the 
west channel into the port of Ilwaco to deliver their catch during the seasons at 
thistime. However, there are about 10,000 trollers up and down the entire Pacifi 
coast who would like to use the west channel and the port of Ilwaco to deliver if 
the proper and necessary facilities were available. 

Due to the the fact that the commercial troller of today requires a deeper 
channel to navigate in, and a larger basin and more facilities to moor in, tha 
they did 10 or 15 years ago, due to the size and drafts of their vessels, the present 
narrow and shallow channel and basin is obsolete. The large trollers are afraid 
to use the channel or enter the basin due to this condition. 

If the necessary appropriation can be obtained so that the Tlwaco port basin 
will have the proper depth, the necessary facilities and a channel leading to it 
the great number of boats using it would bring a large volume of business of 
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every nature to Ilwaco and the entire area. The economic welfare of the are: 
will be permanently established. 
Wishing you the best of success, and thanking you for your efforts, we remain, 
Yours very truly, 
WASHINGTON TROLLERS’ INDUSTRY, 
COLUMBIA RIVER DISTRICT, 
Orto E. JOHNSON, Secretary. 


LONGVIEW CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Longview, Wash., April 24, 1956. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
United States Senator, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DeaR SENATOR MAGNUSON: By formal action on April 23, 1956, the Longview 
Chamber of Commerce went on record as favoring the Ilwaco moorage-basin 
project which has been known as Baker’s Bay project. We urge your con- 
sideration and aid in obtaining sufficient Federal funds to make this activity 
possible. It is our understanding the project has been approved by the United 
States Corps of Engineers and was authorized by Congress some years ago. 

rhe Ilwaco project is significant to us in southwest Washington from several 
standpoints. It is important to our State that we provide a good base from 
which commercial fishermen can operate. Because of the shallow water, lack 
of proper moorage facilities, breakwater needs, and poor channel, it is not 
conducive for good navigation. These features should be provided to enhance 
the fishing industry for Washington State. 

From a sports basis, facilities should be provided for the many persons who 
come to the area every year for salmon fishing. The lower Columbia region 
is becoming famous for its wonderful fishing and proper accommodations are 
essential. Yacht enthusiasts in the region need the facilities to enhance their 
recreation. 

We have also been informed that because of poor navigational facilities 
there, it might be necessary for the local unit of the Coast Guard to find another 
location. 

It is because of the above that we wish to put ourselves on record as favoring 
the Ilwaco project and urge you to present our views to the Senate Appropria- 
tions Committee on Public Works when it next convenes. 

Respectfully yours, 
WAYNE D. PURCELL, President. 


ILwaco, WASH., May 4, 1956. 
Mayor NoRMAN A. HoWERTON, 


Ilwaco, Wash. 


DEAR MAyorR HOWERTON: As you know we have been operating a charter-boat 
service for salmon fishing in the river and ocean for the past 10 years. 

Our business keeps us here at the dock where we have observed the conditions 
of the port during both good and bad weather. 

We have had to call the Coast Guard many times each year to assist boats 
either to pump them out, beach them, tow them to the marine ways for dry- 
docking, or remove them from the main waterway where they endanger other 
craft. 

Last September alone during a 2-day storm there were 20 to 30 boats received 
damage in our harbor amounting from $50 up to $500 (Ilwaco mooring basin). 

This particular time, myself, several fishermen, sports-boat owners, and others 
worked several hours trying to maneuver boats moored into safer positions 

ud prevent further damage or complete loss of the boats by sinking and 
bashing into pieces. 

The above is not an unusual case, as fishermen will verify the fact that this 
condition occurs year after year. 

We have watched the growth of the sport fishing here and now instead of a 
few hundred fishing, there are as many as 3,500 large and small boats fishing 
at one time during our salmon run. These boats carry from 2 to 25 people 
aboard. Only the small ones get into Baker Bay and Ilwaco. 

We are the nearest to the mouth of the Columbia River and the ocean, 
consequently the small boats run for cover here during quick storms, fogs, 
and in ease of emergencies such as fire aboard. Necessarily then the people 
depend upon us more each year for the safety of their boats and lives. 
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There are as many as 200 small craft trailered here daily during the season 
and this began only 2 years ago. 

We make an effort to operate some larger boats hauling from 6 to 12 pass 
gers daily during the season. But this operation depends upon the tides da 
for leaving and entering the Ilwaco port basin and Baker Bay. This operation 
will be increased many, many times when we have deepwater and facilities 

For us to continue to have these people coming here and to protect our owy 
fishing fleet something in the way of improvement must be done immediately 

We hope the above information will help those in power to realize just what 
we are up against. 

Now that the Astoria, Oreg. salmon derby has been ruled out, we will nit 
urally have an additional burden upon us. We can only hope for good weatlh: 
until the crowds leave and fight the rest of the winter to keep our boats aflos: 

We wish to thank you personally for the effort, interest, and time you have 
spent over the past few years trying to elevate this situation and hope you will b 
successful in convincing our lawmakers that this is urgent and should be acted 
upon now. 

Respectfully, 
FRANK’S CHARTER Boat SERVICE, 
FRANK CONNELLY. 


Tue Dattes Dam—Nez Perce INpDIANS 


STATEMENT OF MARVIN J. SONOSKY, ATTORNEY 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Senator ELLenper. All right, we will take Mr. Sonosky next. 

Mr. Sonosky. My name is Marvin J. Sonosky. I am attorney fo 
the Nez Perce Indian Tribe of Idaho. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the tribe and I wis 
to thank you very much for this opportunity to come before you this 
afternoon and to bring to your attention a problem which has risen j 
connection with the destruction of the Celilo Falls fishery by reas: 
of the construction of The Dalles Dam on the Columbia River. 

Senator ELLenper. I notice you have quite a long statement. 
wonder if you would be good enough to highlight it for us? 

Mr. Sonosxy. I am, Mr. Chairman. I will not read the statement. 

Senator ELLenDEeR. We will put the whole statement in the record. 

Mr. Sonosxky. All right, Mr. Chairman, I will not read it, but 
highlight it. 

There are four tribes concerned, the Nez Perce Tribe, the Yakima 
Umatilla and Warm Springs. 

These four tribes entered into treaties with the United States con 
taining identical language, which guaranteed to them the right to fish 
at “usual and accustomed fishing places.” 


GUARANTEED PROPERTY RIGHTS 


One of those guaranteed places is Celilo Falls. So that the com- 
mittee will understand the nature of these rights, this is not the same 
sort of a fishing right that we talk about when we think of a man 
taking his f fishing tackle and going out for a Sunday afternoon. The 
Supreme Court has tested these rights several times. These rights 
are rights which arise under the fifth amendment. They are gua. 
anteed property rights. 
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These Indians have the right to go across private lands, ingress and 
and egress, to reach the river. Every piece of private land on that 
river which came by way of patent ‘from the United States. comes 

ibject to the overriding treaty rights of ingress and egress across 
that land. 

Now the right to construct fishery buildings for use in connection 

th the fishing: 

IMPORTANCE OF FISHERY 


lilo Falls is the greatest salmon fishery in the United States, if 
not in the world. It was the outstanding salmon fishery in that coun 
try. of course, at the time that the U nited States b rought all of these 
Ind ans together at Walla Walla, in 1855. I say “all.” I mean the 
Yakimas group, the Umatilla group, and the Nez Perce Tribe. 

These rights are fixed and frozen as of 1855. That is when the con- 
tractsand the terms of the treaty was made with the United States. At 
that time the Nez Perce Tribe was the most powerful, the most domi- 
nant tribe inthe area. It was the Nez Perce Tribe who led in the nego- 

ons and it was the Nez Perce chiefs who made the point with the 
negotiators, and one of the reasons it is a “long council” as Congress 
oman Gracie Pfost pointed out, was because of this insistance by the 
Vez Perce chiefs that rights to fish at these places be protected. 
[here is no question but that in the minds of the Indians, Celilo 
Falls, the greatest of all fishing places, was one of those “usual and 
icustomed places.” 
Now, we move from 1855, when those rights were guaranteed to the 
ins, all the way down to the time when the engineers came before 
committee and asked for authorization to construct the Dalles 


HISTORY OF NEGOTIATIONS 


Phat authorization was granted in 1950. A year later, the engineers 
0 ieir first money. Three di ys after they got their first money, they 
wrote letters to the four treaty tribes, who had an interest in the Celilo 
‘alls fishery, and they said, “This dam is going to be built and we are 
voing to have to destroy your fishery; think about it.” 

Shortly after that they wrote x second letter to the four tre: ity tribes, 
| they said to them, “ Ap point a negotiating committee so that we 
deal with your committee and have a basis for compensi iting you. 

‘Nez Perce Tribe appointed a negotiator, a negotiating commit 

The ‘vy met with the district engineer in Porth: ind, Oreg., on April 

1952. That was a 1-day meeting, at which the engineers discussed 

rally with - ages ans fishing, Just gener: a terms. There were no 

lars involved, or anything else. Those 2 letters and that 1-day 

ng, plus 1 visit or 2 visits to the reserv: ation , at which no nego- 

ons were discussed, were all in the world that occurred between 

Corps of Engineers and this tribe of Nez Perce Indians, in terms 

of negotiations or hearing their rights on the merits, and, during this 

period, these Indians, the Nez Perce Tribe, had no attorney, and the 
Corps of Engineers knew that they had no attorney in this matter. 

I say, “they knew,” and I am referring to the records of this com- 

mittee when I say that. They so testified before this committee. 

Keep in mind ‘that date of April 29, 1952, because a week later, on 

May 7, 1952, General Chorpening, of the Corps of Engineers, before 
this committee, advised this committee that they had appraised this 


75008—56—pt. 2 70 
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Indian fishery at $23 million for the whole fishery and that the $23 
million was for 7,000 Indians representing—and I am quoting now 
“four main tribes.” 

That was just a week later. 

Two days after General Chorpening’s testimony before this commit- 
tee, the Corps of Engineers, without any negotiations with the Nez 
Perce Tribe, without ever hearing their case on the merits, knowing 
that they were without counsel, had already determined that the Nez 
Perce Tribe were not to share in this $23 million, but that the $23 mil- 
lion was to be divided among the other three tribes. 

I say this, and it is on the record, because on May 9, 1952, the engi- 
neers, before this committee, testified that the $23 million had been 
so allocated; that they were prepared to pay the Umatilla Tribe and 
Yakima and Warm Springs Tribes substantially the sums that are 
now in their proposed contracts on the basis of population. They 
added up the populations of the Warm Springs Tribe, the Umatilla 
Tribe and the Yakima Tribe and they divided that population into 
$23 million, substantially, and got an average per capita figure of 
$3,950. They got that without counting in the Nez Perce Tribe. 

Senator Ex.tenper. What excuse is given for not including the 
Nez Perces? 

Mr. Sonosky. Sir, no valid excuse is given. 

Senator Ettenper. Well, did they send them a letter? 

Mr. Sonosxy. Nothing. 

Senator ELtenper. I thought you said they sent each tribe a letter! 

Mr. Sonosky. No; they initially did. 

Senator ELtenper. That is what I am talking about. 

Mr. Sonosky. They initially sent them a letter. 


Senator E:tenper. Then they overlooked the Nez Perces? 

Mr. Sonosky. The fact is that the Nez Perces were not represented 
by counsel. The other 3 tribes were. The other 3 tribes were busy 
negotiating with the engineers. This Indian tribe to which the 
United States has a responsibility, whether it be in terms of the Bu- 
reau of Indian Affairs or the Corps of Engineers, was, in my view, 
neglected. 


TOTAL MEMBERS OF TRIBE 


Senator ELLenprerR. How many are in that tribe? 

Mr. Sonosky. 1,714 Indians. 

Senator Exxenper. If they are entitled to any of this money, it 
would be necessary to reduce the allocations already made to the 
Yakimas and the Warm Springs and the Umatillas; wouldn’t it? 

Mr. Sonosxy. We are not here to take it away from anybody else. 

Senator ELtenper. Well, then, it will have to be that way, because 
the estimate was made at $23 million. 

Mr. Sonosxy. The fishery was appraised at $23 million. 

Senator ELLeNveR. Yes. 

Mr. Sonosxy. And we are here on our own behalf. 

Senator Munpr. You said a little earlier the Corps of Engineers 
had decided that the Nez Perce Tribe didn’t qualify. What reason 
lid they give for saying they didn’t qualify? ; 

Mr. Sonosxy. The Corps of Engineers determined that the Nez 
Perce Tribe were not entitled to share. They gave no reason, you 
see. There was no communication to the Nez Perce. 
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Senator Munpr. How do you know they determined that, then? 

Mr. Sonosky. We know they determined that because on May 9 
they advised this committee ee were going to give the U matilla 
and Warm Springs Indians $4 million ‘and ‘$4 million, based on-a 
yer capita, which was reached by adding up the population of the 
three tribes. 

Senator Munpr. No wampum mgs for the Nez Perce. 

Senator Dworsiak. wenn the Nez Perce Tribe have a treaty ? 

Mr. Sonosky. The Nez Perce Tribe, Senator Dworshak, had a 
treaty made at the same time and same place as the Umatillas and 
Yakimas and the Warm Springs, at Walla Walla, and they were the 
leading tribe. 

Senator Munpr. Subsequent to that, have you and the attorneys 
for Nez Perce, or the chiefs, or anybody else, gone to the Corps of 
Engineers and asked the question, “How come?” 

Mr. Sonosxy. Yes. 

Senator Munpr. What answer did they give you? 


DISCUSSION WITH DISTRICT ENGINEER 


Mr. Sonosky. In 1954 when the Nez Perce Tribe finally obtained 
legal counsel, we went to the district engineer in Portland and we 
prepared a statement and a compilation of evidence and briefed the 
entire matter, to establish treaty rights, and we submitted it to the 
district engineer. 

It is our feeling that at that point the district engineer suddenly 
realized that he had made a mistake in leaving us out. 

He came back with a response called a summary, and a month 
later he changed it and called his new one a revision, and a fair 
reading of those two documents, which are fairly thick documents, 
leads to no other conclusion but that here was a man who had made 
a decision in the dark without considering our rights, without a hear- 
ing, and then was trying to justify his precone eived "judgment. 

At that time we had a hearing before the district engineer—this is 
1955 now when we had this hearing before the district engineer, with 
the attorneys and the tribal members present—and in hearing this 
discussion the members of the tribe who were present got the fe eling 
that this whole thing was a ceremony, that the engineers had alre: ady 
‘cut our cloth,” and “ths at. we were done for, and a couple of the mem- 
bers spoke up to that effect, and this is what the special assistant to 
the district engineer stated to the Indi: ans, when they said, “We think 
hat you have ‘alre: ady judged our case,” he said, “I don’t think it has 
wen prejudged in its final degree.” 


DISCUSSION WITH CHIEF — ENGINEEKS 


Now, there is no question about it, that they had prejudged it, and 
we got what we expected from the district engineer. He rejected 
our claim. We took an apeal and we went to the Chief of Engineers. 
Before the Chief of Engineers we again reviewed the entire matter 
from the beginning. 

Senator ELLeNDER. We will have to recess for a few minutes to vote. 

(After recess :) 

Senator Extenper. All right, you may proceed. 

Now, all you are asking us to do is to get the engineers to look into 
this ms utter, and we will “do that for you. As far as the details and 





2458 PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 


facts are concerned, you have got that in your report. You don’ 
have to repeat it to us, because we are not going to pass on it now. Aj] 
we are going to do is to suggest to the engineers to report to us as to 
why it is you were left out. 

Mr. Sonosky. May I say one thing, Mr. Chairman? That we have 
had, after we took our appeal to the Chief of Engineers, we have hac 
further negotiations with the engineers, at the division engineer ley 

The negotiations have been on the basis of this- 


TESTIMONY OF CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


Senator ExLenper. I wish to call your attention to this; that o) 
page 1709 of the record of these hearings that will be printed, [ asked 
General Foote whether or not all the Indian claims had been settled 
His answer was “No: we still have an outstanding claim. It involves 
only one of the several tribes. That is the claim of the Nez Perce 
Indians.” 

Now, that is something for them to settle, and the information fi: 
nished the committee shows that the amount to be distributed among 
all the Indians entitled to payment would be $24,108,800. 


RECOMMENDATION OF DIVISION ENGINEER 


Mr. Sonosky. Yes, and to bring that to a conclusion, Mr. Chau 
man, we have had negotiations at the division engineer level, tlie 
division engineer, and after we took our appeal, these negotiatio. 
came up, the division engineer recommended that we be paid $2,800,000) 
plus the right to pursue any legislative or judicial remedy we ma) 
have for the balance, to establish our treaty right, but the division 
engineer's recommendation was based, not on our treaty right, because 
the Chief of Engineers had limited his authority to the right, what 
they call the equit: able right, and not a treaty right, “equitable right” 
meaning the “usage,” so ‘the $2,800,000 was just a use right; there is 
no reason why we shouldn’t have the full treaty right. 

Now, the Chief of Engineers had informally advised me we cu 
expect a letter from him saying that so far as the division engineer’: 
recommendation, that we should have a right to pursue judicial a: 
legislative remedies for the balance between $2,800,000 and our treat 
right, which would be $6,400,000, 

Senator ELLENpER. Now, how do you make the $6,400,000 4 

Mr. Sonosky. They p: aid the other tribes $3,800. 

Senator Extenper. If you take your $1,700 and add to the othe 
three tribes you wouldn’t come out with $3,800, would you! | 

Mr. Sonosky. If I figure it that way it would come out $5,200,000. 

Senator ELtenper. Well, it ought to be that way, don’t you think ‘ 

Mr. Sonosky. Yes; I do. 

Senator ELLenper. Sure. And it ought to be also taken away fro 
those who have been already given some money because if an erro! 
was made, certainly it ought to be corrected. 

Mr. Sonosky. From the standpoint of the United States, I think 
that is correct. 

Senator ELuenper. Well, of course, and that is what I am looking 
at—at least, as a Member of the Senate. 

Mr. Sonoskxy. Mr. Cha‘rman, the Nez Perce Tribe would not qua: 
rel with that. 
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Senator ELttenper. All right. 

Mr. Sonosky. Now, that is the way the matter stands. 

Senator ELLenper. Well, I can give you assurance that before these 
hearings are closed, the Corps of Engineers will be called here to 
account for this and to find out how it can be settled, to find out why 
they left you out, and to find out what this quarrel is about—and that 
= the best we can do. 

PROPOSED LANGUAGE 


Mr. Sonosky. May I bring to your attention the language we are 

egesting be added to the existing language under which the Chief 
of Engineers has acted ¢ 

You now have in the legislation, under the Appropriations Acts for 
1953, 1954, and 1955, language which authorizes the Chief of Engi- 

eers to negotiate with these Indian tribes. 

Senator ELLenper. That is on a basis of a total claim of $24 million- 
‘lus, whatever this is. 

Mr. Sonosky. There is no money mentioned. 

Senator ELLeNpeR. But you realize that it ought to be done on that 
haar 4 

Mr. Sonosky. Yes; Lagree. I agree. 

Now, we are suggesting a proviso be added, and we offer it for the 
consideration of the committee. It is in our statement. 

The effect of the proviso is that we are willing to let the Chief of 
Kngineers determine whether or not the Nez Perce have treaty rights 
equal to, or superior to, those of the treaty rights of any of the other 
three treaty tribes. We are willing to let him do it. We just want 
him to consider it, and if he will consider it, and make a determination, 
then we say we are entitled to be paid on the same basis, and we ask 
that he be required by law to do that, and our suggestion then is that 
this proviso be added to the existing legislation. 

Senator Magnuson. You don’t need a proviso, necessarily. This 
committee told the engineers to deal with the Confederated Tribes of 
the Yakima, the Warm Springs, and the Umatilla and other recog- 
nized Indian tribes. 

Mr. Sonosxy. Yes; and the Chief of Engineers has refused to deal 
with the Nez Perce, on the basis of treaty rights. 

Senator Magnuson. That is a matter we directed them to deal with. 

Senator ELLENpDER. Well, that is in the law now. 

Senator Magnuson. Yes; that is in the law now. 

Senator ELLenperR (reading) : 

Provided, That funds appropriated herein may, at the discretion and under 
the direction of the Chief of Engineers, be used in payment to the account of 
the Confederated Tribes of the Yakima, the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla, 
ind Confederated Tribes of other recognized Indian tribes. 

If you are one of the recognized ones, you would come within its 
purview, 

Mr. Sonosky. But we have reached a position of impasse with the 
Chief of Engineers, because he refuses to deal with us here. That is 
our point. 

Senator ExLenper. Well, your next step is to go to court, I presume. 

Mr. Sonosxy. Well, that is one of the reasons Congress wrote this 
ict, that is, not to make these Indian wards go to court. 
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Senator ELLenper. Well, you have all the law that is necessary: 
“Other tribes.” 

Mr. Sonosxy. Yes; the legislative history makes it clear that the 
Nez Perces were intended to be included. 

Senator ELtenper. We will explore it further with the Corps of 
Engineers and get their views into the record, since you have already 
put yours In. 

Senator Magnuson. Because, you see, the other tribes have made 
their contracts with the Government, signed them, and the money wil] 
be forth coming. 

Mr. Sonosxy. The contracts have been entered into with the other 
tribes ¢ 

Senator Magnuson. Yes—entered into with the other tribes, and 
the money will be forthcoming, so this might have to be even an addi- 
tion or reappraisal of what the value of the fishing rights were. 

Mr. Sonosky. Our interest is only in being paid for the Nez Perce, 
and that is the limit of it. 

Senator Macnuson. Yes; I understand. 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


Senator Exienper. All right. Thank you. We will take your 
statement. 
(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF MARVIN J. SONOSKY 


My name is Marvin J. Sonosky. I am a member of the Washington, D. C. 
law firm of King, Noble & Sonosky, with offices at 1028 Connecticut Avenue NW,, 
and I appear here today as the attorney for the Nez Perce Tribe of Idaho. At 
the outset, on behalf of the tribe and myself, please accept our appreciation for 
your courtesy in allowing me to testify. 

The Nez Perce Tribe is 1 of 4 Indian tribes with treaty rights in the 
salmon fishery at Celilo Falls, which will be destroyed by construction of the 
Dalles Dam in the Columbia River. The Corps of Engineers has entered into 
proposed contracts with the other three tribes to compensate them for the 
loss of the Celilo Falls fishery on the basis of their treaty rights. The corps has 
refused to deal with the Nez Perce Tribe on the same basis, although our 
treaty rights are identical with those of the other three tribes. My purpose her 
is to emphasize that the Nez Perce Tribe does not ask for any special favo 
but only for equal treatment with the other treaty tribes, and to urge that this 
committee, as a matter of justice and humanity, make provision for fair and 
equal consideration of Nez Perce rights. 

As the members of this committee undoubtedly know, Celilo Falls was and is 
the outstanding salmon fishery in the United States, and has been the leading 
Indian fishing ground since pretreaty days. At the falls, the Columbia River 
constricts, forcing into a narrow channel the fish otherwise distributed over 2 
surface area of one-half mile to a mile. As the salmon migrate up the river 
to their spawning places, they must jump the Celilo Falls, thus providing the 
Indian fishermen with an easy opportunity to take as large a catch as they 
desire. It is not surprising, therefore, that Celilo Falls has provided a substan 
tial part of the food supply and other income of the Indians of the Columbia 
River Basin for generations. 

The United States Supreme Court and lower Federal and State courts re 
peatedly have recognized and implemented the Indians’ treaty right to take 
fish at Celilo Falls. This right of fishing in the traditional Indian manner 
exists without regard to State law. The treaty right to fish includes the right of 
ingress and egress over private lands to reach the falls, and private landowners 
aleng the river may not interfere with Indian fishing camps and equipment on 
their land. In brief, the Indians’ right to fish at Celilo Falls constitutes private 
property within the meaning of the fifth amendment. 
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Six years ago, by River and Harbor Act of May 17, 1950 (64 Stat. 163, 179), 
Congress first authorized the erection of the Dalles Dam, a structure imme- 
diately downriver from Celilo Falls. The dam is scheduled to be closed in March 
1957 and will flood out this ancient fishing ground, which has long been recog- 
nized as one of the “usual and accustomed places” where the Indians held a 
treaty right to fish. We have seen the last of the great salmon fishing at Celilo 
Falls and the destruction of the Indians’ right to fish. 

Recognizing that Indian property rights would be destroyed, the House Com- 
mittee on Appropriations, in 1951, instructed the Chief of Engineers to nego- 
tiate with the treaty tribes and refused to authorize funds for the dam “until the 
treaty matter is settled to the satisfacion of all parties concerned * * *.” The 
district engineer promptly dispatched letters, dated October 22, 1951, to each of 
the four treaty tribes (Nez Perce, Umatilla, Yakima, and Warm Springs) deemed 
to have an interest in Celilo Falls, inviting negotiations for settlement on the loss 
of the fishery. The district engineer had in mind that the settlement would be 
“aecording to the fifth amendment.” A few months later, a second letter, 
dated February 21, 1952, was sent to the four treaty tribes advising of the in- 
tention of the Corps of Engineers to negotiate separate agreements and stating: 
“Since the treaties of 1855 are agreements with certain tribes rather than with 
individuals, it is intended to confine the proposed agreements to matters affect- 
ing the rights of the tribes as a whole.” 

At the suggestion of the Corps of Engineers, the Nez Perce Tribe appointed a 
negotiating committee and, on April 29, 1952, this committee first met with the 
district engineer in Portland to discuss a settlement for the loss of the Celilo 
Falls fishery. The Nez Perce were not then represented by an attorney, a fact 
known to the Corps of Engineers, and had not yet commenced organization of 
the evidence establishing their rights. At this meeting, representatives of 
the district engineer spoke in general terms. There were no offers or discus- 
sions of amounts. 

On May 7, 1952, General Chorpening advised this committee that the fishing 
rights of the Indians had been estimated at approximately $23 million for 7,000 
Indians, representing the four main tribes (hearings, pp. 214, 215). Notwith- 
standing, the records of this committee show that exactly 2 days later, on May 9, 
1952, the district engineer, without ever hearing the Nez Perce claims on the 
merits, determined that the Nez Perce Tribe was not entitled to share in the 
$23 million value of the fishery on the same basis as the other three tribes. On 
that date the district engineer offered the Warm Springs and Umatilla groups 
substantially the amount ultimately specified in their contracts. This sum was 
based on a per capita payment, using the populations of the Warm Springs, the 
Umatilla, and the Yakima groups, but omitting the Nez Perce. In other words, 
by May 9, 1952, the Corps of Engineers, without hearings or negotiations, had 
predetermined that the Nez Perce should not share on the same basis as the 
other three tribes. 

The fact that the Nez Perce were “counted out’ without a hearing on the 
merits of their claim and when they were without counsel is confirmed by the 
testimony of the district engineer on April 29, 1953, that agreement had been 
reached with the Warm Springs and the Umatilla groups for $4,047,800 and 
$4,198,000, respectively (hearings, House Subcommittee, pt. 1, Apr. 29, 1953, 
p. 528). At the hearing before this committee a month later, it was revealed 
that the $28 million value had been allocated on a population basis, roughly 
20 percent for Warm Springs, 20 percent for Umatilla, and 60 percent for 
Yakima. Senator Dworshak asked whether the Nez Perce were included but 
received no direct answer (hearings, May 18, 1953, p. 1335). Of course the 
Nez Perce had been omitted. 

Two Nez Perce Indians, still without counsel, appeared before this committee 
in May 1953 and explained, as best they could, that their tribe had been left out. 
When the district engineer from Portland testified, Senator Cordon pointed out 
that the Nez Perce Indians “left an impression that their cause had not been 
investigated,” and Senator Knowland stated he had the same impression 
(hearings, May 20, 1953, p. 1527-8). The fact is, as we have shown, that there 
had been no negotiations with the Nez Perce Tribe or presentation on behalf of 
the tribe, and that the Corps of Engineer ex parte had omitted the Nez Perce 
from the treaty settlement knowing the tribe was without counsel (hearings, 
May 20, 1953 (p. 1537). 

It was at this point that amendatory language was offered empowering the 
Chief of Engineers to pay the “Confederated Tribes of the Yakima Reservation; 
the Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs Reservation; the Confederated 
Tribes of the Umatilla Reservation; or other recognized Indian tribes, * * * 
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(italics supplied). Senator Cordon stated explicitly that this language, which 
Congress ultimately approved, was intended to include the “Nez Perce if we 
find they have the rights under the treaty or otherwise” (hearings, May 2% 
1953, p. 1535). ae. 

However, a year before this language was even proposed, the Nez Perce treaty 
rights already had been denied by the Corps of Engineers without a hearing and 
the money had been prematurely allocated to the other three tribes. This was 
again confirmed by thte district engineer when he advised this subcommittee 
on May 20, 1953, that the interest of the Nez Perce Tribe “is a lesser interest jf 
any and is not sufficient to justify their being included on a per capita basis (the 
basis of settlement with the other three treaty tribes)” (hearings, May 20, 1953, 
p. 1534). 

This standard of a “lesser interest” was improper. A treaty right entitled the 
tribe to its pro rata share. In terms of usage, the interest of the Warm Springs 
was less than that of the Yakimas, and the interest of the Umatilla group was 
less than that of the Warm Springs. But the corps did not settle on that basis 
Each treaty right was given equal dignity and measure in terms of populatior 
regardless of usage of the fishery. 

Karly in 1954, after the Nez Perce Tribe secured the services of attorneys 
of whom I am now privileged to be one, communication was established with 
the district engineer at Portland. We advised him that the preparation of th 
Nez Perce case was going forward. Shortly thereafter, the tribe retained D 
Verne F. Ray, the outstanding anthropologist on Indians of the Pacific North 
west area (later sought to be retained by the Government), and he commenced 
his investigation. In the meantime, while the Nez Perce were preparing their 
case, the Corps of Engineers, in August 1954, agreed to pay the Yakima Indians 
in excess of $15 million. This figure was predicated on a per capita share of 
$3,754.91 for each member of 3 of the 4 treaty tribes and barred the Nez Verve 
Indians from any share in the treaty settlement. 

After the Nez Perce had completed the assembly of evidence concerning their 
rights at Celilo Falls, arrangements were made for a meeting which was held in 
the office of the district engineer in Portland on June 1 and 2, 1955. This meet- 
ing was attended by members of the district engineers’ staff, by the attorneys 
for the Nez Perce Tribe, and by about 20 Nez Perce Indians authorized to repre 
sent the tribe. We, as attorneys for the tribe, made both a written and oral pre 
sentation ; individual Indians expressed their views; and the representatives of 
the district engineer’s office made a number of observations. The Indians present 
gained the impression that the entire meeting was an idle ceremony, that there 
was no intention on the part of the Corps of Engineers to negotiate, and that 
their case had been prejudged. Unfortunately, the special assistant to the dis- 
trict engineer tended to confirm this feeling when he candidly admitted: “I don't 
think it has been prejudged in its final degree.” 

Some 2 months after the June meeting, the district engineer, by letter of August 
15, 1955, announced his decision in the form of a summary, rejecting the Nez 
Perce Claim. A month later the summary was revised but the adverse decision 
was not altered. A fair reading of these documents confirms the view that tlie 
district engineer was simply defending his ex parte action in excluding the Nez 
Perce Tribe from the treaty settlement without a hearing. 

Following receipt of the opinion of the district engineer, we asked the Chief ot 
Engineers to review this decision and, in support of this request, submitted, i! 
January 1956, a second detailed memorandum and accompanying supplementa 
record for the Nez Perce Tribe. A copy of each of these documents is annexed 
and offered for the record. Our basic position was that the Nez Perce have a 
vested legal right in the Celilo Falls fishery as one of the “usual and accustomed 
places” guaranteed to them under article III of the Treaty of June 11, 1855 (12 
Stat. 959). Without going too deeply into the merits of this thesis, I might poitt 
out to this committee that, in three 1855 treaties negotiated at the same time and 
place, the United States guaranteed to all Indians assembled the “right of taking 
fish at all usual and accustomed places.” One treaty was with the Nez Perce 
Tribe, a second with the 14 bands or tribelets now referred to as the Yakima Tribe. 
and the third with the 3 bands now referred to as the Confederated Tribes of 
the Umatilla Reservation. Several weeks later a comparable treaty was col- 
eluded with the triblets now known as the Indians of the Warm Springs 
Reservation. 

The evidence, including the journal of the negotiations prior to the 1855 treaties. 
relevant historical accounts and the expert opinion of Dr. Ray, shows that in 1555 
the Nez Perce were the dominant, most powerful, and most highly organized 
tribe of the Pacific Northwest. Their control of the best food-gathering locations 
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iu the area is known, and the fact that the Nez Perce chiefs took the lead during 
treaty negotiations in securing a promise of off-reservation fishing rights is 
undisputed. On the basis of evidence of this nature, we asserted that the Nez 
perce Tribe had treaty rights at Celilo Falls at least equal to those enjoyed by 
the Yakima, Umatilla, and Warm Springs Indians. 

On appeal, the Corps of Engineers would not agree that the Nez Perce Tribe 
iid be compensated on the same basis as the other Indians. Instead, the Chief 
Iingineers referred the case back to the division engineer in Portland for 

further negotiations, limited to equity rights as distinguished from treaty rights. 
rhe division engineer’s letter of March 14, 1956, to me specifically stated: 

We are not convinced that Celilo Falls is a “usual and accustomed” fishing 
of the Nez Perce Tribe within the meaning of the 1855 treaty and, there- 
we cannot agree to a settlement with them as a full partner in this fishing 
ma i. isis comparable to the settlements with the other three tribes. We do 

enize, however, that some of the Nez Perce Indians actually have fished at 
» Falls over a considerable period of time and accordingly we are willing 
sider a reasonable payment to the tribe as a matter of equity.” 

On April 25, 1956, we commenced new discussions with the division engineer 
Portland, Oreg., attended by the entire tribal executive committee and the 
il attorneys. Asa result of this meeting, the division engineer recommended 

» Chief of Engineers a payment of $2,800,000 to the Nez Perce Tribe, repre- 

ng compensation on the basis of “equitable” rights, but not treaty rights. 
ause treaty rights were not considered in the $2,800,000 figure, the division 
neer further recommended that the tribe be free to pursue such legislative 
judicial remedies as were available to it in order to establish its treaty rights. 
have been informally advised by the oflice of the Chief of Engineers that 
»near future we may expect a letter advising us that the division engineer’s 
mendation as to the right to pursue legislative and judicial remedies will 
rejected and that the dollar figure will not exceed a $2,800,000 “equitable” 

settlement. 
The significant fact that appears from this record is that the Corps of Eng 
s never has considered the treaty rights of the Nez Perce Tribe at Celil 
We are convinced that there is no justification for distinguishing Sadana 
treaty rights of the Nez Perce and those of the other Indians. Accordingly, 
urge that this committee provide that, if the Chief of Engineers determines 
that the Nez Perce have treaty rights to fish at Celilo Falls equal or superior 
to the rights of the Yakima, Umatilla, or Warm Springs Indians, he is directed 

iv the Nez Perce Tribe on the same basis. To carry out this purpose, we sug- 
gest that this committee insert at the end of the existing rider empowering the 
Chief of Engineers to pay the tribes the following language: 

“Provided, That if the Chief of Engineers determines that the Nez Perce Tribe 
has treaty rights to take fish at Celilo Falls equal or superior to the rights of the 
Confederated Tribes of the Yakima Reservation, or the Confederated Tribes of 
the Warm Springs Reservation, or the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Res- 
ervation, he is authorized and directed to pay the Nez Perce Tribe on the same 
hasis as the three tribes above mentioned.” 

‘e are not asking for any special favors. We do not request an appropriation. 

‘are asking only for fair and equal treatment under the law. 


nputation of payments.—Yakima, Umatilla, Warm Springs, and Nez Perce 
Tribes 


Percentage Percentage 
Population Per capita Payment of total of total 
| payment catch ! 
| } | 
| 


4,000 $3, 754. 91 $15, 019, 640 64 
1, 118 3, 754. 91 4, 198, 000 18 
1, 078 | 3, 754. 91 | 4, 047, 800 18 


2 6, 196 23, 265, 440 


' The catch figures are based on all Indian fishing at Celilo Falls, 1947-51, inclusive, and we are informed 
were the statistics relied upon by the C om of Engineers. 
* The agreed population figure for the N vez Perce is 1,714. If 1,714 is added to the 6,196, the total popula- 


tion f 


gure becomes 7 7,910. T reating the total payment of $23,265,440 as the value of the fishery, the per- 
ipita division would be $2,941.27. On this basis, the Nez Perce Tribe is entitled to $5,041,336.78. 

‘If the Nez Perce Tribe is paid on the same basis as the other 3 tribes, it should receive $6,434,915.7 
1,714 times $3,754.91). 
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STATEMENT OF SENATOR WELKER 


Senator ELLENpER. Senator Welker could not be here this afternoon 
and has requested that his statement be placed in the record. Without 
objection that will be done. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


Mr. Chairman, the Nez Perce Indians, many of whom [I know personally and 
eall my friends, are among the most highly respected citizens in the State of 
Idaho. I appear before you today not to ask any special favors on their behalf 
but only to request that they be accorded the justice and fair treatment to which 
all our citizens are entitled. Specifically, I ask that this committee provide some 
elfective means whereby the Nez Perce Indians can be compensated on the same 
basis as the other Indian tribes whose fishing rights were taken by the Federa] 
Government as the result of the construction of a dam at The Dalles on the 
Columbia River. 

Constructing the dam means the destruction of the world-renowed Indian fish 
grounds at Celilo Falls, long recognized as one of the “usual and accustomed 
places” where various tribes of the Pacific Northwest held a treaty right to 
fish. The Supreme Court of the United States and lower courts consistently 
have ruled that this treaty right to take fish at Celilo Falls is a property right 
within the meaning of the fifth amendment to the Constitution. Accordingly, 
in each appropriation act for the Dalles Dam, Congress conferred broad author- 
ity on the Chief of Enginers to negotiate agreements with the recognized tribes 
looking toward a satisfactory monetary settlement for the loss of their vested 
interests in the Celilo Falls fishery. 

There are four recognized tribes—the Yakimas, the Umatillas, the Warm 
Springs. and the Nez Perce, each of whom claims treaty rights in the Celilo 
Falls fishery established under 1855 treaties with the United States. The record 
before this committee shows that the Corps of Engineers appraised the fishery 
at approximately $23 million, divided this sum on the basis of the populatior 
of 3 tribes, and left the Nez Perce out. 

The Nez Perce Tribe was not then represented by counsel. The other three 
tribes were represented. The record before this committee shows that the Corps 
of Engineers decided upon this division of over $23 million amone the other 
3 tribes before any negotiations were conducted with the Nez Perce Tribe. 
The Nez Perce obtained counsel in 1954 but the Corps of Engineers has consist 
ently refused to deal with them on the same basis as the other three tribes 

As matters now stand, the Corps of Engineers has worked out settlements with 
3 of the 4 Indian groups, and those 3 proposed contracts are now before this 
committee for approval. My concern is that equity be done. Although sub- 
stantial payments to three groups have been recommended, no agreement has 
yet been reached with the fourth tribe, the Nez Perce Indians. Even more 
disturbing, and a matter of grave consequence to the people of my State, is the 
fact that the Corps of Engineers repeatedly has refused to deal with the Nez 
Perce Tribe on the same basis as the other Indians. 

As a matter of law, there is no justification for distinguishing between the 
rights of the Nez Perce Tribe and the interests of the other Indians. A study 
of the relevant statutes discloses that the rights of these Indians are hased upon 
4 separate treaties, all executed in 1855. The treaties of the Nez Perce, the 
Umatilla, and the Yakima were negotiated at the same time and place. In each 
treaty the United States guaranteed the tribe the “right of taking fish at all 
usual and accustomed places” outside its reservation. I have no quarrel with 
payments to the Yakima, Umatilla, and Warm Springs Indians for the extin- 
guishment of their treaty rights at Celilo Falls. In all fairness, though I believe 
that similar respect should be shown the identical treaty rights of the Nez 
Perce Tribe. 

In terms of history, the Nez Perce are known for having been the most 
powerful and highly organized tribe in the Pacific Northwest, the Indian leaders 
with whom the Government negotiated the treaties establishing the fishery 
rights. Celilo Falls, in turn, was and is the outstanding salmon fishery in the 
United States. The evidence is inescapable that Celilo Falls was one of the 
usual and accustomed fishing places of the Nez Perce at the time of the treaty 
in 1855 and since. From my own personal knowledge of Celilo Falls, I cat 
testify that such use continues to this day. My purpose in so stating, however, 
is not to argue the merits of their case before this committee but only to support 
my request that Nez Perce rights be fairly determined. 
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As matters now stand, the Corps of Engineers consistently has refused to 
vive consideration to the treaty rights of the Nez Perce Indians. As early as 
May 1952, the Corps of Engineers, without a hearing and without giving the 
Nez Perce a chance to present their case, and without negotiating with the Nez 
perce, proceeded as if the Nez Perce Tribe did not have a treaty right to the 
Celilo Falls fishery and decided that the fund of $23 million should be divided 
among the 3 other groups. In 1953, still without negotiating with the Nez 
Perce and without hearing their case, a representative of the Corps of Engineers 
testified before this committee that the interest of the Nez Perce Tribe “is a 
lesser interest if any and is not sufficient to justify their being included on a 
per capita basis (the basis of settlement with the other three treaty tribes).” 
During this entire period, the Nez Perce Indians, through no fault of their own, 
were Without the services of an attorney, and this fact was known to the Corps 
of Engineers. 

In 1954 the tribe employed an attorney and for the first time a comprehensive 
inalysis of Nez Perce treaty rights was prepared and submitted. By this date, 
however, the Corps of Engineers already had agreed to pay over $23 million to 
the other three treaty tribes. To settle with the Nez Perce Tribe on the basis 
of a treaty right, therefore, would mean that the Corps of Engineers would 
have to admit its earlier mistake and would have to reverse its preconceived 
iotion of the facts. based upon no evidence whatsoever. This, the Corps of 
Engineers has refused to do. In all negotiations with the Nez Perce, the Corps 
of Engineers, without assigning any reasons for that position, has flatly re- 
fused to deal with the Nez Perce on the basis of treaty rights but has limited 
egotiations only to the question of what it calls “equitable settlement.” 

As I previously noted, there is no legal justification for distinguishing between 
the treaty rights of the Nez Perce Tribe at Celilo Falls and those of the other 
three groups with whom proposed contracts have been made. Because of its 
decision to the contrary, arrived at long before the facts were known, the Corps 
f Engineers will not now deal with the Nez Perce Indians on that basis. In 
rder that the Nez Perce may be accorded the just treatment which they deserve, 
I urge that this committee insert at the end of the existing rider empowering the 
Chief of Engineers to pay the tribes the following language: 

“Provided, That, if the Chief of Engineers determines that the Nez Perce 
Tribe has treaty rights to take fish at Celilo Falls equal or superior to the rights 
of the Confederated Tribes of the Yakima Reservation, or the Confederated Tribes 
of the Warm Springs Reservation, or the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla 
Reservation, he is authorized and directed to pay the Nez Perce Tribe on the same 
basis as the three tribes above mentioned.” 

his provision will not give any special consideration to the Nez Perce In- 
dians. The language provides only that the Corps of Engineers shall settle with 
the Nez Perce Tribe on the same basis as the other treaty tribes if it is deter- 
inined that the Nez Perce Tribe has treaty rights equal or superior to the rights 
of the Yakima, Umatilla, or Warm Springs Indians. That requirement of equal 

eatment is wholly consistent with American principles of justice and fair play. 


Lowrr Bia Sroux 


STATEMENTS OF VIC CLARK, CHAIRMAN, LOWER BIG SIOUX; AND 
ROBERT MICHAELS, FROM THE STATE OF IOWA 


FUNDS FOR SURVEY 


Senator Exuenper. All right, Mr. Vie Clark. 

Senator Munpr. Mr. Chairman, he is accompanied by Bob Michaels, 
another farmer from és same area, and I think they could come 
forward together, but I don’t know if both want to testify. 

Mr. Crark. I am from South Dakota and Mr. Michaels is from 
lowa, on the same project, Big Sioux. 

Senator Munpr. The project deals with the public works resolution 

passed on July 29, 1955, authorizing a survey by the Missouri River 
—— of the Corps of Engineers. On August 18, 1955, they were 
authorized to prepare the report. There is a question as to finding 
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the necessary $45,000 to finance the surveys. It is on that that the 
want to testify. 

Senator ELLeENpeER. Proceed, sir. 

Senator Munpr. It is very important to these farmers. 

Mr. CrarKx. We should give you a little bit of an idea of the 
that we are involved in. It is a tristate area north of Sioux (¢ 
Iowa, involving 9,310 square miles. 

Maybe you can get some idea of the watershed area and how it h 
affected these three States from this sketch that we have here. 

There is something like 6,000 square miles in South Dakota, 
the main tributary, which is the Rock River, moves over here 
Iowa, and the southwest corner of Minnesota. 

The figures here are 6,000; 1,550 square miles in Minnesof 
1.350 in Iowa. 


irey 


LV, 


NATURE OF WORK 


Senator ELLeNpER. What is the nature of the work? Is it d 
levees, or what ¢ 

Mr. Ciark. No, sir; with the trunk of the stream in the lowe: 
Sioux area, about 85 miles from north of Hawarden to the Miss: 
River Channel. 

Senator ELLenper. I said: What is the nature of the work ? 

Mr. Crark. This is for a resurvey to arrive at the best pla: 
will give us the water. 

Senator Munpr. To develop a plan of flood control. 

Mr. Ciark. Now, our area is something like 35,000 acres i: 
lower Big Sioux V alley ., and the potenti: al flood area is even | 
than that. Now this area that we are talking about is larger | 
the State of Vermont, this little tristate area 


INCREASE IN FLOODS 


We would like to show you how these floods have increased in fre 
quence during the last few years, like 1926 through 1941, a 15-yea: 
period, there were 12 floods, and then from 1942 through 1954, a 13 
year period, there were 28 floods, almost double. It is rapidly getting 
worse. 

Senator ELLENpER. How do you account for that? 

Mr. CrarK. Now, I have a few points here that I would like to 
into, if I may. 

Senator Ev.tenper. All right. 

Mr. Crark. And the last 4 years, excluding 1955, 1951 throug! 
1954, floods have exceeded any previously recorded height. ‘Thiey 
have really gotten bad in the last few years. 

Now, the reasons for this increased flooding frequency are inade 
quacy of channel and the silting and tree growth in the channel and 
adjacent areas inside the levees and individual diking and control 
measures that have hampered rather than a coordinated effort, and 
this channel is, of course, becoming increasingly crooked and tortuous, 
year after year. 

Also the cropping practices that take place in the State, in the 
three States, raising soybeans and so forth, additional row crops. 
to try to make up the losses in price and so forth, the soil doesn't 
soak up the moisture like it used to, and they have swamp areas, and 
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-o forth, and, you see, that moves the water down into the lower area 
much more rapidly than it did before. 


FLOOD LOSSES 


Now, the flood losses in recent years: In 1951 they were figured at 
<(41,000; in 1952, approximately a million dollars, just in that area. 
That is based on an index arrived at by the USDA here in Wash- 
ington. 

‘In 1953 it was $430,000. In 1954 it was a bad year, $733,000, even 
with the decrease in prices, and, of course, there are places "all along 
those dikes, and inside the diked area next to the river that are sheltered 

up until people can’t pass them any more, and of course, trees go up 
ind they are getting big enough so that you can't handle them any 
more, and that increases the silting problem. It stops or slows up 
that water, slows it down. 

The reason now that the plan that was proposed back in 1949, as far 
as we can determine with this new committee, which is a permanent 
committee on the Big Sioux, the cost was excessive back in 1949. The 
plan that was forwarded to the engineers at that time was excessive. 
People didn’t like the type of construction that was proposed, and of 
course, the engineers drew this plan up without ever consulting the 
people j in the v valley, and conservationists were against the plan that 
the engineers proposed, and the farmers weren’t organized at that 

ime, and they didn’t know what they did want, but they knew they 
idm’ t want a very severe and costly program at that time. 


LOCAL ORGANIZATION 


Now, our present situation is such that we do have a permanent 
board of directors, 17 men, which represents about 200 families in this 
lower Big Sioux area, and the economic interests of 8 towns and cities 
long the lower Big Sioux River. 

Now, through this organization, conservationist engineers and 
farmers were cooperating, and we are working together very well to 
bring about this conclusion of the water problem that we do have in 
this area, and the Extension Service is working out at Brookings and 
Minnesota and Iowa are organizing on the Rock River, the largest 
tributery we have, to use personnel from extension, to educate the 
farmers and get them to work on the conservation end of it, because 
that has to go along with the river work, in order to make it a perma- 
nent program. 


ROCK RIVER AREA 


Now, this Rock River area is the main tributary to the Big Sioux, 
and it has 1,690 square miles; and just to give a little comparison there, 
lloyd River area is only 960, which has been getting a lot of publicity 
through Sioux City. 
(Juestionnnaires have been completed by these families we mentioned 
in the lower Big Sioux area, to ascertain individual problems and 
losses and enable the committee to decide what type of program would 


be acceptable to local interests and the engineers were behind that 
move, 
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They said that if we start with the people and their ideas, we should 
get back eventually, after a survey, with a plan that is suitable to 
the e1 iwineers, and if the idea originates with the people, they shouldn’t 
be turning it down the next time. 

So I think their approach is much better than it has been in the 
past, and what is more, they are willing to work with the people o: 
the land. 

RECOMMENDED APPROPRIATIONS 


Information compiled from the questionnaires will be used as 
guide in the resurvey work, which is what we are here for now, for ; 
appropriation of $45,000 for this resurvey, to come up with a plan, 

Senator Macnuson. That is the total amount ? 

Mr. CiarK. $45,0000, yes. But they asked us to mention that be 
cause of the difficulties in getting peneentie, and so forth, they 
wouldn’t be able to get ina full fiscal ye , 

Senator Extenprr. Who is “they”? You mean the engineers ? 

Mr. Crarx. The engineers, yes. Sothey asked to have it worked owt 
so that part of it, part of that $45,000—$25,000—could be appropri 
ated for this year. 

Senator ELLenper. This year? 

Mr. Ciark. Starting July 1; and then finishing up the next year. 

Senator Munpr. This is such a modest request. We are dealing 
here with the South Dakota farmer. These fellows are awfully mean 
when their feet are wet. 

Mr. Crark. We realize it doesn’t sound like much to you fellows. 
but it is pretty important to the 200 families in the area. 


COORDINATION 


I would like to say one more thing before we conclude. 

The next step now: We have worked with people in three States, 
and we are really trying to coordinate the efforts and keep everybody 
happy, and I think we have done a good job on that. The extensio 
people and the conservation people and the engineers will try to work 
together with the farmers. I think that is real good, but we have gone 
along as far as we can, until we do get a survey y and the engineers come 
up with a plan that the farmers and engineers can get ‘together on. 
It is an economic must for myself and the other farmers in the area, 
that we do work on this thing as rapidly as possible, because with farm 
prices the way they are, you need a crop pretty nearly every year, in 
order to continue on. 

AVERAGE FARM LOSS 


For instance, in 1954 alone, the average farm loss in this area that 
we are talking about, the 35,000 acres, was $6,000. Of course, that 
was as near as we can tell. That was our worst year, wasn’t it, Bob ‘ 

Mr. Micnarts. Yes. . 

Mr. Ciark. Individual farms averaged a $6,000 loss. That doesn’t 
sound like much, I know, but it is to us. 

Senator ELtenper. Just a moment. You mean losses on each fa 
averaged that ¢ 

Mr. Ciark. Yes, sir; that was an average loss. 

Senator Evtenper. You mean by way ‘of not planting / 
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Mr. Ciark. That was the crops that were put in. You see, we got 
our flood in 1954 on June 21, when the dikes broke at Akron. 

Senator ELLenper. Did you figure that with the support prices? 

Mr. Ciark. I think of it as $1. 40 a bushel corn—no, we figured that 
at $70 an acre, Which would be for corn and beans and alfalfa. 

Mr. Micuaris. We figured that everybody had a pretty fair crop. 

Mr. Cuark. That is, that they were well on the w: ay. You know, 
the 2ist of June, barring a flood, we would have had our crops. 

Senator ELLenper. You didn't get any of that crop at all—it just 
died away? Did you feed cattle on it ? 

Mr. Ciark. Well, we replanted soy beans. The second day of July 
we started, and did get something out of that. 

Senator Exuenper. Well. we will see what we can do for you. 

Mr. CLark. May I say one more thing? 

Senator Exuenper. Yes. I thought you were through. 


EFFECT OF MISSOURI RIVER PROGRAM 


Mr. CLtark. No. The Missouri River series of dams and so forth, 
the control measures that are put into effect on that, the people at the 
lower end in North Sioux City were a little bit fearful of straighten- 
ing the channel because with the water coming from the tri-State area 
down here, it is going to drown us out. So that situation, we can 
control the Missouri to where they are not going to have that channel 
fu ll down at the lower end like they had in 1952 before they closed 

hose dams up there, and the Sioux Falls project, 1 unde rstand, they 
are working on right now. They are even moving dirt, are they not / 

Senator Munpr. Yes. 

Mr. Crarx. And that will hurry the water down on us somewhat; 
I don’t know to what degree. I don’t think anyone does, but it is 
a project that is in the middle of the stream there, and we are a bit 
worried about what effect that will eventually have on us, by moving 
that water down through the area. 

Now, our Lower Big Sioux Watershed Association is part of the 
overall program in the watershed area, to bring about good land-use 
practices from a conservation standpoint, as well as from River work. 


STATEMENT OF HON. FRANCIS CASE, A UNITED STATES SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA 


LOWER BIG SIOUX PROJECT 


Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, if I might, I would like to get this 
sketch in front of you. You are familiar with South Dakota’s geog- 
raphy, but I wish to show the relationship of the Sioux River to the 
Missouri. We now have these dams on the Misouri—Gavins Point, 
Randall, and Oahe. Here is the Vermillion River and Big Sioux 
and here is the city of Sioux Falls. We now have the works author- 
ized in Sioux Falls, and these dams in here on the big Missouri. So, 
this is the time to work on the tributaries here. 

Before, when the Missouri’s waters were not. controlled, if you had 
a big flood it didn’t make much difference what you did, the water 
from Big Muddy would back up and you couldn’t appropriate soundly 


or wor k¢ out any logical scheme for doing anything near the mouth of 
the tributaries, 
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Senator ELtenper. What will be the effect of the rest of the dams’ 

Senator Case. It will hold them back so you don’t double up. You 
can work out a logical plan for flood control now where you couldn't 
before, because if you did something here on the tributaries, the water 
could back up from the flooded mainstream and spoil what you were 
trying todo on the tributaries. Now isthe logical time to do something 
about this, and that is the reason we need survey money for Big Sioux 
and also for the Vermillion which is another important tributary in 
this area. 

Senator Munpr. I might say that Mr. Clark has done a wonderful 
job of community leadership over a great many years, getting the 
farmers together so they have finally agreed on an approach on this. 
I think it will work out. 

Mr. Micuarts. We have some briefs here. 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


Senator Munpr. Yes; your statement will be put in the record. 
(The statement referred to follows :) 


ENGINEER'S REPORT, LOWER Sroux RIVER 


SCHEDULING OF INVESTIGATION 


Total cost is estimated at $45,000. It is estimated that $25,000 could be profit 
ably utilized in fiscal year 1957 and the remainder in the following year. This 
would permit completion of the report by the district engineer in June 1958 


FLOODED ACREAGES 


The value of 32,500 acres was based upon the design flood. In some areas it 
may include land not previously flooded due to local variations in rainfall and 
flow conditions from that considered in the design flood. After the flood of 
March-April 1951 we made a detailed field survey. Measurements of the inui 
dated areas as recorded on maps showed that the following area was inundated 
along the Big Sioux River from the mouth of Rock River to the mouth of the 
Big Sioux: 

Acres 
Cropland Be a : saat 25, 231 
ee I oo : ; a 1, 994 
Timber pasture- 6, O00 


R-o-w, Channel, waste ; : 1, 700 


Total 3 cciteiinies We BO 


Values reported by farmers might be lower than corps’ figures for the following 

reasons: 

1. Farmer did not include land flooded to shallow depth. 

2. Farmers sometimes do not know exact acreage of irregular areas along 
river. 

3. Farmer's estimate may be less than value obtained by measuring the 

area sketched on a map. 
4. Farmers may have given net crop acres, deducting area used fer fences, 
farmsteads, ete. The 32,500 is a gross value. 

Past floods.—F loods on the Big Sioux River and its tributaries are caused by) 
(1) runoff following heavy to cloudburst-type rains of from 1 to 10 or more 
inches over local drainage areas; (2) sustained heavy rain over a large portion 
of the basin often preceded by rains of lesser proportions which build up the 
soil moisture and causes heavy runoff; or (3) by a combination of rain falling on 
snow, and concurrent ice jams. Damaging floods may originate on either the 
Big Sioux River or on its tributary, the Rock River, or on both streams at the 
same time. The flood potential of the two streams is about equal. 

A stream gaging station was established on the Big Sioux River at Akron, 
Iowa, in October 1928. At 12-foot stage on this gage, flooding of low are:s 
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went to the main channel begins, and at 16.0-foot stage, the official flood stage, 
siderable areas of valuable croplands are inundated. From the records of 
; gaging Station, since it was installed and up to October 1948, it was deter- 
ned that the 16.0-foot stage had been equalled or exceeded 21 times and ut 
-foot stage had been equalled or exceeded 35 times. 

\n estimate has been prepared by this office of the probable damages caused 
he flood of September 18, 1926, and by the floods occurring during the period 
28 to 1955, inclusive. The estimate is based on prices obtaining at the time 

of occurrence of the various floods and on the estimated area inundated at 

ous stages on the Akron gage. The estimate of damage is summarized in 
» attached table extracted from the 1953 survey report. 

stimate of damage is summarized in the following table: 


Floods and damages, lower Big Sious River Basin 


Fetimated Paktaniens 
Flood date Stage Discharge estimated Estimated 
flood area damages 


Cubic feet per 
second ’ 
22, 300 31, 145 700 
16, 000 24. 35 20) 
15, 000 20, 88, 000 
14, 000 17, 965 000 
8, 600 , 78 700 
18, 500 28, 845 600 
11, 800 3, 705 3, 300 
13, 000 5, 915 s 800 
Y, SOD 5 5 0 
, 700 915 38, 60) 
«, 000 4, 62 92, 400 
5, $20 3, 250 500 
21, 400 
, O00 2 5 ie 500 
, 900 9, 355 
2, OOO 
, 160 
24, 1944 sad s ibtceehhbeaat 5, 900 
y 14, 1944__. . ; ‘ eietaiad ‘ , 220 
12, 1944 deities alae cdmieuaan 8 | , 000 
ine 18, 1944 cekismnen 5 | . 100 
y 14, 1944 eae . 9, 840 
7, 1944 be a | 2. 78 , 680 
a, ae 7. 42 | 2, 300 
lay 30, 1945. - Sa | d , 200 
e 17, 1945 ¥, 820 
5, 1946 _. 5. 27 | , 970 Y, 3¢ 
7 oe... ........ , 230 5.000 | 400 
| is Ste wale , 100 
e 15, 1947 aa ——. Se 7 10, 500 
2, 1947 eo eee : | , 150 
2, 1948 . aaa : 
au, 1048...... ee wrires. \, 000 
vy 25, 1948 Jitmwees ane “eas j , 600 
lur. 7, 1949 sch ace iccieeaiiaits , 000 ; P 
pr. 8, 1949 eae it Sea ede? , 000 ; ( 26, OU 


2, 200 


57, 500 


$11, 500 


196, 400 


. Saale g 28, 200 30, 000 646, 100 
Total damages-.._........ ; een i a 5, 234, 500 
21, 800 , 260 430, 600 

19 29, 600 31, 500 | 1, 000, 000 
19. 9f 21, 700 9, 650 | 733, 200 


lHligh stage caused by local ice jam. No estimate made of total area flooded. 


Some of the early floods experienced on the Big Sioux River are briefly 
described in the following: 

\pril 1881—major flood caused by runoff from snowmelt and formation of ice 
jams—10,500 cubic feet per second estimated peak discharge at Sioux Falls, 
S. Dak. 

March 1897—major flood caused by snowmelt and ice jams. Dry Creek caused 
extreme flooding and damages in town of Hawarden, Iowa. <A recurrence would 
cause an estimated $900,000 damage in Hawarden. 

September 1926—major flood in lower basin caused by extreme rainfall. Some 

ge by Dry Creek in Hawarden. A recurrence would cause $1 million damage 

Hawarden alone. 


75008—56—pt. 2——71 
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FLoop CONTROL IN THE Big S1ouxX VALLEY 
As proposed by the Lower Big Sioux Committee 
SECTION I 


Most of the water flowing down the main channel of the Big Sioux Ri) 
enters the stream at, or above, the mouth of the Rock River, hence must trave 
distance of 85 miles through the lower channel. This is the area with whi 
we are immediately concerned 

Because of excessive silting, growth of trees, and other obstructions 
capacity of the main channel has been greatly reduced in recent years. A 
sume time drainage from the upper basin has been speeded by actual ditching 
tiling of low lands and heavy cropping of cultivated fields. Thus incre 
tlow of excess water, combined with decreased channel capacity, has contril 
to exceedingly damaging floods. Highest flood readings of record were mad 
in 1953 and 1954. The fact that no towns are located in the flood plane redu 
danger of what might be termed a disaster, but does not lessen the importance 
immediate flood control measures to those Whose lands are affected. 

We must add to actual crop losses the inestimable damage to potential earn 
power, property values and health. Desirable crop rotations, livestock prog 
and longtime farm plans cannot be carried out 


SECTION II 


After the 1954 flood, the Lower Big Sioux Vyatershed Association was forn 
A committee of 16 men was elected to represent the association in for 
and carrying out flood-control plans. These plans consist of two main pir: 

1A greatly expanded conservation program in the upper basin to hold 
much water as possible where it falls is needed. We consider this ak 
time program, desirable and necessary for permanent flood relief. It 
program being initiated now through the establishment of small watershed 
Many years will pass before an appreciable effect on flooding can be expe 

2. Increased channel capacity for some relief now before conservation practices 
ean be effective. This would not be work of a temporary nature or for a tempor 
relief. Increased channel capacity is desirable and necessary for proper funct 
of drainage systems of small watersheds now being planned. This is a 
recognized by soil conservation representatives. 

In 1949 the Army engineers drew up a plan for the Big Sioux designed 
vive complete flood protection at a cost of approximately SS million. This pl: 
Was rejected by local people. They said too much land would be conti 
between proposed levees and cost Was excessive Because there was not in 
existence at that time any organization of local people, no compromises were 
possible and the work was abandoned. 

Today the situation is much different. Four serious floods have occurred 
since 1949. The Army engineers have guined new knowledge and ideas. A 
well-organized local group is functioning and has been able to find out what 
program mest of the people want Representatives of Army engineers have 
stated their willingness to work out a new plan in cooperation with 
interests; a plan that will be mutually acceptable. 

In view, of the facts presented in this report, the representative committe 
of the Lower Big Sioux Association has set up the following goals: 

1. To obtain the necessary funds (S48,000) from the Federal Government fi 
Army engineers to make a new survey and formulate new plans for flood co 
trol in the lower valley. These plans would probably include. straightening 
widening and deepening of the channel and removal of obstruetions whethe! 
natural or manmade. We feel even greater justification for this request sinc 
approval was granted for the Sioux Falls project, which will undoubtedly speed 
the flow of water into our already inadequate channel. 

2. To insure that the final plan proposed will be acceptable to engineers and 
local people. Improved channels some distance back from the mouth of con 
tributing streams would need to be a part of the program; for example: I) 
(‘reek, Broken Kettle Creek. 


To help get actual flood-contro] work started as soon as possible after 
plan has been adopted. 

4. To work for establishment of more small watersheds in the upper | 
including the Rock River and its tributaries. 


al 





‘ 
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5. To cooperate with all agencies of the State and Federal Government and 


4 


ther organizations Which are interested in the problem of conserving water and 


soil and preventing floods. 

From its mouth at Sioux City to the mouth of the Rock River at Hawarden, 
q distance of 85 river-miles, the Big Sioux River forms the boundary line 
between Iowa and South Dakota. It drains an area of approximately 6% 
mililon acres or 9,900 square miles, which represents an area about the size of 
the State of Vermont. The lower Big Sioux Basin is represented by the shaded 
area on the above map, while the entire area is indicated by the broken line. 


SUMMARY 


fhe summary of 152 questionaires answered by farmers living in the lower 
Big Sioux River Basin, and representing 95 percent of the flooded land (farms 
with less than 20 acres flooded make up only 5 percent of the area and are noi 
included in this report) brought about the following information: 

Number of farms, 152; total acreage, 19,676; average per farm, 129 acres. 


Annual loss, 4 years (1951-54) $685, 720 $4,511 
Highest loss, 1 year (1954) 907, 000 6, 000 


The questionnaires further revealed that 120 farmers, or 79 percent, said they 
will support a program approved by the majority; 126 farmers, or 83 percent, 
want channel work. Only 6 farmers, or 4 percent, are opposed, or think river 
work unnecessary. 

LOCAL REPORT 


Because of the floods during the past few years since 1949, a great many people 
on the Big Sioux River have continued to think of the possibility of some plan 
to help prevent crop and property loss. 

Several meetings were called by interested parties and enough interest was 
shown to cause most people to believe that another attempt should be made 
to find a workable plan that would be agreeable to the Corps of Engineers. As 
the result, a permanent committee of the following men was appointed to repre- 
sent areas as designated below: 

Area 1: O. L. Weber, Westtield; C. P. Knapp, Westfield. 

Area 2: Cyrus A. Knapp, Westfield; Bill Welch, Westfield. 

Area 3: Cecil Harris, Akron ; Robert Michael, Westfield. 

Area 4: Jack Armstron, Hawarden; Harold Shoemaker, Hawarden. 

Area Conrad Falde, Hawarden; Wayne Scott, Hawarden. 

Area Vie Clerk, Akron; James Mansfield, Elk Point. 

Area 7: J. J. Stackleberg, Elk Point; Ray Lyle, Elk Point. 

Area Alex Chicoine, Jefferson; Albert Streeter, Jefferson. 

Alternates: Dave Lilly, George Perkins. 

Alternates: Porter Haynard, O. Holden, Henry Jolin. 

North Sioux City: Roy Merrill. 

From this group the following officers were selected: Chairman, Victor Clark : 
vice chairman, Robert Michael; secretary, Clark Tarnott; treasurer, Cyrus A. 
Knapp. 

Questionnaires have been sent out requesting information as to flood loss and 
opinions as to what should be done to prevent loss. About 85 percent of these 
have been returned with information as requested. 

The Corp of Engineers in Omaha have been contacted a number of times 
concerning a resurvey which will require funds in the amount of $45,000. It 
is anticipated that these funds may be secured through the Senate appropria 
tions committee before whom respresentatives of the lower Big Sioux Association 
will appear on May 10, 1956. A considerable amount of work has been done to 
make known to all Senators and Representatives, who come in contact with this 
request, that this advance is necessary in order to get help from the engineers. 
All legislators have given us their promise that they will help in any way they 
can. The Corps of Engineers believes that a plan can be provided which will con- 
trol the flooding and also be acceptable to most of the landowners concerned. 

Because of the necessity of controlling water entering the Big Sioux River, a 
great amount of work has been done to help organize small watersheds. Re- 
cently representatives of this group attended a meeting in Rock Rapids which was 
called for the purpose of laying the groundwork for a Rock River Watershed 
Association. The reaction was favorable for such an organization. The water- 
shed is of extreme importance to this area. The South Dakota Extension service 
has hired a specialist to assist in any way that he may be called upon in con- 
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nection with the lower Big Sioux River. Mr. Joe Paulson, who is assigned to 
this area, has been of help in many ways already. 

The association’s officers have voted to sell $10 memberships in the organiza. 
tion to all interested people. At this time, there is very little expense incurred as 
most of the expenses have been paid out of the pockets of the committeemen 
However, it is anticipated that there will be considerable legal expense involved 
as time goes on and it will be necessary to have money on hand to meet these 
obligations. 


Urau Prosects 


STATEMENT BY SENATOR WATKINS 


Senator ELitenver. At this point I wish to place in the record a 
statement by Senator Watkins. 
(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT BY Hon. ARTHUR V. WATKINS, A UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE oF UTAH 


Mr. Chairman, I wish to thank you for the opportunity of appearing briefly in 
support of two modest appropriations for flood-control projects in my State of 
Utah. 

One is an appropriation of $53,000 for engineering-design studies relative to 
the Salt Lake City flood control project, authorized in the Flood Control Act 
of 1946. 

This project is expected to cost a total of $1,157,000 and entails essentially 
widening and deepening of the surplus canal, which was built to divert flood- 
waters of the Jordan River around Salt Lake City and west into Great Salt Lake. 
Floods from this river, which flows through the western part of Salt Lake City, 
eaused considerable damage in 1952 and represent a continuing threat to indus- 
trial and urban property, including two postwar residential subdivisions, and 
adjoining agricultural acreage. 

A total of $47,000 has been invested in project investigations, and Salt Lake 
County recently entered into an agreement with the Corps of Engineers to make 
a cash contribution of $137,000 toward the project costs. This agreement was 
not finally approved until March; hence, the item was not included in the Presi- 
dent’s budget requests. 

The second item is an appropriation of $22,100 to complete the survey for a 
flood-control dam proposed for construction in Parley’s Canyon, east of Salt 
Lake City. This project is expected to cost between three and four million dollars 
and would prevent serious flooding of homes and business property in the eastern 
half of Salt Lake City. This latter item is included in the budget requests. 

Both of these projects are fully justified on the basis of comparable flood- 
protection work going forward in other parts of the country, and I hope that the 
committee will advance funds so that this work can be expedited. 

If granted, these two appropriations, totaling $75,100, will be the only appro- 
priations approved for the entire State of Utah under the civil-works program 
of the Corps of Engineers for fiscal 1957. 


MicuHicGANn Prosectrs 
STATEMENT OF SENATOR POTTER 


Senator E.uenper. Senator Potter the next item is “Harbors of 
refuge in the State of Michigan.” 

Senator Porrer. We have a number of witnesses from Michigan 
that want to be heard. With your permission I will submit my state- 
ment for the record. 

Senator ELtenpver. Without objection your statement will be placed 
in the record. 
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(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. CHARLES E. POTTER, A UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF MICHIGAN 


HOLLAND HARBOR 


Mr. Chairman, Holland Harbor is located on the east shore of Lake Michigan 
and connects the city of Holland with Lake Michigan through Lake Macatawa. 
The commercial harbor is along the city of Holland. 

Part A of this authorized project involves the improvement of the entrance 
channel into Lake Macatawa from Lake Michigan by construction of a new 
revetment and removal of the old revetment. The benefit-to-cost ratio on this 
part of the project is 1 to 1.4. The total estimated cost is $416,000. 

Part B involves dredging of the channel in the Black River 21 feet deep and 
110 feet wide, extending 2,600 feet upstream from the turning basin with suitable 
widening in the vicinity of its junction with the turning basin and for widening 
the turning basin from 600 to 750 feet at a depth of 18 feet and extending it 
upstream to join the new river channel. This part of the project has a benefit-to- 
cost ratio of 1 to 1.6. The Federal estimated cost which is recommended in the 
President’s budget is $160,000. In addition, local interests have contributed 
$52,700. 

It would be more economical to the Federal Government for parts A and B 
to be constructed simultaneously. The total estimated Federal cost for both 
parts is $574,000. 

The benefit-to-cost ratio for this project is excellent and its completion will 
be sound business procedure for the Federal Government. 


HARRISVILLE HARBOR 


This project was authorized by the River and Harbor Act approved March 2, 
1945. The Michigan Waterways Commission has spent considerable money on an 
engineering model study at the Hydrology Laboratory at the University of 
Michigan. Experimentation has developed a recommended design of breakwater 
that is both economical and particularly suited to the topography. 

Completion of this harbor-of-refuge is necessary to make safe the most dan- 
gerous section of the Lake Huron shoreline. The Lake Huron area has a 230- 
mile stretch of open water which for all practical purposes offers no natural 
shelter for craft of any size. There is no natural shelter or harbor of any 
nature from Tawas Bay to Thunder Bay. This area is so dangerous that most 
boats avoid it and make their trip along the Canadian shoreline. 

This authorized project is estimated at a cost of $1,070,000 to the Federal 
Government. I respectfully urge that this sum be appropriated for the con- 
struction of this necessary project. 


BLACK RIVER HARBOR 


This harbor is located at the mouth of Black River on the south shore of Lake 
Superior, 39 miles westerly from Ontonagon, Mich., and 47 miles easterly from 
Ashland, Wis. Harbor improvements were started in 1956 and the President 
has recommended that $156,000 be appropriated for the continuation of the 
project. 

This is one of a chain of harbors for light-draft vessels authorized so that 
arbors-of-refuge would be available ranging from 30 to 40 miles along the 
ntire United States shore of the Great Lakes. 

I respectfully recommend that the sum of $156,000 be made available for the 
continuation of the project. 

PORT AUSTIN HARBOR 


This authorized project provides for the construction of a harbor-of-refuge, 
protected by breakwater structures and the dredging of the harbor basin. 

Construction was started in 1956 and the President has recommended in the 
budget $913,000 for the continuation of this important project. 


I respectfully urge that this sum be appropriated so that the project can be 
completed. 
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AU SABLE (OSCODA) 


This harbor-of-refuge is a major link in the marine highway and its completion 
will extend the marine highway northward along Lake Huron. 

In anticipation of the completion of this harbor, the State of Michigan hag 
spent large sums of money in renovating and enlarging the dock at East Tawas, 
which is a State dock providing boatmen with all modern conveniences. 

The harbor contributes to our national defense as it is used by the Air Force 
as a harbor for its crash boat station, which materially reduces the risk of 
drowned airmen operating from the Wurtsmith Air Base. 

The estimated Federal cost of this project is $160,000 which sum I respectfully 
recommend be appropriated. 


CHEBOYGAN HARBOR 


This commercial harbor is located on the northwest side of Lake Huron. 

The authorized work remaining to be done to complete this project is to deepen 
the channel from 1814 feet deep to 21 feet deep and enlarge and deepen the turning 
basin. The estimated Federal cost for this work is $267,000. 

Cheboygan Harbor is the base of the United States Coast Guard icebreaker 
Vackinaw, which performs a most vital service in this strategic commercial ship- 
ping area, in close proximity to the locks at the Sault Ste. Marie. The proposed 
improvement would aid materially in the further development of commercial ton- 
nage and will permit the Mackinaw to operate efficiently and safely without 
danger of grounding. Traffic in this harbor includes such important items as 
coal, petroleum products, and limestone. In addition, the improvement will be 
of great benefit to the operators of commercial lake freighters through increased 
loading and elimination of delay. 

Expenditure of Federal funds for the completion of this project will be sound 
business and a good investment. I strongly urge that the necessary sum of 
$267,000 be made available for this vital project. 


WHITEFISH! POINT HARBOR 


This harbor is located on the westerly side of Whitefish Bay on the south shore 
of Lake Superior, 40 miles northwesterly from Sault Ste. Marie, Mich. It is an 
important link in the marine highway and its completion will make safe this 
dangerous area of Lake Superior. 

The estimated Federal cost of this authorized project is $365,000. I respect 
fully urge that this sum be appropriated to construct the project. 


SAGINAW RIVER 


I respectfully urge that $50,000 be appropriated for advance engineering and 
design on the Saginaw River navigation project. The Corps of Engineers rec- 
ommends this sum as being necessary. 

The ever-increasing tonnage on the Great Lakes together with the heavy traffi 
that will result from the completion of the St. Lawrence seaway more than justify 
the immediate improvement of navigational facilities along the Saginaw River. 
The heavily industrialized Saginaw River area is so located that it will undoubt 
edly be an important and vital part of the St. Lawrence seaway development 
The immediate need is for adequate navigational facilities to take care of the 
current traffic which, with the contemplated improvements, will become much 
greater. 


Harpor or Rervce Prosrcrs—MIcnuiGan 
MIcHIGAN STATE WATERWAYS COMMISSION 


STATEMENTS OF FRED B. LIFTON, DIRECTOR, AND DR. WALLACE 
WILMAN, A MEMBER 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Senator Exnenper. Allright. Is Mr. Lott here. 

Mr. Lirron. I represent him. 

Senator Porrrer. Mr. Fred Lifton, Mr. Chairman, is the secretary 
of the Michigan State Waterways Commission, and he is here with 
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Dr. Wilman, who is a member of the commission, and they will repre 
sent Mr. Lott and the other members of the commission. 

Senator ELLenper. All right, Mr. Lifton, you may proceed. 

Is Mr. Thomas present ? 

Vir. Lirron. He was not able to appear. 

Senator Exienper. All right, Mr. Lifton, you may proceed with 
your statement. 
~ Mr. Lirron. My name is Fred B. Lifton. I am director of the 
Michigan State Waterways Commission, and with me is Dr. Wallace 
Wilman,a member of the commission. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, we are here on behalf 
of several harbor of refuge projects in the State of Michigan and 

ng so I find myself in a somewhat unique position. 


AUTHORITY FOR HARBORS OF REFUGE ON GREAT LAKES 


| represent the State of Michigan, and particularly the waterways 
commission of our State, and, strange as it may seem, the primary 

eason for the creation of the agency which I represent was an offer 

ide by the Congress of the United States in 1945 when Congress, 
following House Document 446, authorized 21 harbors of refuge on 
he Great Lakes, 15 of which are in Michigan. 

That congressional offer to build hi irbors " refuge at designated 
points had to be accepted by the creating of a State agency, had to 
be accepted by the State making available a ee portion of the 
ost of each of these projects, and the State of Michigan promptly 
responded in 1947 by creating our agency, and we have had, and now 

all funds which are necessary to match the Federal grants. 

he program got started somewhat in 1949 with the construction 
of one major harbor of refuge on Port Sanilac. 

Senator Exrrenper. As IT recall, we provided for quite a few last 
ear, and there are two in the budget, as I recall, for this year. 

Mr. Lirvon. Between the period of 1950 and 1955, there was no 
progress whatsoever. We asked for no funds because of the Korean 

ergency. 

year, principally through the efforts of this committee, Mr. 
Chairman, we did get the initial funds for two of these harbors of 
refuge: Port Austin, which we will show you in just a moment, and 
Black River. In the budget this year are the next segments of funds 
hich are necessary to keep those projects going and we are, of course, 
sking that these continuing funds be appropriated. 


PTHREE NEW STARTS REQUESTED 


W e also feel that the program is just getting started, really, and 

iit the next series of harbors are perhaps the most signific ant, and 
W wil really give this program some meaning, and we are therefore ask- 
ng that initial funds for three additional harbors of refuge be appro- 
priated. 

Senator ELLeNpDER. You mean in this budget: this vear? 

Mr. Lirron. This year. 

Senator ELLenper. Well, you have 2 budgeted, and you want 2 to 
included, aside from those # 

Senator Munpr. They want three. 
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Senator EL.tenper. Three—Iam sorry. Three altogether. 

Mr. Lirron. No, sir; three in addition to the continuing funds. 

Senator Munpr. Five. 

Mr. Lirron. Five altogether. I point out Port Austin, which 
at the tip of Michigan’s thumb. 

The straight line, which you have there, is what we call our marine 
highway, and with the completion of Port Austin, which was appro- 
priated last pars you can get to the top of the thumb. 

Now, you see 2 gap all the way up to Alpena at the head of Thunder 
Bay, and w ithin the gap are two harbors, one Ausable or Oscoda and 
the other Harrisville. 

We are asking that those two projects be initiated this ye The 
completion of those two projects will mean we will have as marine 
highway all around the Lower Peninsula of Michigan. It will mean 
virtual completi ion of the marine highway all around the United States, 
A boat could go via Detroit via the Mississippi River, all the way back 
again. 

Now, if you will notice on the other side of the chart, on the Canadiai 
side, you will see no gapsthere. That isall filledin. There are ample 
harbors of refuge on the Canadian shore, and the net result of that, 
I should say, is that recreational traffic from the primary boating 
centers almost always use the Canadian shore. 

The State of Michigan and the United States is losing all of 1 
revenue which accrues. 


lS 


MACKINAC STRAITS STORM 


‘The more tragic is the fact we have a more dangerous area, In that 
there are no natural inlets. Last year, in Mackinac Straits, for ex 
ample, they had a bad storm, and there weren’t any lives that were lost; 
however, 26 boats put in at existing harbors of refuge, and Port Sani 
lac was the first harbor built, and Port Austin, and if those harbors 
had not been there, it is unknown how many lives would have bee 
lost. 

OSCODA HARBOR 


Oscoda is also important for another reason. It is in a special c! 
An Air Force base is located at Ascoda, and it has several crash boats 
for the protection of flyers operating over Lake Huron. 

Those crash boats are based at the mouth of the river. That is a 
special project. There are a lot of piers there completely deteriorated. 
The boats cannot get out. As a matter of fact, at the very moment, 
they are using our facilities at Tawas to the south. 

The Corps ‘of Engineers has anonunced they intend to use $260,000 
of the funds to rebuild Oscoda. This will mean they will complete 
about two-thirds of the authorized project at Oscoda, leaving one 
third to do. 

When all the equipment, the dredging equipment, and so on, gets in 
there, we believe it will be more economical to do the whole job at one 
time, rather than to dismantle the equipment and then have to bring 
it back. It will save almost half the cost, the way we figure it. 
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WHITE FISH POINT 


the third project we wish to bring to your attention is at White Fish 
Point. It isn’t on this chart. The chart does not show it. It is at 
the northeastern corner of the upper peninsula of the State of Michi- 

It is north of Sault Ste. Marie. It is the first point after you 
vo out of the locks. 

\t the moment, there are no harbors whatsoever between Sault 
ste. Marie, the locks, and Grand Marais, a total distance of 92 
miles of some of the worst water in the country. It is very, very 
dangerous. 

White Fish Point is the site of the old Coast Guard station, and it is 
so important there that the Corps of Engineers recommended that that 
be a total Federal project. 

Senator ELLenver. What are the harbors principally used for? 

Mr. Lirton. Recreational and commercial fishing. 

Senator ExLeNper. How much commerce? 

Mr. Lirron, At the moment, Oscoda and Harrisville, no commercial 
Hs hing. 

Senator Porrer. We hope that fishing can be recouped. 

| would like to say this, Mr. Chairman: These harbors of refuge 
haven’t been authorized, and the State wanted this Commission to 
heck and I think the Commission has done an excellent job. 

The State funds have been allocated for this work and the work has 

rted through the efforts of this committee, and progress has been 
ide in the last year. 

[f the request that Mr. Lifton has made on behalf of the Commis- 
sion can be granted this year, to complete those projects all of the 
remaining hi arbors on both Lakes Michigan and Huron will be com- 
pleted. The only rem: ning ones would be small projects on the Lake 


Michigan side, but the main area around that whole coastline would 


be protected waters. 
Senator ELLENpER. Now last year, as I said, we provided for two. 
You have a budget estimate for continuing 2 and you want 3 more. 


PRIORITY OF PROJECTS 


Now, will you give us the three in the order of their priority ? 

Mr. Lirron. Harrisville first, I think; and then Oscoda and White 
lish Point. 

Senator Munpr. How much money is involved ? 

Mr. Lirron. Oscoda is a very small job. The total estimated cost, 
we have additional—the additional is only $160,000. 

Senator ELLENpER. Of Federal money ¢ 

Mr. Lirrron. Federal money—not including our own grant, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Harrisville is the largest of the projects. The total cost is estimated 
at $1,290,000 plus our own grant of about $130,000. 

The White Fish Point, the last estimate on that was—which I saw— 
$389,000 total cost. 
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ADVANCED ENGINEERING 


Senator Exienper. Has the advanced engineering been done on 
these projects? 

Mr. Lirron. On two of them. On Harrisville, the Corps of Engi- 
neers, in 1950, went to the University of Michigan and completed this, 
They thought so highly of it, they used it, but they advanced $21,000 
of their own money to conduct the engineering study in Harrisville. 
That is finished and ready to go. 

There are two minor points I would like to bring to the committee's 
attention : 

First of all, we don’t want to give you the impression we are here 
simply asking for Federal funds, as such. That is an important part 
of our program. It isa part of a program that the Congress author 
ized, and it is the reason for our being, so to speak. 


WORK ACCOMPLISHED BY STATE 


Sut, during the years when the Korean emergency was on, and 
when there were no Federal appropriations, we went on ahead on 
our own and spent the money to develop the projects, all over the 
State of Michigan, and built, for example, two harbors of refuge 
ourselves, with our own money, besides aiding many other projects 
all over the State, so this is a supplement—and a very important sup 
plement—to the safety of the people of the State of Michigan. 


RECREATIONAL BOATING 


Secondly, and as I think you know, the boating industry has been 
growing so fast it is phenomenal. They say in 1950 it was a $1.1 
billion industry and in Michigan it is more important because the 
per capita use of recreational boating is twice the national average 
and the national average is 15 out of every 100 persons. 

Senator Porrer. I think, Mr. Chairman, the budget. now calls for 
continuing work on the harbors that were started last year, Port 
Austin and Black River 

Mr. Lirron. Yes, sir. 

Senator Porrrer. They were really started last year. 

Senator Errenpver. All right, fine. Thank you. We thank you 
gentlemen for being present and you can be assured that you will have 
the consideration of this committee on your statements. 


Harpors or Rerver, Micnigan 
STATEMENT BY SENATOR MCNAMARA 


Senator Eiurnper. At this point I wish to place in the record a 
statement by Senator McNamara. 
(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT BY Hon. Pat MCNAMARA, A UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM THE STATE 
OF MICHIGAN 


Mr. Chairman, I wish to renew my support for the Michigan Harbor refuge 
and marine program which I endorsed in a previous statement to the Appropria 
tions Committee at the 1st session, 84th Congress. Since that time, I have 
reviewed this program in my mind and with the members of the Michigan 
Waterways Commission. This review has further convinced me of the necessity 
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and value of the harbor refuge and marine program to the people of Michigan, 
and indeed to the people of the Midwest. 

The tremendous increase in the pleasure-boat business is, I am sure, common 
knowledge to the committee. In Michigan, which has the greatest coastline of 
any State in the Union, this is an important industry as well as a favorite recrea- 
tional activity. Michigan’s waterways are used as a vacationland by people 
from every State. In fact, this steadily increasing small-boat traffic on our lakes 
and harbors emphasizes the growing need for improved safety for small boats 
from inclement weather, as provided by the harbors of refuse. To me, it is 
imperative that the Federal appropriations needed for the harbor refuge and 
marine program be granted as requested. 

This year, I see that the Michigan Waterways Commission has asked for two 
categories of funds—tirst, to continue the construction work already started at 
Port Austin and Black River, the discontinuance of which at this stage, would 
result in a Waste of the money and effort already expended for these vital 
projects. Second, they have requested funds to advance the program to the next 
phase beyond the mere maintenance of present gains. In this phase, the Michigan 
Waterways Commission wants to close a wide and dangerous gap in the chain 
of harbors along the west shore of Lake Huron, through the construction of 
refuge harbors at Harrisville and Oscoda. These are “priority” projects, I 
understand. The importance of the Oscoda Harbor is increased by its proposed 
use as the location of an Air Force crash-boat service for the protection of the 
airmen at Wurtsmith (Oscoda) Airbase. To this end, the Army engineers plan to 
undertake dredging and harbor construction work at Oscoda this year, and for 
. relatively small additional expenditure, the refuge harbor works could be 
constructed at the same time. Also of major importance is the Whitefish Point 
project which will provide a refuge harbor on a treacherous stretch of Lake 
Superior between the Soo locks and Grand Maris, a distance of over 90 miles 
without an adequate small-boat harbor. 

Iam happy to note that the program offered by the Michigan Waterways 
Commission continues its commendable policy of “self-help” from its own re- 
sources, to the fullest extent possible. As you know, the State of Michigan 
has done considerable work with its own funds to implement the harbor refuge 
and Inarine program. Michigan is again ready with its share of the funds 
needed for this program—funds secured from voluntary taxation of the boat- 
owners of Michigan. If the needed Federal funds are appropriated, construction 
can start on these projects immediately. 

| urge the approval of the Committee on Appropriations for this request for 
the Michigan refuge harbor and marine program. 


Senator ELLENpDER. Next isthe National Wildlife Federation. 


NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 


STATEMENT OF STEWART M. BRANDBORG, ASSISTANT 
CONSERVATION DIRECTOR 


OPPOSITION TO BRUCES EDDY AND PENNY CLIFFS DAMS 


Senator ELLeNDer. Will you identify yourself for the record, sir. 

Mr. Branppore. 1 am Stewart Br: andborg, assistant conservation 
director of the National Wildlife Federation. 

Senator ELLENpER. Did you appear before the Public Works Com- 
mittee where the authorization for Bruces Eddy is being considered ? 

Mr. Branpgore. I am planning to appear before the Public Works 
Committee next w eek, or soon thereafter, on this matter, Senator. 

For the record, sir, I would like to state that Mr. Fred Packard. 
the executive secretary of the National Parks Association, is unable 
to attend this committee meeting because of the conflict with the 
National Parks Association’s annual meeting in this city today. Mr. 
Packard has asked that I register the opposition of his organization 
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to the proposals for Bruces Eddy and Penny Cliffs Dams on the Clear- 
water Rivers 

I would like to ask permission of this committee to have the tele- 
gram of Mr. David Brower, executive director of the Sierra Club, 
inserted in the record, if I may. 

Senator Exrenper. Without objection, that may be done. 

(Telegram referred follows :) 

San Francisco, Cauir., May 9, 1956. 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Works, 
Committee on Appropriations, Senate Office Building, Washington, D. 0: 

We should greatly appreciate your entering into the record our opposition to 
the proposed Bruces Eddy and Penny Cliffs Dams, which will imperil important to 
wildlife and scenic resources. The alternatives have not been adequately ex- 
plored. The public has not been informed about the additional cost, if any, 
which might result from use of alternative action in the Columbia Basin 
development in order to avoid irrevocable damage to nonmonetary resources of 
inestimable value to future generations. 

The future will not only need commodities; it will also need space in which 
more people may enjoy more leisure, more relief from tension, and more inspira- 
tion. 

Construction of controversial dams should await the thorough scenic resources 
review now being urged by conservationists. On the Clearwater. for example, 
the Nation needs to be assured that its scenic future is being considered as 
carefully as its hydroelectric future, with equally long-range planning for both 
kinds of needs. 

Even the noncontroversial dams, in so complicated a river basin, merit study 
by an impartial board of review. Further, they should await the recommenda- 
tion of the special board of consultants directed by Congress to review and 
recommend upon the integration of hydroelectric power with power developed 
from thermal energy. 

In summary, important public, scenic, and wildlife values are at stake. A 
hasty decision will bring irreparable damage to these values. We urge that 
these dams be opposed and that agreed-upon studies be continued to assure the 
best use, now and in the future, of all kinds of our natural resources, 

Davip R. Brower, 
Executive Director, Sierra Club. 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Mr. Branpgorc. The Sierra Club opposes the Bruces Eddy and 
Penny Cliffs project as now proposed. 

Senator Dworsnax. Where is that located, sir? 

Mr. Branpporc. Its headquarters are in California. 

I would also like to register the opposition of the Izaak Walton 
League of America to the “Bruces E ddy and Penny Cliffs project. I 
have been asked to do this by Mr. J. W. Penfild, conservation director. 

Senator ELLenprr. Has all of that been done by resolution from the 
board of directors, or the governing body? 

Mr. Branpgore. I would presume that ‘oct be the case, sir. 

Senator Ertenper. What about your appearance here for the Na- 
tional Wildlife Federation? What is your connection with that 
group, sir? 

Mr. Branveora. I am the assistant conservation director of the Na- 
tional Wildlife Federation. 

Senator E,renper. Were you authorized by the board of directors 
to speak for that group here? 

Mr. Branpsorc. I was authorized through resolution to appear 
here. 
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Senator ELLENpEeR. You may proceed, sir. 

Mr. BranpporG. I should say that our organization has been au- 
thorized by resolution to oppose the construction of these dams. 

Gentlemen, I have some pictures here which I believe would be of 
interest, to show the country I am going to discuss. You will notice 
some pictures of the general topography and recreational areas that 
would be affected by this project. You will also see some winter 
scenes, showing the conditions under which big game animals live dur- 
ing the critical winter periods on the Clearwater River. 

These pictures will, I believe, illustrate some of the points I hope 
to make during the course of my testimony. 

I would like to have the committee inspect these, if that is agreeable. 


DESCRIPTION OF WILDLIFE FEDERATION 


The National Wildlife Federation is composed of affiliate organiza- 
tions of sportsmen and lay conservationists in the States, the District 
of Columbia, and Alaska. It serves as a clearinghouse for information 
on conservation and a medium through which lay conservationists at 
the local, State, and regional levels can work together to bring about 
the wise use of our natural resources, 

I am here today to express the opposition of the National Wildlife 
Federation to the proposals for construction of dams at Bruces Eddy 
and Penny Cliffs on the North and Middle Forks of the Clearwater 
River in Idaho. 

The proposals for construction of these dams, as offered separately 
by the Corps of Engineers and the Pacific Northwest Power Co., 
and in the current partnership plan under which the Federal Gov- 
ernment and private power interests would share in the cost of the 
Bruces Eddy project, have met with solid opposition from the National 
Wildlife Federation; its affiliate in Idaho, the Idaho Wildlife Fed- 
eration; and the tristate group representing three National Wildlife 
Federation affiliates of the Middle Snake River drainage, the Idaho- 
Oregon-Washington Wildlife Federation. Each of these organiza- 
tions have opposed proposals for Bruces Eddy Dam and its com- 
panion project at the Penny Cliffs site on the Middle Fork of the 
Clearwater River. 

I would like at this time to request permission to have the resolu- 
tions of these organizations, which more clearly define their position 
on these proposals, included in the record of this hearing. 


RESOLUTIONS 


I would also like to include the resolution of the National Wildlife 
Federation, which states clearly the position of my organization. 

Senator ELtenver. Without objection, it is so noted. 

(The resolutions referred to follow :) 


RESOLUTION PASSED AT THE 18TH ANNUAL CONVENTION, NATIONAL WILDLIFE 
FEDERATION, CHICAGO, ILL., Marcn 11, 12, 13, 1954 


Whereas dams are now proposed for construction at Bruces Eddy and Penny 
Cliffs on the Clearwater River in northern Idaho which will destroy important 
runs of anadromous fishes, as well as resident trout populations, and inundate 


a major part of critical winter ranges of one of the Nation’s largest elk herds; 
and 
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Whereas the reservoirs of the Penny Cliffs Dam would extend some 6 miles into 
the Selway-Bitterroot wilderness area in the national forest: Now, therefore. 
be it 

Resolved, That the National Wildlife Federation reaffirm its traditional policy 
in the specific case of the above-mentioned Clearwater dams; and be it further 

Resolved, That further investigation be made of these proposed projects by 
the Fish and Wildlife Service, United States Forest Service, and Idaho Depart- 
ment of Fish and Game to determine their effect on the fish, wildlife, wilderness 
area and recreational values, and that in future planning and investigation, fish, 
wildlife, and recreation interests be given full and equal stature together with 
the States and construction agencies, whether private or public, to the end that 
the vital resources of this area be protected from ill-advised destruction from 
which there can be no recovery ; be it still further 

Resolved, That final consideration of the proposed projects be postponed until] 
the results of the above recommended investigations on the fish, wildlife, and 
recreational resources of the Clearwater River are available. 


RESOLUTION PASSED BY THE IDAHO WILDLIFE FEDERATION AT Irs ANNUAL MEETING 
ON JANUARY 15, 1956 


Be it resolved, That the Idaho Wildlife Federation favors construction of dams 
in the Hells Canyon reach of the Middle Snake and at Mountain Sheep and 
Pleasant Valley sites, provided: 

(a) Damage during and after construction to fish and wildlife is minimized 
insofar as economically possible. 

(b) Studies to determine the effect of these dams on fish and wildlife are 
financed by the construction agencies. 

(c) Restitution for any damages to fish and wildlife is provided to the affected 
States. 

(d) No water is diverted from the Salmon River at any time in the future 

(e) Recreational facilities of the projects are developed. 


RESOLUTION PASSED BY THE IDAHO WILDLIFE FEDERATION AT ITS ANNUAL MEETING. 
JANUARY 15, 1956 


Whereas Senate Document No. 51, a report of the Army engineers on the Middle 
Fork of the Snake River and its tributaries, does distort and withhold facts in re- 
lation to fish and wildlife problems connected with building dams on the Clear- 
water drainage of Idaho; 

Whereas without full and complete information on which to base its judgment 
it is impossible for the Congress to arrive at a considered and accurate appraisal 
of the results of the construction of these dams; and 

Whereas the Army engineers have in this instance signally failed as a fact- 
finding body for the Congress ; therefore let it be 

Resolved, That all information in Senate Document No. 51 be held prejudiced, 
inaccurate, and incomplete, and that the Public Works Committee of the United 
States Senate disregard the document, and that a copy of this resolution be for- 
warded to said committee. 


RESOLUTION CONCERNING SENATE DocuMEN?T No. 51, Report oN MippLe SNAKE 


Whereas in Senate Document No. 51, 84th Congress, a report on the Middle 
Snake River submitted by the Corps of Army Engineers recommends construction 
of high dams on the Clearwater drainage in Idaho, on the North Fork at Bruces 
Eddy and on the Middle Fork at Penny Cliffs ; 

Whereas such dams as projected would flood vital winter range necessary for 
the survival in the most difficult winters of 1 of North America’s 2 largest e!! 
herds; 

Whereas the projected dams would invade the Selway wilderness area, destro) 
valuable steelhead and salmon runs and flood out many miles of valuable trou 
streams ; 

Whereas in Senate Document No. 51, the Corps of Engineers has chosen t 
ignore opinions on the effect of the construction of such dams by the Fish and 
Wildlife Service, the game and fish departments of Idaho, Washington, and 





PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 2485 


Oregon, and has instead attempted to give weight to completely unqualified and 
untrained observers, as in sections 215 and 216, p. 135; 

Whereas in Senate Document No. 51 the Corps of Engineers has attempted 
to make light of the opposition to the construction of the dams by residents 
of the area and has concealed from the Congress that every major conserva- 
tion organization in the States of Idaho, Oregon, and Washington has gone on 
record as being against the construction of the dams and that many national 
rganizations likewise oppose them as being destructive to fish, wildlife, and 
scenic beauty ; 

Whereas in Senate Document No. 51, the Corps of Engineers has concealed 
from the Congress that a survey to determine the elfect of the construction 
of the Bruces Eddy and Penny Cliffs Dams is now under way as a joint project 
of the Fish and Wildlife Service and the Idaho Game Department. 

Whereas the report as far as it realtes to the effect of the construction of the 
dams would have on game and fish resources is misleading, biased, and studded 
with unwarranted conclusions to the extent that would cast suspicion on every 
word in the report; therefore let it be 

Resolved, That this body request the Senate of the United States to appoint a 
eommittee to investigate Senate Document No, 51, its preparation, the motives 
behind its distortions, and omissions ; let it further be 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be sent to interested committees in 
the House and the Senate, to the governors of the States of Idaho, Washington, 
nd Oregon, and to all cooperating conservation organizations. 

Passed April 3, 1956. 

LEWIS-CLARK WILDLIFE CLUR, 
Morton Bricuam, President. 


FACTS SUPPORTING OPPOSITION 


| should like also to review the facts which support the position of 
the National Wildlife Federation and the other conservation groups 
which have opposed these projects. This opposition is offered by the 
leading conservation organizations of the country, as well as those of 
Idaho and the Northwest. 

It should be pointed out at this time that the current budgetary 
srouping of the unauthorized Bruces Eddy project with the John Day 
and Green Peter projects, for which authorization and appropriations 
have been granted by past Congresses, does not appear to be consistent 
with the policies of the Congress. Bruces Eddy has not been author- 
ized by Congress and no funds have been appropriated for it in the 
past. 

CLEARWATER DRAINAGE AREA 


The Clearwater River, drainage an area of over 9,600 square miles, 
contains an unequalled expanse of wilderness countr y which provides 
habitat for thousands of elk, mule, and whitetailed deer, herds of 
mountain goats and remnant bands of big-horn sheep, large popula- 
tions of upland game and songbirds, black bear, coyote, cougar, marten, 
and many other animals of the Northern Roc ‘ky Mountains. Its hun- 
dreds of miles of dashing crystal-clear mountain streams are in- 
habitated by native trout as well as steelhead, the giant sea-run rain- 
bow that migrate from the Pacific to spawn in waters that flow from 
snowfields of the high Bitterroot Range. 


ELK AND DEER 


The Clearwater elk herd of more than 25,000 animals, is one of the 
largest, if not the largest, in the United States. In excess of 4,000 
elks, as well as hundreds of deer, are harvested here each fall. Four 
thousand seven hundred elk were taken by some 17,000 hunters in 1954, 
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a number that represents approximately 10 percent - the total harvest 
of this big game animal in the United States. Each year hunters 
spend more than $ 33 million on their visits into Clearwater ranges from 
which they take meat that is valued at more than three-quarters of 4 
million dollars. Outfitters and guides, who serve these visitors, do 
more than $200,000 worth of business annually. 

Winter food shortages limit the increases of elk and deer in the 
Clearwater country. These would be made more critical as a result of 
the flooding of thousands of acres of low valley ranges by the Bruces 
Iddy and Penny Cliffs reservoirs. It is here that big game concen 
trates when winter snows cover the high mountain ranges. Some of 
these photographs show these winter ranges. 


LOW WINTERING AREAS 


The loss of the low wintering areas, coupled with the obstruction of 
elk migration routes, would result in excessive die-offs from starvation 
during hard winters. Estimates by the Idaho Department of Fish 
and Game and the United States Forest Service show that several! 
thousand elk and deer use ranges which would be inundated by the 
waters of the proposed impoundments. 

Starvation is not new to the big game herds of the Clearwater 
Hard winters have caused losses of thousands of animals from criti 
food shortages. In the winter of 1948-49 heavy snows took a toll 
of between 2,000 and 3.000 elk and hundreds of mule and white-tailed 
deer. 

Bruces Eddy Dam would flood 49 miles of the canyon on the North 
Fork of the Clearwater, approximately 5 miles of the Little North 
Fork and many miles of lower tributary canyons to leave even less 
food to carry these big-game animals eo the critical periods. 
Penny Cliffs Reservoir would flood a greater area which would include 
the lower canyons of the Lochsa and Selway Rivers. No method is 
known for repl: wing the natural foods provided by these valley ranges 
that are so vital to the winter survival of the herds. 


ORSTRUCTIONS TO TROUT AND SALMON 


The dam at Bruces Eddy would be 570 feet high; the Penny Cliffs 
project would rise 590 feet above the riverbed. Together they would 
form an almost complete obstruction to steelhead trout and chinook 
salmon that migrate from the ocean into spawning waters of the 
Clearwater. There are no practical methods for getting fish over 
dams of this height. Such structures would also affect the habitat of 
the native trout in these swift-flowing streams. 

Both of these rivers are occupied by large populations of steelhe id 
trout. By making these spawning waters inaccessible, the present 
and potential fish production of the entire Clearwater drainage would 
be seriously impaired, 

Studies of the Clearwater have shown that its potential for pro 
duction of both steelhead and salmon is tremendous and that a ste ad? 
increase has been recorded in the number of migrant steelhead enter- 
ing it since the construction of adequate fish passageways over the 
low dam at Lewiston. Counts of migrant fish at these ladders have 
shown an increase from 3,693 in 1950 to nearly 14,000 in 1955. Chi 
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ik salmon runs, which were destroyed before the installation of 
fish ladders at the low Lewiston Dam, have also shown some indica- 
tions that they may be reestablished. 
present, more than 60 percent of the Columbia tributaries are 
blocked to migrant steelhead and chinook salmon. Each new dam 
m the main Columbia and Snake Rivers, including the Ice Harbor and 
iin Day projects, serve as further obstructions to these migrants on 
eir trips between the ocean and the spawning beds. If we start now 
) block off the headwater spawning streams of the Clearwater River 
by building impossible Bruces Eddy and Penny Cliffs Dams, we will 
have cut off two of the last remaining areas where clear-running 
mountain streams provide breeding waters of the type required by 
these highly valued sea-run fish. Another death blow will have been 
dealt the dw indling commercial fisheries of the Columbia River sys- 
tem, now producing more than $17 million worth of harvestable steel- 
head and chinook annually. 


SPORT FISHING 


In addition to its great contribution to commercial take, the Clear- 
water provides unequaled sport fishing for both resident trout species 
and steelhead. In 1954 over 132,700 fishing trips were made along its 
waters, with fishermen taking home 547,000 trout and 8,200 steelheads. 
Last year 5,200 angler days \ were spent by fishermen who visited the 
North Fork to take over 42,000 trout. Of these, 60 percent were 
spawned by steelhead which would be completely eliminated by the 
Bruces Eddy Dam. A comparable loss to fisheries would result from 
the Penny Cliffs project. 

In addition to obstructing natural fish movements and destroying 
a major part of the big-game ranges of the lower Lochsa and Selway 
Canyons, the Penny Clitis Reservoir would extend for 6 miles into 
the Selway-Bitterroot primitive area, one of the most outstanding 
areas of wild country in the United States. If our wilderness sy stem 
is to be perpetuated in this country, areas such as this one cannot be 
subjected to disfigurement by invading reservoirs. 


LEWIS-CLARK HIGHWAY 


Also to be lost, if the Penny Cliffs Dam were to be built, is the water- 
grade Lewis-Clark Highway. Constructed at a tremendous public 
expense along the Middle Fork and Lochsa Canyons, this scenic drive 
snow hear completion. 

What would artificial reservoirs created by the dams offer to com- 
pensate for this loss of scenic grandeur, big-game ranges, and some of 
the best fish-producing streams of the country? Scarred and denuded 
canyons, steep-walled and silt-covered slopes that would be exposed 
by the extreme water fluctuations. The natural beauty of these pre- 
cipitous mountain valleys would be destroyed along with the dense 
srowths of evergreens and shrubs which are staple winter foods of 
big game. The area would no longer be known as an attraction to the 
thousands of recreational users who visit it in numbers that increase 
with each passing year. 


75008—5éi—pt. 2——-72 
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BLOLOGICAL STUDIES 


The Idaho Department of Fish and Game, the United States Fis}, 
and Wildlife Service, the Idaho Cooperative Wildlife Research Unit, 
and the Oregon State Game and Fish Commissions have indicated 
that the Bruces Eddy and Penny Cliffs Dams would have devastatin 
effects on wildlife and recreational resources. They have urged that 
biological studies, now in progress, be completed before any projects 
are authorized on the Clearwater River. Such studies would serve to 
demonstrate the effects of these dams on fish and game and the millions 
of dollars of income that accrue from recreation: al uses of this wilder 
ness. Once destroyed, these values are irreplaceable, and approval of 
plans to build Bruces Eddy, Penny Cliffs, or any one of the several 
other dams proposed for construction on the Clearwater River. 
threaten to preclude completion of a comprehensive and fully inte 
cated program of water development for the Middle Snake Rive 
Basin. 

ALTERNATIVES TO CLEARWATER PROJECTS 


Conservationists point to sites along the Snake River, above its con- 
fluence with the Salmon River, as practicable alternatives to the Clea: 
water projects. Comprehensive planning by an impartial group, 
which will place emphasis on the consideration of all resource values 
of the Middle Snake River should replace that of the Corps of Engi 
neers, other Federal agencies and private power interests which seek 
to overlook and minimize—through misrepresentation—the benefits 
from wildlife and recreation. We cannot anticipate satisfaction from 
river developments that are the outgrowth of continued conflicts be 
tween dam-building agencies that have battled relentlessly for contro! 
of these waters. Such an approach will ultimately result in misuse 
and waste of the resources of this rich area 

As conservationists, we are determined to Oppose desecration of 
wildlife, wilderness and other recreational resources on this altar. 

In conclusion, [ wish to emphasize that any action to obtain authori 
zation and appropriations for the construction of Bruces Eddy and 
Penny Cliffs Dams would be untimely in view of the incomplete status 
of current investigations on the effects of these projects on fish, wild- 
life, and recreational resources. It is our belief that it is unnecessary 
to sacrifice these irreplaceable values in order to obtain the benefits of 
river development. Thorough investigation and careful planning can 
show us how to save and develop all of these things. 

[ wish to thank you, gentlemen, for the privilege of appearing here 
today. 

Senator Ettenper. We are glad to have you, sir. 

Senator Dworsuak. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask a few 
questions. 

Senator ELLeENpER. Senator Dworshak. 

Senator Dworsnak. I am not going to take much time because the 
proper place for this discussion would be before the Public Works 
Subcommittee. The authorization is proposed by the Army Corps of 
Engineers. However, I would like to emphasize 1 or 2 points. 
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STARVATION OF GAME 


You refer to the starvation of several hundred of the game in that 
irea in the winter of 1948 and 1949. 

Mr. Branpeore. I do, sir. 

Senator Dworsuak. Do you remember the big, devastating flood 
of 1948 ¢ 


Mr. Branpvore. I do, sir. 

Senator Dworsuak. Do you remember there were almost a score of 
lives lost in the lower Columbia River near Portland? 

Mr. Branppore. I do, Senator. 

Senator Dworsnak. How do you evaluate fish and wildlife as com- 
pared with human life? Do you have a set formula? 

Mr. Branppora. Senator, floods are like sin. All of us are against 
them. Noone can say that he is not concerned about the terrible flood 
losses on the lower Columbia River. At the same time, conservation- 
sts feel that a comprehensive plan for the development of the Little 
Snake might allow us to save and preserve these precious wildlife and 
wilderness area values without leaving us short of those flood-control 
and hydroelectric benefits. 

Senator Dworsnak. In other words, sir, your 
favor of building these dams on the Snake River? 

Mr. Branpsorg. Our organization points to alternatives. We 
point to those on the Sn: ike, and wherever else they may be found. 

Senator Dworsuak. Does your organization know that the Snake 
River flows in from across southern Idaho and is a 
removed from the Clearwater River ¢ 


Does your organization know that in the devastating flood of 1948 


organization is in 


hundred miles 


three times as much of the floodwater was discharged on the Clear- 
water as on the Snake River? Do they know that ? 

Do they know they cannot build a dam on the Snake River to im- 
pound and control a ” ae hazard on rivers a hundred miles apart? 


Mr. Branvrore. Our organization has heard those statements be- 


fore. Our organization does not accept the plans that have been 
offered up until this time to alleviate the flood damage. We feel 
that other plans may be developed which would allow control of these 
floodwaters without destroying the wildlife and recreational values 
on the Clearwater River. 

Senator Dworsuak. You are unwilling to rely upon the studies 
which have been made by not only the Army engineers to regulate 
the flow and control of these floodwaters, but are you willing to rely 
upon the extensive studies and surveys which are ‘being made by the 
Federal Fish and Wildlife Service, by State agencies in Oregon, 
Washington and Idaho, to determine the extent of the potential dam- 
age which might affect the fish and wildlife in that area ? 

Do you know that those studies are being made? 

Mr. Branpsora. May I answer your question, Senator? 

Senator Dworsuak. Yes, if you will. 

Mr. BranprorG. We surely are not willing to accept the recom- 
mendations regarding wildlife which have been offered by the Corps 
of Engineers. 

Senator Dworsuak. They are not making studies. 


They deal with 
engineering features. 
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Mr. Branprore. They make recommendations in Senate Doem 
51 which are totally misleading and inaccurate. We do not ace 
their recommendations on wildlife and recreational values. We 
recognize that the State fish and game departments in the Colum! 
Basin, and the Fish and Wildlife Service, together, are the agen 
which should logically conduct studies of these resources. 

We recognize, too, that these studies are just beginning. They h 
just gotten underway. It will be necessary for those studies to be 
completed within the next 3 or + years, we hope, so that we will | 
able to evaluate these dams. At this time the dams are being | Dp 
posed for construction in the immediate future. 

The authorization, as T understand it, will be included in the omni- 
bus bill and an effort is being made to get this through the Congress 
at the present time. 

We feel that any action to authorize or appropriate funds for 
Bruces Eddy and Penny Cliffs Dams at this time would be prematur 
to say the least. 

Senator DworsnaK. You do not think any engineering study should 
be made ? 

Mr. Branprors. I do not see how we can go ahead and make de 
tailed plans and engineering studies which, in effect, are the initial 
phases of construction. 

Senator Dworsnak. In other words, you are placing your organiz 
tion on record as being almost entirely, if not wholly, ‘dependent upor 
the studies which are being made of fish and wildlife on the Clear- 
water River, insofar as your final position is to be taken on the 
proposed construction of a dam there? 

Mr. Branprore. Our recommendations to cover the construction of 
dams on the Clearwater River will be contingent to a large extent 
upon the final recommendations of the State and Federal wildlife 
agencies. We will have to take the word of these agencies. We know 
up until this point that no word has come from the agencies. That 
is, they have not been given the opportunity or time that is necessary 
to complete these detailed studies on fish and wildlife. We hope 
that alternate project can be developed on other parts of the Middle 
Snake River drainage, or in other sections of the Columbia River 
Basin. 

Senator Dworsnak. In other words, sir, you might find another 
site down near Portland which would impound the water upstream 
for 400 miles? 

Mr. Branpsore. I am not an engineer. I do not think I should 
speculate on that point. 

Senator Dworsnak. You also think that we might build dams o1 
some other tributary of the Columbia to control the floodwaters on 
the Clearwater River, which have been pointed out in recent hearings 
by Army engineers, officials of the Bonneville Power Administration, 
and others, as being the source of the annual flood potential in the 
Columbia River Basin, which waters originate on the Clearwate: 
River. 

Does your organization know that, sir? 

Mr. Branprore. Our organization has heard that statement. 

Senator Dworsuax. You do not know whether you are willing to 
accept it, though ? 
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MAJOR FLOODS ON CLEARWATER 


Mr. Branpsorc. We do not know that we are willing to accept it 
n support of the Bruces Eddy and Penny Cliffs dams. ‘As you know, 
Senator, the Clearwater has had only three major floods, in 1894, 1933, 
and 1948. 

We feel that there may be alternate sites that can render these 
flood-control values and alleviate the damage which occurs in the lower 
reaches of the Columbia, without justifying the construction of these 
projects. 

Senator Dworsuak. Before leaving the point, sir, I just want to 
be sure that you are willing to accept the recommendations, or the 
results of these surveys and studies which are cur rently being made by 
both Federal and State agencies. 


FISH AND WILDLIFE STUDIES 


Mr. Branppore. I would like to say on that, Senator, that we are 
ooking to these fish and wildlife agencies, and we rely on them for 
basic technical information. 

[ feel that we should do everything we can, and I think you have 
been instrumental in at least one instance, in getting appropriations to 
carry on these fish and wildlife studies. I would like to extend my 
anks to you on behalf of the National Wildlife Federation and our 
iliates for getting this money. We greatly appreciate that action 
on your part. We realize that we must have this basic biological 
nformation which these studies will yield. 

Senator Dworsnak. I appreciate that statement, primarily because 
( would take at least 2 years, if not longer, to conduct these studies, 
the engineering studies and surveys, before any construction could 
e proposed. 

| am sure that in this interim all of these agencies will have ample 

me to complete all the studies upon which final decisions will be made 
s to the maximum water resource development in that part of the 
Columbia River Basin. 

| certainly hope that instead of predicating any conclusions which 
your organization may oifer upon individual reports or, we might say, 
p ‘opaganda that is circulating here, there and elsewhere, that you 

ll withhold your final judgment. 

Certainly your organization is deserving of commendation when 
you are fully alerted as to the need of safeguarding these fish and 
wildlife resources. However, I certainly hope you w ill recognize that 
human resources are equal, if not superior, to the fish and wildlife 
resources. I would not want to embarrass you or any member of your 
organization by forcing you to take the position that it is better to 
save a few fish and a few elk, than it is to save human life downstream 
in the lower Columbia River Basin. 

Mr. Branppore. We certainly do not want to give that impression 
either, Senator. We feel that human values are, after all, supreme. 
We feel very definitely, however, that the flood-control justification 
for the Bruces E ddy ‘and Penny Cliffs Dams may have been over- 
played. We feel that further studies on a basinwide basis must be 
completed before we can reach any final decisions. 

Senator Evtenper. Thank you ever so much, sir. 

Mr. Branpsore. Thank you, sir. 


y* 
ain 
Y 
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STATEMENT OF C. R. GUTERMUTH 


Senator ELLENpER. The committee has received a statement by Mr. 
C. R. Gutermuth, vice president of the Wildlife Management Inst; 
tute, with the request that it be made a part of the record. Without 
objection it is so ordered. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF C. R. GUTERMUTH, VICE PRESIDENT OF THE WILDLIFE INstrvu7} 


Mr. Chairman, I am C. R. Gutermuth, vice president of the Wildlife Manag: 
ment Institute, a national membership organization devoted to the improved 
management of natural resources in the public interest. The institute is one of 
the oldest nonprofit organizations in this country. 

The request for funds to enable the Corps of Engineers to begin construction of 
the Bruces Eddy and Penny Cliffs Dams on the North and Middle Forks of the 
Clearwater River in Idaho is most untimely. 

It is untimely, first, because there are no existing congressional authoriza 
tions for the construction of these projects. The appropriate committees of th: 
House and Senate have not held hearings to determine the feasibility and ad 
visability of constructing dams at these sites. The appropriating of publie funds 
at this time would, therefore, be an ill-advised diversion from long-established 
congressional procedure. An authorization bill that was introduced in 
&3d Congress for the Bruces Eddy and Penny Cliffs Dams failed to receive con 
sideration by the House Public Works Committee largely because of widespread 
opposition to their construction. 

At the present time, personnel of the United States Fish and Wildlife Servic 
and the Idaho Department of Fish and Game are conducting a survey to dé 
termine the effect that the construction of the Bruces Eddy Dam and the r 
sulting impoundment would have on the game, fish, and recreational resources 
of this Clearwater area. These studies were authorized by the Congress, and 
conservationists assume that they are being conducted to obtain facts for us: 
by Congress in its consideration of the project should an authorization request 
be made for the construction of this dam. 

Although complete information is not available to appraise in detail th 
vildlife and recreational values of the Clearwater River drainage, it is know: 
that they are considerable. This knowledge, in fact, prompted the Orego1 
State Game and Fish Commissions to prepare a joint report which appears on 
pages 10 to 17 of Senate Document No. 51, S4th Congress, Ist session, relating 
to the threat to these resources from the proposals made by the Army Corps of 
Engineers for the Middle Snake River, Snake River and tributaries, Wyoming 
{daho, Oregon, and Washington.” The construction of a dam at the Bruces Edd) 
site, as well as the others that were proposed, the Oregon agencies agree, would 
have a much more detrimental effect upon game, fish and recreational resources 
of the Northwest than is indicated in the corps’ optimistic report. 

Mr. Chairman, we have heard numerous complaints of the very unfair way ir 
which the facts were scrambled in that Senate Document 51. Much of the 
pertinent information has not been included in the document by the corps 
Anyone studying that report in an attempt to get the true facts of this case 
should take that matter into consideration, because Senate Document 51 does 
not contain all of the information that should be presented to the Congress for 
its consideration. 

The dams would completely block the North and Middle Forks of the Clear 
water River to the anadromous fish and, in addition, would have a serious effect 
on the resident trout populations. These streams are famous for steelhead 
trout and their obstruction with a dam of insurmountable height—even with 
lisliways—would eliminate this drainage as a producer of anadromous fish. 

Those fishways, Mr. Chairman, are effective only to the point of carrying 
the adult fish over dams considerably less than 100 feet in height. Both of the 
dams under discussion today would exceed this height by many hundreds otf 
feet. Nor is there a known method of guiding the young fish downstream and 
out to sea without tremendous losses. 

The backed-up waters of the Bruces Eddy Dam would inundate 12,000 acres 0! 
prime winter food plants for many of the areas’ 20,000 to 25,000 elk and a lars 
number of deer. Loss of this winter food would place these big mae animals 


| 
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u jeopardy and the impoundment itself would create a physical barrier to their 
necessary Seasonal movements. 
We have not yet found a way to get these big game animals to change their 
westral Movements and when their migration routes are blocked, as would be 
ione in this case with these impoundments, it is inconceivable, from what we 
‘esently know of the habits and characteristics of big game, that the animals 
would ever find their way down into their former wintering grounds. 
Sole persons urge supplementary feeding programs as a means of offsetting 
‘joss of winter range. The Institute published The Elk of North America by 
us J. Murie, who is one of the leading authorities on elk. That book con- 
tains 2 25-year intensive study on the habits and requirements of elk. It is 
hrought out very graphically in the book that it is virtually impossible to sustain 
k by artificial feeding 
\nnually about 10,000 hunters recreate in the Clearwater drainage, bag nearly 
(WK) big-game animals, and spend at least $38 million in so doing. The meat 
value of the animals is nearly $1 million annually and about $200,000 worth of 
usiness is Created for the 40 or more commercial pack outfitters in the area. 
Che statement of the Oregon Game and Fish Commission in Senate Document 
san objective appraisal of the effect construction of the daims would have 
known natural resources values. It is based on their intimate knowledge of 
the requirements of game and fish and on the experiences that have been 
recorded following the erection of other dams in the Northwest. It is expected 
the field studies of the United States Fish and Wildlife Service and the Idaho 
Department of Fish and Game will reveal the magnitude of natural resources 
les that should be considered whenever an authorization is sought for a 
lam in the Clearwater drainage. 
Mr. Chairman, even if the Bruces Eddy and Penny Cliffs Dams had been 
thorized by Congress—and they have not—the appropriation of money to begin 
ustruction would be inadvisable. Sincere and well justified questions have 
een raised about the effect of such dams on the tremendous game, fish, and 
ecreational resources of this Idaho area. 
Upward of 30 million Americans annually purchase hunting and fishing 
icenses. Many millions more who hunt and fish are not required to obtain 
n. Each year, untold millions of persons turn to the out of doors for recrea- 
nal outlets. Surely, any river basin pi inning that is in the national interest 
should consider the effects of impoundments on game, fish, and recreational 
esourees as well as on flood control, navigation, or power production. Thanks. 


BRUCES EDDY AND PENNY CLIFFS DAMS 


THE WILDERNESS SOCIETY 


STATEMENT OF MICHAEL NADEL, ASSISTANT EXECUTIVE 
SECRETARY 


PRESERVATLON OF WILDERNESS AREA 


Senator ELLENpER. Mr. Nadel of the Wilderness Society. 

Mr. Napen. Our primary interest, Mr. Chairman, is in the preser- 
ition of wilderness area. 

Senator Dworsirak. Where do you live, sir? 

Mr. Napen. I live in Arlington, Va. Our headquarters are in 
Washington, D.C. — 

Peay name is Michael nee T am assistant executive secretary of 

Wilderness Society, a private, nonprofit, national conservation 

organization with headquarters | in Washington, D. C. I appreciate 
the privilege of presenting the following brief statement, in which it 
simy intention to urge respectfully that provision shall not be made 
In your appropriations for the Bruces Eddy and Penny Cliffs Dams, 
which have been proposed for construction on the north and middle 
forks respectively of the Clearwater River in Idaho. 
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I have not been so fortunate as to have traveled in this region, 
[ts magnificence, its recreational opportunities, and wildlife resources 
value, are known to me by legend, by factual desc ription, and infor- 
mation. The vicarious pleasure I have derived from the fact that it 
exists to be experienced—a pleasure shared by countless Americans 
who hope one day to satisfy a like expectation—is of significance as a 
measure of the need of maintaining such resources unimpaired. 

The upper reaches the Clearwater River which would be affected 
by these projects have been inspected by Mr. Howard Zahniser, who is 
executive secretary of the Wilderness Society and editor of the Living 
Wilderness. The president and director of the Wilderness Society, 
Dr. Olaus J. Murie, who is now on his way to Alaska for a study of 
wilderness in the Brooks Range in Alaska, has studied proposals for 
these dams as they would affect wilderness and wildlife values. 

Senator EL_tenper. How is your society maintained, sir? 

Mr. Napet. By a grant and through membership. 

Senator ELtenper. A grant from whom ? 

Mr. Nave. The Robert Marshall wilderness fund and through 
membership and contributions. 

Senator Etienper. What size staff do you have in Washington? 

Mr. Napet. We have a staff of six in Washington. 

Senator E.tenper. Does your membership come from all over the 
country ? 

Mr. Napeu. From all over the country and Canada, too. 

Senator ELLENpER. You may proceed, sir. 


HEARING BEFORE THE BOARD OF ENGINEERS 


Mr. Napex. Dr. Murie, a scientist and biologist, is the author of The 
Elk of North America, which is one of the foremost studies of this 
animal. Ata hearing before the Board of Engineers for Rivers and 
Harbors in Washington, D. C., he stated that the Bruces Eddy im 
poundment would flood canyons in which is located the crucial winte! 
range of the elk. On this winter range is produced the browse species 
which elk require in order to subsist. The total wintering range fo1 
elk in the United States has narrowed drastically. 

Dr. Murie also called attention to the destructive effect this eng 
neering structure would have upon steelhead trout and salmon re- 
sources by inhibiting their migratory runs and obliterating spawning 
areas. In addition, thousands of acres of forest land would be flooded 
and lost forever. 

PENNY CLIFFS 


The Penny Cliffs Dam would back waters clear into the Selway 
Bitterroot primitive area for 6 miles, thus destroying the sanctity of 
wilderness, as well as major wildlife values. 

Against this background we are obliged to consider the following 
statement by Brig. Gen. Louis H. Foote, division engineer for the 
North Pacific Division of the Army Corps of Engineers, which was 
reported in the December 3, 1955, issue of the Lewiston Tribune, in 
connection with the Clearwater projects: 


There is ne such thing as an ultimate and complete plan, however. If our plan 
is valid for 12 ‘o 15 years, we will have done a remarkable job. 
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This statement appears as a strikingly calm acceptance that our 

ational concern can tolerate the irrevoc ‘abs annihilation of needed 
scenic, Wildlife, recreational, and economic resources in order to build 
a commodity whose life will span a mere 12 to 15 years. 

Surely the biological studies which have been ordered and which 
have, as I understand, barely gotten underway, should be revealing 
(o everyone concerned in this matter when they have been completed. 

Dr. Murie observed that farsighted planners must give considera- 
tion to all the values which are vital to our welfare. We have an 
understanding of the local interests, but at times local interests must 
give way to broad public interests which have first claim, in our own 
natures and in our social and economic needs, upon areas especially 

jeaningful to us for their primary resources value. 

It is worth repeating a statement made at a previous hearing: It 
would be a worthy thing for the engineers to get together with other 
agencies that represent the consumers of the Nation. There need 
be no real conflict, nor controversy, if all the needs are studied and put 
n genuine perspective. 


DESTRUCTION OF WILDLIFE RESOURCES 


We support our cooperating wildlife conservation groups in oppos- 
ng the construction of Bruces Eddy and Penny Cliffs Dams on the 
oround that they would destroy important wildlife resources and 
wilderness values. Alternative sites should be found for structures - 
to meet suitable purposes of the proponents where there will be less 
lumage to our already diminished resources. 


PROJECTS NOT AUTHORIZED 


It seems especially questionable to be considering appropriations 
fo prajecte that are thus so objectionable from these pots of view 
when the projects themselves have not had the scrutiny of Congress 
as to their need and feasibility; in other words, when they have not 
yet even gone through the processes that Congress has wisely provided 
for in requiring first an authorization for any such project before 
con amen ing appropriations. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the privilege of appearing before 
this committee. 

Senator Ex.enper. You will want to appear before the Public 
Works Committee. 

Senator DworsnaK. I have one question, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator ELLeNprER. Senator Dworshak. 

enator Dworsuak. Of course, no appropriation can be made by 
this committee for the engineering preconstruction work until the 
project is authorized. Do you know that? 

Mr. Nave. So 1 understand, sir. 

Senator Dworsnak. Do you have any wilderness areas in Arling- 
ton County, or Virginia, that you people are trying to safeguard or 
protect ? 

Mr. Napet. I am sorry to say we have not. 

Senator Dworsuak. What would hi appen if we should start an agi- 
tation movement out in Idaho to drive some of the people out of 
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Arlington County? Instead of having wildlife you could have some 
wilderness over there. What would be your reaction to that? 

Mr. Napev. May, I say, sir, that the concern with the problem in 
Idaho is a natural concern. 

Senator Dworsuaxk. You think so? 

Mr. Napeu. As I tried to say, we believe so. We believe that in 
attempting to protect these wildlife resource values we are doing so 
in order to protect and conserve human values. 

We have had letters from members all around the country with 
respect to the preservation of wilderness areas. These letters have 
been from doctors, scientists, teachers, and lay people who have expe 
rienced the value of wilderness for mental health and physical health, 
as well as their spiritual and esthetic values. 

Senator Dworsuak. Have you been out in that area, sir? 

Mr. Napet. No, sir; I have not been in that area. The very fact 
that I have not been out in that area, and countless other Americans 
who have not been in that area and are interested, is an indication of 
the value of that area, because we hope, some day, to be able to escape 
from the concrete into areas such as you are fortunate to represent. 

Senator DworsuaKk. Does your organization oppose the upper Colo 
rado Ri er development ? 

ECHO PARK DAM 


Mr. Napen. Only the Echo Park Dam, sir. 

Senator Dworsuak. There is no game or fish involved in the build 
oe dams on the great Colorado River. 

Mr. Napev. Involved there is the protection of the Dinosaur Mon- 


ument. 

Senator Dworsnak. They are proposing to build several dams or 
bio reservoirs. You would not be opposed to that ? 

Mr. Napen. We are only opposed to the Echo Park Dam. 

Senator DworsuaKk. Do vou know of any wild game in that area‘ 

Mr. Napen. I do not know, sir. 

Senator DworsuaKk. Why did your organization not find out‘ 

Mr. Nave. Our primary concern there was the protection of 2 
dedicated national monument. 

Senator Encenper. Thank you very much, sir, for appearing 
before us. 


Waco Dam 


STATEMENT OF HON. LYNDON B. JOHNSON, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Senator ELLeNper. The committee is indeed honored this afternoon 
in having before us the distinguished majority leader, Senator Lyndon 
B. Johnson. He will testify on the Waco Dam. 

Senator Jounson. Mr. Chairman, my distinguished colleague, Sen 
ator Price Danier, and my beloved friend, Congressman Clark 
Thompson, will speak at some length on the projects before you. 

[ have another appropriations hearing, but I do w ant to speak 
briefly on three projects. The first is the dam on the Bosque River 


near Waco, Tex. 
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FLOOD CONTROL PROJECT 


[t is a flood-control project of tremendous importance. It is, in 
fact, absolutely vital to the large agricultural and industrial area of 
central Texas in the vicinity of Waco. 

This dam is one of several recommended multiple-purpose reservoir 
projects for flood control and allied purposes on the Brazos River and 
its tributaries. It is an essential link in a scheme designed to bring 
economic and human relief to this region of Texas that is both har- 

ssed by floods and plagued by drought. 


EXTENT OF BRAZOS BASIN 


It is one of the most extensive projects of its kind, involving pro- 
tection for 400 river miles. The Brazos Basin, for instance, is larger 
than the Tennessee Valley. 

Planning funds totaling $100,000 were advanced last year through 
le generosity and foresight of this committee. Two of the eight dams 

sunlized in this program have already been built. This will be the 

rd, and, while there is a budget estimate for an additional $100,000 
to continue planning work this year, at this rate probably 2 more 
years will be needed to bring the project to the construction stage. 

As I have said, this projeet is absolutely vital to the region. We 

w understand that the engineers could carry on planning at a more 
rapid rate if more funds were provided. It is felt that $800,000— 
roughly $200,000 more than has been recommended in the budget— 

ll bring this project to the construction stage. 


ANNUAL COST OF FLOODS 


& his natural next link in the chain being forged to control the great 
rizos and its tributaries cannot be overemphasized. The Brazos 
nd its tributaries are oabiecd to frequent destructive floods. It has 
been estimated that the cost of these floods in the areas of principal 
damage totals approximately 410 million per vear. These losses come 
to crops, to transportation facilities, to utilities, and to urban prop- 


ies, 


With the completion of this project—the third in the chain—ap- 
proximate ly 96 percent of the Brazos will be ce taae: 

There is another factor, Mr. Chairman. The Federal Government, 
of course, is not concerned with local municipal water supply pro- 
grams. But I would like to point out a certain situation now existing. 


WATER SHORTAGE IN WACO 


The city of Waco faces a water shortage. Waco today has a metro- 
politan population estimated at more than 112,000. The city’s popu- 
lation has increased 101 percent since 1940. 

Lake Waco, the source of municipal water supply, was completed 
in 1950. The city’s need is exceeding the capacity of its water source. 
Since 1930, water storage capacity of the lake has dwindled by about 
one-half as a result of sedimentation. The city clearly is going to 
have to increase its water supply. 

At first the city planned to build immediately a new lake for water 
supply purposes only. Then Bosque River project was authorized, 
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assuring citizens of an eventual source of new water. It is, therefore. 
important to the city that the construction stage in this project be 
reached as soon as feasible. 

Basically, however, this is a flood-control project. The sooner 
construction is begun the safer citizens of the Brazos River Basi) 
will feel. 

I strongly urge the committee to give favorable consideration to 
this project and ‘to requests for an additional $200,000 planning funds 
over and above the $100,000 requested in the budget. 

Mr. Chairman, the estimated cost of the dam is $37,700,000. The 
local interests have indicated a desire to purchase additional storage 
in the new reservoir and they would contribute toward the construe- 
tion cost of the dam. Engineers estimate this contribution at be 
tween $4 million and $6 million. We are not asking for any construc 
tion money. You gave us $100,000 planning last year. We are ex- 
pressing the hope, dependent entirely upon your judgment and wis 
dom in the matter, that we could have $300,000 planning this year i1 
order to bring it to the construction phase. 


THE LA QUINTA BRANCH CHANNEL OF THE PORT ARANSAS—CORPUS 
CHRISTI, TEX., WATERWAY 


Mr. Chairman, the next statement I want to make is in connectio. 
with the La Quinta Channel. This project—extending from the mai 
channel of the waterway a distance of 524 miles to a turning basin near 
La Quinta—was authorized in 1954 to a depth of 32 feet and width 
of 150 feet, at an estimated cost of $1,800,000. The authorization 
provided that the Federal Government and local interests would eac! 
assume half the construction cost. 

The need for this branch channel was so urgent, however, that local 
interests immediately constructed it with local funds—to a width of 
125 feet instead of the 150 feet provided in the authorization—at a 
cost in excess of $1,350,000. Local interests thus spent not only the 
$900,000 to which they were committed under the authorization, but 
also more than $400,000 of the Federal Government’s share 0! 
$900,000—and they have sought no reimbursement for this 
expenditure. 

Since commerce using this branch channel has been considerably 
greater than anticipated, and since many costly groundings have 
resulted from the inadequate 125 feet width, local interests now be 
seech the Federal Government to appropriate its remaining $500,000 
to complete the project to its authorized width of 150 feet. 

The need for this appropriation is urgent; and inasmuch as local 
interests voluntarily reduced the Federal Government’s obligation 
from $900,000 to $500,000, it is appropriate and just that the remain- 
ing funds be provided. 

Local interests thus urge an appropriation of $500,000 to complete 
this project as presently authorized. 


Cortorapo Rrver—CHANNEL To Bay Crry, Tex. 


Mr. Chairman, the next statement I want to make is in connection 
with the planning and design of a project on the Colorado River in 


Texas, which was authorized 18 years ago in the River and Harbor 
Act. 
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| want to urge the committee to consider including in the bill the 
small sum of $20,000 to complete the planning and design of this 
project. 

The project provides for a channel extending upstream from the 
Gulf Intracoastal Waterways at Matagorda, a distance of about 17 
miles, with a turning basin in the vicinity of Bay City, Tex. The 
project specifies a channel 9 feet deep and 100 feet wide, with a turn- 
ing basin of the same depth, 400 feet wide and 500 feet long. 

The need for this project has become increasingly urgent since its 
authorization. Heavy industry is moving into the area, and this 
channel will serve as a feeder to the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway, 
bringing the benefits of barge transportation to the area. 

Mr. Chairman, it will provide barge transportation for petroleum, 
agricultural and marine products produced in the Matagorda-Bay 
City area. Recent oil development and the growth of the rice indus- 
try in the area make it desirable that water transportation be pro- 
vided to connect with the Gulf Intracoasal Waterway. 


ESTIMATED COST OF PROJECT 


The estimated first cost of the project was $540,000. As I said, it 
was authorized 18 years ago. I am informed that present-day costs 
of the project are estimated at $910,000. 

Local interests will be required to assume costs of approximately 
$510,000, due to the fact that they must provide terminal and transfer 
facilities, as well as highway connections and spoil disposal areas. 

The need for this extension of the Intracoastal Waterway can be 
emphasized by the fact that a single industry in Bay City has pledged 
annual shipments of 250,000 tons of barge freight when the channel is 
completed. Heavy industry continues to move into the area, looking 
forward to the time when barge transportation will be available. 

Congressman Thompson is much better versed in the details of the 
project than Iam. I know that he and Senator Daniel will be glad to 
give you any information they may possess. 

The Corps of Engineers tell us that the sum of $20,000 would be 
adequate for completion of planning the project. I very much hope 
that the committee in its wisdom will see fit to approve this modest 
sum. I commend this recommendation to you. 

Senator Exuenper. Thank you very much, sir, for appearing before 
this committee. 

We will now hear from Senator Price Daniel. 


Waco Dam 


STATEMENT OF HON. PRICE DANIEL, A UNITED STATES SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS 


SUPPORT OF PROJECT 


_ Senator Danie. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
join in the recommendation of my distinguished colleague, Senator 
Lyndon Johnson, for an increase to $300,000 in the budget allowance 
of $100,000 for planning of the Waco Dam and Reservoir. 

_ This project, which would incorporate the existing Lake Waco, 
‘orms a part of the comprehensive plan of flood control in the Brazos 
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River Basin. It would afford substantial flood protection to the cit 
of Waco and the lower Brazos River Valley. In addition, the a 
voir would serve Waco as a source of municipal water supply. Loca) 
interests have already indicated a desire to purchase additional storage 
in the new project and will contribute toward the cost of construction, 

With the appropriation of $300,000, the project could be brought 
up to the construction stage this year. To avoid delay in bringing 

nbout this much-needed flood protection and water conservation, | 
hope this committee will increase the amount recommended by the 
Budget Bureau to the extent requested. 


COLORADO RIVER EXTENSION 


Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, I would also like 
to join Senator Johnson in the recommendation for the inclusion of 
$20,000 in the public works appropriation bill to complete advance 
engineering and design work on the Colorado River extension of the 

Gulf Intracoastal Waterway. 

As Senator Johnson has said, Congressman Thompson, who repre 
sents that district, is here and I understand will join us in this ree 
ommendation. 

Senator ELLENpER. Congressman Thompson, will you step forward, 
please / 

Senator Danre.. This project was authorized in 1938 and calls for 
the dredging of a barge channel 9 feet deep and 100 feet wide 17 miles 
upstream from the Intracoastal Canal, terminating with a turning 
basin of the same depth, 400 feet wide and 500 feet long, at a point 
near Bay City, Tex. At the time of authorization, the estimated 


construction cost amounted to only $540,000, and even in these days 
of $5 billion foreign-aid requests, the work could be completed fo1 
approximately $910,000. 


GROWTH OF INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY 


Members of the committee are familiar, of course, with the tremen 
dous growth of the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway. Authorized by Coi 
gress on the expectation that it would eventually develop some 5 
million tons of commerce a year, it is now carrying over 42 million 
tons annually, which is more tonnage than moves ‘through the Panama 
Canal. By providing safe and economical transportation for petro 
leum, chemicals, farm 1 commodities, and other products, it has contrib 
uted greatly to the economic development of the gulf coast, to the 
national economy, and to the defense effort. 

The waterway consists not only of the main channel but also of 1 
number of feeder channels, such as the one planned on the Colorado 
River. Inthe past, a big obstacle to dredging of this project has been 
the need for a high- structure bridge over the river, together wit! 
necessary approaches. All rights- of-way have now been acquired. 
and plans are going forward to spend approximately $2 million in 
the construction of these facilities, which will be completed when 
dredging reaches that point on the river. 
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LOCATION OF HEAVY INDUSTRY 


Location of heavy industry in the Bay City area on the assumption 
‘hat barge transportation would soon be available makes the need 
for this project increasingly urgent. Recently a large oil supply 
— built a district office in the community to serve as the dis- 
ribution center for their product for the entire middle culf coast. 
{his company has pledged annual shipments of 250,000 tons of barge 
freight when the channel is constructed. 

| sincerely hope your committee will provide $20,000 in the ap- 
propriation bill to complete planning of this vitally needed and eco- 
omically sound project. 

Senator ELLenper. Thank you very much, Senator Daniel, for 
your statement. It has been a pleasure to have you appear before 
this committee. 

Senator ELLENDER. Congressman Thompson, do you wish to add 
nything to Senator Daniel's statement 


Waco Dam 


STATEMENT OF HON. CLARK W. THOMPSON, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS 


SUPPORT OF PROJECT 


Representative Thompson, Mr. Chairman, I have never heard 
etter presentation than the one you have just listened to. I can 
only tell you that I subscribe to everything Senator Daniel has said. 
Che picture has been painted to you very adequately in years gone by, 
nd especially right now. 

I will be glad to answer questions, Mr. Chairman, if you have any. 

Senator ELLenper. The only suggestion I would make is to extend 
the effort to get the House to put something in that will make our task 
much easier. 

Representative THompson. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 


PREPARED STATEMENTS 


Senator Jounson. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Jack H. Kultgen, a member 
( se hoard of directors of the Brazos River Authority and Mr. Har- 
i M. Fentress would like permission to file statements in support of 
he Waco project. 
Senator ELLENDER. Without objection, their statements will be re- 
ved for the record. 
(The statements referred to follow :) 


EMENT OF JACK H. KULTGEN, PAST PRESIDENT OF WACO CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 
\Np Boarp MEMBER OF THE Brazos River AutrHority (A STAte AGENCY) 


w J. H. Kuiltgen, a Waco businessman and member of the executive commit- 

e of the board of directors of the Brazos River Authority, a State ageney, 
isted with the responsibility for the development of the Brazos River. In 
rief filed with this committee you will find a letter from the Brazos River 
ity officially endorsing this Waco project. The Brazos River Authority is 

y operating Possum Kingdom Dam, north of Waco about 150 miles. So that 
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you will not think we are not doing things for ourselves—the Brazos River Ay 
thority has under plan, a series of power dams between Possum Kingdom Dam 
and Whitney Dam (Whitney Dam is approximately 50 miles north of Waco oy 
the Brazos). It is necessary that our dams be power dams because the only wa 
we have to finance them is through the sale of power. Unlike the Brazos Livery 
Authority dams, the Waco Reservoir will not produce power. The Brazos River 
Authority at this time is more concerned with the conservation of water than 
with anything else, because we are having terrific demands made on us by tlhe 
farmers below for irrigation water and municipal water. 

The Brazos River Authority is in full agreement with the Corps of Engineers 
on this project and will coordinate their policies with those of the Corps of 
Engineers for the fullest control of the Brazos to the end that it will provide the 
greatest possible beneficial use of the waters of the River. 


STATEMENT OF HARLON M. FENTRESS, PAST PRESIDENT 
COMMERCE, WACO, TEx. 


Waco CHAMBER oF 


’ 


Gentlemen, the Waco Reservoir project that we are interested in supporting, 
was authorized by the S8d Congress under flood control omnibus bill H. R. 9859 
This committee was kind enough last year to grant us $100,000 for first planning 
money on this urgent project. It is our understanding that the Corps of 
Engineers will have spent this full amount by June of this year. It is our 
further understanding that the President’s budget has included another $100,000 
for the planning of this project, which will be available in July of this year, 
provided Congress approves. 

Last year, the amount of $100,000 was not questioned. We understood that the 
engineers, in starting a project of this nature, could not spend more than this 
amount the first year: however, now that the project is underway and the 
Corps of Engineers have started building a staff to work on this project, we 
honestly feel justified in requesting approximately $300,000 this year. Our 
reasons for this request are realistic and justified and are supported by the 
Corps of Engineers through their Brazos River and tributaries report, known 
as House Document No. 535. 

First. This project has been given No. 1 priority by the Corps of Engineers 
out of the group of six in the entire overall project of House Document 535. 

Second. It is the natural next link in the chain that is being forged to contro 
the great Brazos River and its tributaries. 

Third. With the completion of this project, plus the Whitney Reservoir and 
the Belton Reservoir approximately 96 percent of the Brazos will be controlled 

Fourth. This project will have local participation by the city of Waco in 
the amount of 4 to 5 million dollars. 

Fifth. The city of Waco has a near water problem which will be solved when 
this project is completed. Our present water supply comes from Lake Wace 
which is approximately 60 percent silted. Each year we are entirely dependent 
upon our spring rains to provide our municipal supply. 

We fully realize this: The Federal Government is not, and should not be co! 
cerned with local municipal water supply problems, but inasmuch as this is a 
joint project for both flood control and water supply, we feel justified in telling 
you of our water supply problems in order that you might have the overall 
picture in considering our request for $280,000 for continued planning on the 
Waco Reservoir. 

We thank you for the opportunity to be heard. 


Senator Exnenper. Mr. Brockel, will vou step forward, please. 


City or MILWAUKEE, WIS. 


STATEMENT OF HARRY C. BROCKEL, MUNICIPAL PORT DIRECTOR, 
BOARD OF HARBOR COMMISSIONERS 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Mr. Brocxen. Mr. Chairman, to save the time of the committee | 
would like to submit my statement. I appear here in behalf of the 
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Board of Harbor Commissioners, Milwaukee, Wis., in support of the 
two items on the President’s budget. 

Senator ELLenper. It has already been budgeted. You do not 
have to waste too much breath on that, sir. 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


Mr. Brocken. We are here, sir, as an expression of interest and sup- 
port. If our statement may be inserted in the record, that is all I 
have, sir. 

Senator ELLenper, It will be inserted in the record. Thank you 
very much, sir, for appearing before this committee. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Harry C. BrocKet, MUNIcrPAL Port Director, BOARD OF HARBOR 
CoMMISSIONERS, CITY OF MILWAUKER, WIS. 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, my name is Harry C. Brockel. I represent the 
city of Milwaukee and its board of harbor commissioners, by whom I am re- 
tained as municipal port director. 

The River and Harbor Act of March 2, 1945, modified earlier Federal projects 
at Milwaukee Harbor to provide for dredging at Federal expense the channels in 
the Milwaukee, Menomonee, and Kinnickinnie Rivers from the harbor entrance 
to the head of navigation on each of these three rivers, an aggregate distance of 
about 4 miles. The authority for the broadened project is contained in Senate 
Document 29, 76th Congress, 1st session. 

In 1947, 1949, and 1955, maintenance dredging of these rivers was performed 
by the Corps of Engineers under authority of a special provision in the annual 
Civil Functions Appropriation Acts for those years. These acts authorize the 
Chief of Engineers to maintain harbor channels provided by public agencies in 
serving the essential needs of general commerce and navigation. The project 
for maintenance dredging of Milwaukee inner harbor channels has been carried 
out by the Corps of Engineers under this general authority and from general 

aintenance funds available to the Chief of Engineers. The Milwaukee 
harbor project has not been eligible for maintenance dredging, on the regular 
basis, because the new work phase of the project has never been appropriated 

by Congress and remains in the authorization stage. 

We are informed by the Corps of Engineers that the continuing obligation to 

aintain these channels does not become effective until the initial full restora- 
tion of channel depths has been carried out by the Federal Government: i. e., 
the new work phase of the project must be completed before regular maintenance 
funds can be utilized for this work. We understand that with completion of the 
new work phase, regular maintenance can thereafter be performed by the corps, 
subject, of course, to availability of funds to be provided by the Congress. 

On behalf of the city government and its port authority, we desire to express 
our support for those items in the President’s budget which would appropriate 
funds for new work dredging in Milwaukee Harbor, with regular maintenance 
dredging thereafter. 

Since 1945, the city of Milwaukee has relied in good faith on Federal mainte- 

nce of inner harbor channels, as contemplated by the River and Harbor Act 

P1945. With the recent rapid drop in the level of the Great Lakes, water levels 

also dropping throughout the Milwaukee inner harbor, which is at the same 
um as Lake Michigan. <A critical problem confronts the city which, no doubt, 
be intensified in the immediate future, as precipitation in the area has 
heen extremely light since last summer, and a further rapid drop in lake and 
river levels is anticipated. In addition, normal processes have created shoals 
in some of the busiest sections of the Milwaukee inner harbor which are severely 
hampering navigation. 

The Federal Government is maintaining navigation channels at practically 
every major lake and ocean port. It is only through the technicality that the 
hew work phase of the project has not been completed that we find ourselves in- 
eligible for continued maintenance dredging. 

The commerce of the port of Milwaukee is substantially 100 percent inter- 
state or foreign commerce of the United States, and we believe that the Mederal 
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maintenance of the inner harbor channels is thus consistent with the nature of 
our commerce. A few facts to indicate the economic importance of Milwaukee 
Harbor and its channels may be of assistance to your honorable committee. 

Milwaukee is the principal coal-receiving port on Lake Michigan and ranks 
second among all lake ports in coal receipts. It is the principal car-ferry port 
of the Great Lakes, leading all other car-ferry ports in volume of tonnage and 
in the annual number of car-ferry arrivals and departures. Milwaukee is 1 
of the 4 principal grain-shipping ports of the Great Lakes. It stands high in 
receipts of petroleum products and building materials, and is one of the leading 
general cargo ports. 

The foreign commerce of the port of Milwaukee was at an alltime high ip 
1955, and customs collections, which have been regularly increasing, also were 
at a new high in that year. The port of Milwaukee handles a large volume of 
commerce with Canada, and has regular scheduled steamer services direct to 
European ports. The port is served by 16 lines of ocean steamers connecting 
it with the Caribbean, South America, North Africa, the Mediterranean, western 
Europe, and Baltic ports. 

The commerce of Milwaukee Harbor is unusually diversified and much of 
it is composed of high-value cargo. While its tonnage rank varies according 
to the fluctuations of commerce, the port consistently ranks first, second, or 
third among all lake harbors in value of commerce, which is an index to the 
valuable character of the traffic handled on the channels under discussion. 

The following tabulation indicates the number of vessel arrivals and the 
tonnage handled at Milwaukee Harbor during the past 5 years: 


Harbor « 


Vessel arrivals | morce net | at 





5, 652 ; 5 
5, 794 3, 165, 023 
4, 982 | , 479, 294 
5, 976 | 8, 314, 358 
6, 128 8, 926, 964 


The commerce of the port reached an all-time peak in 1950. We confidently 
expect to cross the 9-million-ton mark in 1956 and to become a 10-million-ton 
port in 1957, as a result of healthy growth of commerce and several large in 
dustrial developments now under construction, which will greatly increase the 
traffic of the port and the recently est»blished barge service between Milwaukee, 
the inland waterways system, and the Gulf of Mexico. 

Approximately 6 million tons of Milwaukee’s harbor commerce is moving 0! 
the river channels under discusison. The remainder of the port traffic is handled 
at the modern municipal outer harbor facilities provided by the city of Milwaukee 
In addition to maintaining harbor channels at municipal expense during the first 
century of its existence, at an aggregate cost of millions of dollars, the city of 
Milwaukee has invested approximately $10 million in acquiring land and deve! 
oping a modern system of port facilities which now handle approximately 3 
million tons of the city’s harbor commerce. During the next 4 years, we antici- 
pate that Milwaukee will expend another $9 million of municipal funds in ex 
panding its port to serve the new commerce to be generated by the St. Lawrence 
seaway and by general economic growth of the port and the trade territory it 
serves, 

Milwauke has long been one of the leading ports of the Great Lakes. It is 
a rising ocean port, and will soon have status as a river port, with a barge link 
to the Mississippi River system and the Gulf of Mexico. Its high-value com- 
merce is essentially 100 percent foreign and interstate commerce of the United 
States, and we believe that Federal maintenance of harbor channels is consistent 
with the nature of the commerce involved. It is also consistent with the general 
Federal policy for maintenance of harbor channels in all principal lake and ocean 
ports. 

The city of Milwankee deeply appreciates your consideration of the problem 
and hopes that the Congress will grant to the Corps of Engineers the necessary 
facilities to carry out the policy laid down in the River and Harbor Act of 1945 

In thanking the committee for its consideration of the problem of mainten:nce 
dredging in Miuwaukee’s inner harbor, we also appreciate your consideration 
of the separate budget item to appropriate funds for a survey by the Corps of 
Engineers to determine the channel depth requirements of the port of Milwaukee 





PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 2505 


in preparation for the St. Lawrence Seaway project. The city is moving vigor- 
ously to prepare the port of Milwaukee with the most modern port facilities 
and services in preparation for the seaway. We trust that there will be a parallel 
program of preparing the Federal channels to accommodate the new vessels and 
cargo and the deeper draft traffic which the seaway will generate. We desire 
to appear in support of this item, and will very much appreciate your taking a 
progressive and forward step to assist in preparing the port for the new era just 
ahead. 
NATIONAL FARMERS UNION 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


Senator ELLenper. At this point I will insert the statement of Mr. 
James G. Patton, president of the National Farmers Union. 
(‘The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF JAMES G, PATTON, PRESIDENT OF THE NATIONAL FARMERS UNION, 
IN REGARD TO FEDERAL POWER AND WATER PROGRAMS 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I wish to present the official 
views of our organization in regard to Federal participation in developing re- 
sources of entire river valley basins with emphasis on flood control, electric power, 
vavigation, and water for residential and industrial use. Our organization 
favors comprehensive multipurpose development of the resources in every major 
river basin in the Nation. We believe such development is in the interest of all 
citizens regardless of the nature of their occupation. The well-being of all 
whether in city or town is closely related to the conservation and wise use of 
the water in our great river basins. The need for the conservation and wise use 
of water has become a national problem in the last few years. 

The magnitude of consumption of water in the United States is almost beyond 
our conception. A large paper mill requires 50 million gallons of water a day, 
more than enough to supply a day’s water needs for a city of half a million. 
Steam plants generating electric power use from 600 to 1,000 times as much 
water as coal. It takes 18 barrels of water to produce a barrel of oil, 25 gallons 
to produce a gallon of aviation gas, 250 tons of water to make a ton of steel or 
a ton of sulfate woodpulp, and it takes 42 gallons of water to produce a pound 
of rubber, and 1,000 gallons to produce a pound of rayon. In the United States, 
the average use of water per person is about 1,300 gallons a day. 

Members of the National Farmers’ Union, particularly those residing in the 
arid areas and in areas which are frequently subject to disastrous droughts, are 
interested in the conservation of water, not only for personal and agricultural 
use but for the production of electric power. An expanded electric-power capacity 
is needed not only fey the well-being and prosperity of our farmers but in order 
to assure a strong America. We must have vastly expanded electric-power 
capacity to assure a dynamic industrial economy which will meet the needs of 
not only industrial and agricultural production but of national defense. 

In June 1952 the President’s Materials Policy Commission stated that “to assist 
the economy to expand normally and to assure the national security, the United 
States by 1975 must have a supply of fuels and electricity, roughly, twice as much 
as it used in 1950.” The Commission further stated that the demand for elec- 
tricity wou'd increase by 260 percent before 1975 ; from 380 billion kilowatt-hours 
in 1950 to something like 14,000 billion kilowatt-hours in 1975. 

Experience since this study was made indicates that these estimates were very 
conservative. In the Pacific Northwest, the Bonneville Power Administration 
estimates that the present loads in that area will approximately double by 1965. 
It is expected that the power shortage in the Northwest will become critical in 
the next 5 or 6 years. Without new hydro projects, the area will experience 
rapidly rising power deficiencies, reaching possibly 1,355,000 kilowatts by 1955-56. 
Other areas in the Nation are experiencing power deficiencies, or will experience 
them in a few years. In a reeent annual report submitted to the President and 
the Congress, the Tennessee Valley Authority estimated that there would be a 
Shortage in its service area of about 500,000 kilowatts by 1958. 

_ In areas where no Federal power programs exist there is reason to believe that 
industrial and agricultural development has lagged because of the lack of low-cost 
power. In the Northwest a relatively high proportion of the population own elec- 
(rie ranges and other electric appliances. Utilities in that region report that 
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three-fourths of their customers own electric ranges, two-thirds electric hot-water 
heaters, and about three times as much electricity is consumed in the area as in 
the Nation as a whole. In the Tennessee Valley the percentage of homes using 
electric ranges is about 24% times the average for the Nation, and the percentage 
of consumers using electric water hearters is almost 3 times the national aver- 
age. Low-cost power has greatly stimulated the electric-applicance industry, 
About $1,500 million worth of household electric appliances have been sold in 
the Tennessee Valley since World War IT. 

We do not wish to labor the indirect beneficial effects of low-cost power on 
industries and on all types of businesses. Our primary interest is in the farmer 
and the farm depression which exists over widespread areas of the United States, 
However, we suggest the committee take cognizance of the obvious effects of 
Federal power programs on other segments of our economy. Business, we feel, 
has prospered because of Federal power programs. Industry today is using 
electric low-cost power on a vast scale in the manufacture of aluminum and other 
metals. The following table indicates the enormous amounts of electric power 
needed by electrometallurgical and electrochemical industries: 

Approrimate 


kilowatt-hours 
Product: required per ton 


7 Mani Metal... o6... 2. - as 40, 000 


Aluminum metal____--~- ‘ 2 ea 18, 000 


95 percent silicon metal__- ; ae ae ~ 17,500 


Electrolytic magnesium CA ale ; = : a 16, 000 
25 percent hydrogen peroxide__ se : net scciiccmaaks 
Electrolytic mangunese___- ; a _. 10, 200 
Silicon carbide - RIE ee ; oe : : Bras &. 600 
70 percent ferrotungsten canes ; ac coaeseeekiaer piel 7, G00 
Sodium chlorate____--—~_- , bhi ae 5, 200 
Phosrhorie acid_____- Sods : we s . o eur Nee 8, 900 
Electrolytic zine _-- . a . =e . 9, 400 
Chlorine___- oe . 3, 000 


Iron production from low-grade ores (taconite and jasper) —__- o 600 


1 Estimated. 


S urce: A study of the future power transmission for the West, U. S. Department of 
the Interior, 195. 

Mnch of the industrial development in the last few years would have heen 
impossible without low-cost power because it is not economically feasible ven- 
erally to use high-cost power for the processing of metals and chemicals. 

Attention should be called to the benefits resulting from reclamation programs 
According to W. A. Dexheimer, Commissioner of Reclamation, about $2.8 billior 
has been invested in western reclamation programs. It is important to empha- 
size that substantially all of this money will ultimately be returned to the 
Treasury. This Federal official believes that the Federal investment in reclam: 
tion has resulted in the production of agricultural commodities (through 1954) 
worth $106 billion: net power revenue (through 1954) amonnting to $260 million; 
and irrivation and municipal water revenues totaling about $109 million. Mr 
Dexhoimer estimates that Federal reclamation programs since 1916 have resulted 
in a $3 billion increase in Federal tax revenues. In addition local and State 
vovernments have also benefited from increased tax revenues because of in- 
crensed land and nroperty valuation. 

The National Farmers Union is deeply interested in a resumption of Federal 
power programs which have been almost brought to a standstill during the last 
few years. In the Southwest where our farmers have heen experiencing disas- 
trous prices and severe drouvhts, thousands of members of cooperatives who 
are also members of the Farmers Union have faced destruction of their rural 
electrification programs and loss of heavy investment in steam plants and other 
facilities. We wish to compliment this committee for reactivation of the con- 
tracts between the Southwest Power Administration and the cooperatives. We 
wish to condemn the policies of the Denartment of Interior in regard to the 
carrying out of the directives of the Congress. It apnears that Assistant Secre- 
tary Aandahl has violated the instructions of the Congress in regard to the 
contracts and in regard to the preference clause and the Flood Control Act of 
1944. We eall attention to testimony by the National Farmers Union before the 
Senate Public Works Subcommittee on March 15, 1956. 
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As we understand the problem of administering the Federal power programs, 
the bone of contention not only in the Southwest but in other areas is whether 
or not the Department of Interior is bound to engage in certain activities which 
would implement the carrying out of the provisions of the Flood Control Act 
of 1944. Assistant Secretary Aandahl has indicated, at least on one occasion, 
that his responsibility ended when the main Federal power installation was 
completed. It seems to us that the preference clause is meaningless uuless ad- 
ministrators make every effort to bring about building of transmission lines, 
steam plants and other facilities to bring power to cooperatives and municipali- 
ties “at the lowest cost possible, consistent with good business principles.” 
Farmers Union in a resolution unanimously adopted in Denver, Colo., in March 
of this year, indicated that the Congress and the Administration should make 
every effort possible to build facilities necessary to carry out the purposes of 
the Flood Control Act. I quote from the resolution: 

“We urge establishment of clear-cut Federal legislation and policies to estab- 

sh clearly Federal responsibility to produce, regulate, and control public power 
through programs of area development on the basis of all-inclusive support of a 
tofal national program. 

We urge Federal geneartion and transmission of the power required to meet 

» present and future needs of nonprofit electric systems and the use of the 
vithdrawal clause to protect the rights of preference customers. 

The Federal Government must assist cooperatives and other nonprofit publie 
power agencies to set up generating and transmission facilities where needed by 
uppivying technical and financial support. 

Nhe Federal Government must construct and operate the high voltage trans- 
on facilities necessary to integrate individual hydroelectric projects and to 
deliver appreciable portions of their output to the load centers of preference 

SLOMICTS. 

The Federal Government must purchase or generate sufficient thermal energy 
to supplement the hydroelectric capacity of the Federal system so that the maxi- 

amounts of firm power can be made available for the benefit of preference 
siomers.” 

‘Surning specifically to projects in the southwestern area, we recommend that 

» full amount recommended by the engineers in regard to projects at Table 

(Mo.-Ark.) and MeGee Bend (Tex.) be approved. In addition we urge 

oustruction funds for Dardanelle and Eufaula be included. We disagree 
with the contention of the President that funds expended on these projects cou'd 
not he returned to the Treasury until the entire navigation development is eom- 
pleted. This argument in regard to the amount allocated to navigation could 
be used to defeat development of any similar project where the purpose was ulti- 
mate development of navigability. 

In regard to the Southwest in general, we urge that serious consideration be 
given to multipurpose development of the entire Arkansas River and its tribu- 
taries. Tough engineering problems are involved but the surveys, studies, and 
testimony of the Army engineers lead us to believe that all these problenis can be 
solved. Development of the navigability of the Arkansas, linking Tulsa, Okla., 
with other river ports would be of enormous benefit to the Southwest area; also 
great benefits would be derived from other purposes, including generation of 
electric power and flood control. 

rhe amount requested by the Budget Bureau to be available from the SPA 
continuing fund for implementation of the contracts should be approved. We 
suggest that administrators in the Department of Interior are not acting in good 
faith to carry out the directive of Congress in regard to these contracts. More 
explicit language should be written into the bill to force the administrators to 
carry out the original conception of full integration between SPA and the co-op 
G. and T. facilities. We suggest further that language be written into the bill 
which would provide for full integration between a 30,000-kilowatt steam plant to 
be constructed by the cooperative at Ozark, Ark., and the hydro facilities of SPA. 
In this connection, we cannot overemphasize the fact that hydropower must be 
firmed up to the fullest extent possible by steam power, if the Federal power and 
cooperative programs are to benefit to the maximum the Government and the 
cooperatives. 

The committee has received expert testimony in regard to the proposed 40- 
percent rate increase in the Southwest. Hearings have revealed that these rate 
increases of from 5.5 to 7.7 mills per kilowatt-hour will be applied to preference 
customers but not to others. A review of the legislative history of the Southwest 
Power Administration and the projects in the area indicates that the Congress 
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and all concerned in the area, generally, have considered the projects mainly 
flood-control projects. Vhe fact that in pnlenning the Denison and Norfolk 
projects it was specifically provided that the incremental method of cost alloca. 
tion should be applied to the nower features indicates flood control as the basic 
purpose. The disastrous flood history of the Arkansas and its tributaries lends 
eredence to this view. 

It seems unfair and possibly economically unsound to us to change the ground 
rules in the middle of the game and apply the separable costs remaining benefits 
method in place of the incremental method to the projects in the Southwest. Per. 
haps an added consideration should be the tortured history of SPA and the un- 
happy experience of the cooneratives with the Federal Government, who had 
entered into contracts in goce 1 faith only to have them thrown temporarily into 
the wastebasket. Although it may be beside the point to argue that the amount 
added to the farmers’ electric power bill in the area by these rate increases 
approximates the amount of subsidies and consequent loss to SPA in the Okla- 
homa contract, the aluminum contract, the Texas contract, and the Narrows 
contract, it certainly indicates that the whole oneration in SPA has not redounded 
to the benefit of farmers and and has not implemented the carrying out of the 
basic purpose of section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944. We can hardly think 
of an operation which would so effectively nullify the basic purpose of that act 

In regard to the Southeastern Power Administration, we urge the committee 
to anprove funds requested by the Bureau of the Budget for the Corps of Engi- 
neers in order that construction on multiple-purpose projects in that area may 
be continued. We call attention to the Clark Hill power situation where due 
to the negligence of Congress to appropriate money for the transmission lines, 
preference customers are not benefiting from low-cost power generated at Clark 
Hill Dam. We do not think the Congress can escape its responsibility in this 
area. While it is true that the Department of Interior has used every effort to 
deny the cooperatives their rights under the preference law and has even con- 
cealed an opinion of the Attorney General in regard to the illegality of certain 
Department of Interior proposals, we think the primary responsibility rests 
on the Congress, particularly since the legislative history of various programs 
indicates that Congress realizes that cooperatives could not benefit under the 
preference law unless transmission lines were constructed to their load centers 
We, therefore, urge that the committee take necessary action of building trans- 
mission lines either by the private utilities or by the Government in order that 
there may be a cessation of the loss of revenue at Clark Hill and that the coop 
eratives may receive their benefits under the preference law. 

In regard to the Bureau of Reclamation marketing areas in the Missouri Basin, 
we urge full steam ahead on work at Gavins Point Reservoir (Nebr.-S. Dak.), 
Garrison Reservoir (N. Dak.), Ft. Randall Reservoir (S. Dak.), and Oahe Res 
ervoir (S. Dak.). We approve in addition the President’s request for $500,000 
to initiate construction on another unit at the Fort Peck powerplant in Montana 
We are also greatly concerned that no provision has been made for the budget 
at the Big Bend Dam in South Dakota. Although there will be an increasing need 
for the 120,000 kilowatts generated at Big Ben Dam in South Dakota and the 
planning phase is about 25 percent complete, completion of the planning and 
of initiating construction has for some reason heen overlooked. 

In regard to the suggestion that the dam not be built unless all the power is 
marketed within the State, we call attention to the statement of Emil Loriks, 
representing the South Dakota Farmers Union, who appeared before your com- 
mittee on March 28, 1956. We concur completely with the statement of Mr 
Loriks feeling that such a limitation on preference would be unwise and would 
constitute a bad precedent. 

Other problems in the Missouri Basin, it appears, mainly relate to the integra- 
tion of certain power areas and construction of various transmission lines. The 
heart of the problem seems to be that the western division as defined by the 
Bureau of Reclamation, including eastern Wyoming, Colorado, and western 
Nebraska, and the eastern area of the eastern division as defined by the Bureau, 
which includes eastern Nebraska, eastern Iowa. Minnesota, and also North 
and South Dakota, suffer or will suffer severe nower shortages by 1957 or 1958 
Significantly, when the cooperatives in the eastern area of the eastern division 
were invited to project their power requirements, they applied for 761,827 kilo- 
watts, whereas only 531,000 were available at the time. 

A solution suggests itself in that the eastern area of the Eastern Division has 
a surplus of power and has been selling vast quantities of power at a dump rate 
of 2.5 mills per kilowatt-hour. The Canyon Ferry situation is similar to the 
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Clerk Hill problem in that no provision was made for transmitting the power. 
As a result, nearly all of the power from this dam which should be sold as firm 
power is being purchased by the Montana Power Co. at dump rates. This com- 
pany is also buying large amount of Fort Peck power at dump rates with result- 
ant losses to the Government and the deprivation of preference customers of 
their rights under the law. The remedy is to build a transmission line from 
Fort Peck to Garrison and thus channel surplus power to power hungry areas. 
Transmission lines from Canyon Ferry could supply areas now supplied by 
Fort Peck. 

Mention has been made of the impending power shortage in the Pacific North- 
west. In order that such a shortage may be avoided we recommend approval 
of funds requested in the budget which will make possible integration of new 
hydroelectric projects into the existing system and an increase of capacity in 
existing Subtransmission and service substations. Our information is that in 
several instances the President’s request for funds on new projects is less than 
the funds which the Army engineers could actually use. In regard to John 
Day, for example, our information is that $1,450,000 could be utilized in the 
coming fiscal year, whereas the President only recommended $500,000. We urge 
the committee to recommend the larger figure in order that all possible speed 
may be made on John Day Dam. A similar situation exists in regard to appro- 
priation for Iee Harbor—the amount which is $5 million should be increased 
to $10 million. 

Reference has been made by Senators and Congressmen from the Pacifie 
Northwest to disastrous floods which have occurred in the last few months. 
We recommend that funds be increased on Cougar Dam and other multiple- 
purpose projects to the end that damage from floods may be minimized at the 
earliest possible time and also that additional generating capacity may be sup 
plied. Funds should be made available for flood-control survey on a number 
of rivers in the Northwest where disastrous floods have occurred. We are in 
accord with Senator Morse’s statement that the budget does not meet the urgent 
needs for flood control. We commend this committee and the Congress for their 
action last year in providing funds for many projects in the Pacific Northwest 
which were not included in the budget. We urge the committee to make every 
possible effort to expedite the programs of flood control, power, navigation, irri- 
gation, and recreation in the Northwest in order that human suffering and prop- 
erty damage be minimized and that the great economic contributions which the 
area has made to the Nation may be continued and expanded. 

Finally, we recommend that the committee seriously consider the problem of 
creating electrical energy by means of atomic fission. In August 1954, the 
Congress approved legislation which would make possible a nonmilitary atomic- 
energy program. Under section 31 of the Atomic Energy Act, the Atomic Energy 
Commission has authority to finance in part nuclear power generating equipment 
which rural electric cooperatives and other nongovernmental agencies would 
construct. 

As far as the rural electric cooperatives are concerned the principal activity 
of the Commission has been to throw roadblocks in the way of any attempts 
the cooperatives have made to get in on the atomic-energy program. A number 
of proposals have been made by the rural electric cooperatives but nothing has 
happened. One of these proposals was construction of a 22,000-kilowatt boiling 
water reactor at Elk River, Minn. This proposal has been gathering dust in the 
files of AEC and there is no sign action will be taken on it in the future. 

In regard to reactors constructed by private industry, only one is under con- 
struction, the reactor at Shippingport, Pa., designed for 60,000 kilowattts. This 
is all that this country has to show. While other countries are going forward 
With their atomic energy programs with great speed, private industry is dragging 
its feet in the building of atomic energy electric power installations despite the 
fact that huge subsidies are available. The Shippingport reactor has been 
almost 100 percent financed with Federal subsidies. The Atomic Energy Com- 
mission has furnished $91 million of the $107 million cost, while the Office of 
Defense Mobilization has contributed an additional subsidy of nearly $16 million. 

We call attention to the testimony of Atomic Energy Commissioner Thomas E. 
Murray before the congressional Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. Com- 
missioner Murray recommended a 5-year billion dollar Government program to 
huild demonstrator power reactors in the United States to be followed by a 
second phase of bulding between the vears 1960-65 at an estimated cost of 
85 billion. Murray expressed the hope that the $5 billion would be supplied by 
private industry. Murray emphasized the fact that the Soviets are rapidly 
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attaining a leadership in nuclear energy development. He quoted figures to the 
effect that Soviet Russia will have completed by 1960 atomic energy plants with 
total capacity of between 2 and 2.5 million kilowatts. 

We urge that the committee seriously consider this alarming situation ang 
that it do everything in its power to “energize” the Atomic Energy Commission 
and that it include language in its report directing the Atomic Energy Com- 
mission to utilize its power under section 31 of the 1954 act to assist public and 
private groups in the building of nuclear power generation and that it also direct 
the Commission to utilize its powers under section 32 of the act to initiate 
construction of large-scale, federally financed atomic-energy-powered generating 
stations. 


WARM SPRINGS INDIAN RESERVATION 


Senator ELtenper. We now have Mr. T. Leland Brown. Will you 
step forward, please 4 
I would like to present at this time a letter to the chairman of the 
committee from Senator Wayne Morse introducing the witnesses. 
(The document referred to follows :) 
UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS, 


May 10, 1956 
Hon. Cart HAYDEN, 


Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear SENATOR: I have recently conferred with attorneys representing the 
Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs Indian Reservation and the Confed- 
erated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation and also with Indian tribal 
members on the subject of appropriations relative to The Dalles dam project 
for the coming fiscal year. 

As you know, several years ago these Indians entered into contracts with the 
United States wherein the Government agreed to compensate the tribes for the 
loss of fishing rights due to the forthcoming inundation of Celilo Falls on the 
Columbia River. 

It is of utmost importance that everything possible be done by the Senate 
Appropriations Committee to make adequate provision in the appropriations 
for the fiscal year 1957 to assure payment of the amounts due the Indians under 
these contracts. 

Attorneys T. Leland Brown, of The Dalles, Oreg., and Charles F. Luce, of 
Walla Walla, Wash., represent the Warm Springs and Umatilla Tribes, respec- 
tively, and it is my understanding that they will supply testimony to the Senate 
Appropriations Committee on this subject. These gentlemen are very reputable 
attorneys, and I trust the committee will give thorough consideration to their 
views. 

Vith hest personal regards, 

Sincerely, 
WAYNE Morse 


CONFEDERATED TRIBES OF WARM SPRINGS RFSERVATION OF OREGON 
STATEMENT OF T. LELAND BROWN, ATTORNEY 
GENERAL STATEMENT 


Senator ELLenpER. You may proceed, Mr. Brown. 

Mr. Brown. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name 
is T. Leland Brown. I am a lawyer practicing law at The Dalles, 
Oreg. I am attorney for the Confederated Tribes of Warm Springs 
of Oregon. I have assisted them in negotiating their contract with 
the Army engineers in settlement of the damage claimed for the de- 
struction of their interest in the fishery. 

I wish to make a very brief statement in behalf of the tribes. 
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The Confederated Tribes of Warm Springs Reservation of Oregon 
executed a contract with the United States Department of Defense 
acting by and through the Corps of Engineers of the United States 
Army on the 10th day of March 1953 

The contract has been approved by the vote of the members of the 
tribe _ only 10 dissenting votes. It was also approved by the 
Chief Army Engineers and the Secretary of Interior. 

T 0 — act was presented to this committee on May 18, 1953. The 
full text, together with the Umtilla contract and the testimony, are 
printed in part II of the hearings of this commitee on H. Rt. 5376, 
83d Congress, 1st session at pages 1300-1305 and 1319, up to and in- 
cluding 1524. 

The contract provides that the United States of America will pay 
the total sum of $4,047,800 to the Confederated Tribes as full con- 
sideration for the destruction or inundation of those usual and ac- 
customed fishing stations within the Dalles Dam pool and the danger 
zone immediately below the structure. 

Some of these fishing stations have already been de stroyed and con- 
struction work is now ging on in the building of this project and the 
United States has paid the Confederated Tribes of Warm Springs 
Indians an initial payment of $200,000. 


CLOSURE OF DAM 


It is the understanding that the closure of the dam will be made in 
March 1957. Shortly thereafter, the Indian fishery will be destroyed 
by the inundation of the waters of the Columbia River. 

The President’s budget for 1957 contains a provision for the appro- 
priation for the Dalles Dam project to pay the amount of money 
which the United States through the Corps of Engineers has agreed 
to pay to the Warm Springs Indians, as well as the other two con- 
ai ting Indian tribes for the destruction of the Indian fishery. 

he Warm Springs Indians entered into this contract in good faith. 
iev believe it is fair and are satisfied with the terms thereof. 
Senator Etienver. Do they continue to fish until the closure 
made ¢ 


ie 
1S 
CONTRACT WITH UNITED STATES 


Mr. Brown. They do, sir. This contract is not contingent upon or 
related in anyway to the claims of other Indian re against the 
United States because of the destruction of the Indian fishery. The 
Warm Springs Indian has a property right in this fishery which right 
has been subordinated to the United - tates so that the Government 
could build the Dalles Dam project. Under the terms of the contract 
the United States is obligated to pay the balance of the compensation 
to the Warm Springs Indians sometime after the destruction of the 
fishery in 1957. We earnestly request this committee to provide the 
funds this session of Congress to meet the Government’s obligation to 
the Indians. 

At this time, if I may, I would like to note for the record the 
presence of Charles Jackson, who is a member of the Warm Springs 
Confederated Tribes of Indians. He is a former chairman of the 
tribal council and is the only surving member of the negotiating com- 
mittee. 





2512 PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 


In behalf of the Confederated Tribes of Warm Springs Reservation 
of Oregon and myself, I thank you for this opportunity to present the 
matter to you. 

Senator ELLeNper. Thank you, sir. We are glad to have had you 
with us. . 

Mr. Brown. Thank you, sir. 


NEZ PERCE TRIBE 


Senator Dworsuax. Mr. Chairman, I have probably overlooked 
the fact that we had three representatives of the Nez Perce Tribal 
Council here. I believe they had statements to include in the record, 
I did not suggest it at the time because I thought it might be appro- 
priate later, after the engineers have testified on that controversy. 

I might inquire at this time if the three members representing the 
tribal council desire to insert their statements in the record. Do you 
wish to have those in the record ? 

Senator ELLENpER. You may present those to the clerk. They will 
be put into the record. 

Mr. Marvin J. Sonosky. They have signed a statement, sir. 

May the record show that we have the chairman, Mr. Richard Half- 
moon, the secretary, Joseph Blackeagle, Harrison Lott, a member of 
the council, and all members of the Nez Perce executive committee. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT BY NEZ PERCE TRIBAL DELEGATION, RICHARD A. HALFMOON, CHAIRMAN: 
JOSEPH BLACKEAGLE, SECRETARY ; HARRISON LOTT, MEMBER 


As representatives of the Nez Perce Tribe we appreciate this opportunity 
to file a statement concerning our fishing rights at Celilo Falls. We speak for 
a tribe with a proud history. When representatives of the United States 
Government first came to the Northwest about a hundred years ago, they found 
the Nez Perce to be the largest and most powerful in the area. Our tribe and 
our chiefs took the lead in making treaty arrangements with the Government 
in 1855, and other tribes followed. 

In our treaty of 1855 we gave up some of our land, but we kept the right to 
fish at all usual and accustomed places. In our later treaties we were made 
to give up more land, but we always kept our fishing rights. 

The most important fishing place, at which our people always fished, was 
Celilo Falls. It is the biggest and best-known fishing place along the Columbia 
River and it was a “usual and accustomed fishing place’ for many Indians i) 
the area, the Nez Perces as well as our neighbors. 

This year is the last fishing year at Celilo Falls. The Dalles Dam will destroy 
the fishing sites. For that reason we joined our neighboring tribes in opposing 
the dam when it was first proposed. We testified many times against the dam 
We did not want to be paid money for our fishing rights. We wanted a chance 
to continue to fish at Celilo Falls, which is important for our people. 

sut the final decision of the Government was to build the dam and to pay 
the Indians who had fishing rights at Celilo Falls. We hoped that we would 
not have any problems and that the engineers would pay us what we were entitled 
to. But the engineers went ahead and settled with the other tribes, leaving us out 
We could never understand that. We could never see any difference between our 
rights and the rights of, for example, the Indians of the Umatilla Reservation 
Most of the Umatilla Indians are our blood relatives and we often fish at Celilo 
together with them. We always knew that we could fish at Celilo just like the 
Umatillas and Yakimas. 

We know that our rights would be recognized if we have to go to court. But 
lawsuits take years. We hope that we can obtain funds soon, to help those who 
will have less to eat and less of an income after the dam closes next year. 
We hope to be able to help our people have a chance at a better life. If we 
have to wait years, it will be years out of the lives of our people. As our neigh- 
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por tribes don’t have to wait for many years, but are to be paid right after the 
closing of the dam, we feel we are reasonable in asking that we aren’t made to 
wait either. 

We hope, therefore, that this committee will see to it that justice is done for 
us. We have the same rights as the Yakimas and Umatillas. Our rights are bet- 
ter than the rights of the Warm Springs Indians. We are, therefore, surely 
entitled to the same kind of settlement as the others. 


Barrie Creek, Micu. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES E. POTTER, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF MICHIGAN 


NECESSITY FOR PROJECT 


Senator ELLENDER. Senator Potter, the next item is Kalamazoo 
River, flood control project at Battle Creek. 

Senator Porrer. Mr. Chairman, I cannot stress too greatly the 
necessity for the Kalamazoo River flood-control project at Battle 
Creek, Mich. The flood threat there is ever present. 

In the past 100 years, a serious flood has occurred on an average of 
once every 10 years. The last serious flood was in 1947. It is simply 
a matter of good business and commonsense to start construction of 
the project this year. Failure to do so amounts to courting disaster 
to the health, welfare, and economy of the area. 

The city of Battle Creek has spent many thousands of dollars mak- 
ing its own studies and has advanced to the Corps of Engineers 
$125,000 to make the definite project studies. The cost- benefit ratio 
of this project is 1.58 to 1, which is exceedingly high. 

| am indeed pleased that the President saw fit to include in the 
ona $500,000 for this most necessary and beneficial project. I 


espect fully urge that the recommended sum of $500,000 be made 
dVal lable. 


INTRODUCTION GF WITNESSES 


! would like to introduce Congressman Johansen, Representative 
from Battle Creek, and he will introduce some distinguished citizens 
from Battle Creek who will make a very short presentation. 

This is Congressman August Johansen from Michigan. 


BarrLre Creek, MIcu. 


STATEMENT OF HON. AUGUST E. JOHANSEN, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MICHIGAN 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Representative JomANsSEN. For the record, I am August E. Johan- 
. Member of Congress from the Third District of Michigan. 
appreciate the privilege of appearing before your committee and 
introducing witnesses who will testify in support of the requested 
$500,000 appropriation for the Kalamazoo River flood-control pro- 
gram at Battle Creek, Mich., which is in the President’s budget. 
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Two witnesses will testify after my statement, Vice Mayor Russel] 
V. Worgess, commissioner of accounts and finance, and Hon. William 
V. Bailey, former mayor of Battle Creek and executive director of the 
railroad consolidation board. 

Battle Creek is located in central southern Michigan. It has 
population of 50,000 which, with adjoining areas, totals 80,000. 

The city is located at the junction of the Battle Creek and Kala- 
mazoo Rivers. Their confluence is in the heart of the city and the 2 
rivers drain an area of 840 square miles. 

Battle Creek is also the junction point of the New York Central 
and Grand Trunk Railroads, and the projec ted flood-control program 
relates closely to a proposed consolidation of the two railroads over a 
joint line within the city. Also involved is a grade separation pro- 
gram, new and improved highways and slum clearance. 


a 


FLOOD FREQUENCY 


Battle Creek has a history of experiencing a damaging flood on an 
average of once every 10 years. <A flood in 1947 1 esulted in upwards 
of a million dollars in damage. It has now been 9 years since a major 
flood which heightens our interest in proceeding with the project. 

This flood-control project had its inception with congressional 
approval in 1947 of a Senate bill authorizing preliminary studies. It 
is my recollection that was introduced by the great lamented Senator 
Arthur Vandenberg of Mic higan. 

These studies ex‘ended over a 2-year period. The Korean war, of 
course, subsequently delayed action. Authorization was voted in 


1954. Last year Congress appropriated $60,000 toward advance 
engineering and design. 


ESTIMATED COST 


Istimated cost of the project is $7,741,000, nen 40 percent local 
participation, and that amounts to just a little over $3 million of local 
participation. The cost-benefit ratio is 1.58 to 1. 

The city of Battle Creek has advanced $125,000 for the definite 
project studies and the W. K. Kellogg Foundation has made a grant 
of $409,000 to expedite acquisition * properties— evidence of the 
local interest and support of the proje« 

The $500,000 requested in the P i. nt’s budget will make possible 
start of actual construction on the program and we earnestly request 
favorable consideration of this item. 

I present now the vice mayor of Battle Creek, Mr. Worgess. 


3ATTLE CREEK, MICH. 
STATEMENT OF RUSSELL WORGESS, VICE MAYOR 
GENFRAL STATEMENT 


Mr. Worcess. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, dur- 
ing the last 9 years in Battle Creek we have had a program of major 
improvements underway to overcome the deficiencies resulting from 
depression and war. As a result our streets, our sewage disposal sys- 
tem, our water mains, and our other physical facilities are now in ex- 
cellent condition. We are up to date and we are well prepared to 
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proceed on a major program of flood control, grade separation, high- 
way improvements, slum clearance, and railroad consolidation. 

Qur financial condition in Battle Creek is ex ‘ellent, as is attested 
by the fact that a recent highway revenue bond issue of $1,900,090, 
‘hich will finance our four bridges required in connection with this 
yrooram and also the acquisition of some rights of way was rated 
double A by Moody’s Investor Service, and less than 2 weeks ago these 
bonds were sold at an interest cost of less than 214 percent, average 
annual cost. 

LOCAL COOPERATION 


This $1,900,000 in addition to the Kellogg Foundation’s gift of 
$400,000 will constitute the major portion of the financing which the 

ty must do in connection with flood control. 

Our financing is now arranged and as a partner we are ready to 
proceed, We hope that this committee will see fit to recommend to the 
Senate and that Congress will appropriate the $500,000 included in the 
President’s budget for the commencement of flood-control const: uetion 
in Battle Creek this year. Thank you, gentlemen. 

Senator ELLteNpER. Mr. Mayor, t is of any solace to you, you 
need not worr Vv about the $500,000. a eit is budge ted I do not think 
we will have a bit of trouble in letting you have all of it. 


Representative JOHANSEN. I appreciate it, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Bailey. 


RAILROAD CONSOLIDATION BoARD 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM V. BAILEY, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR AND 
FORMER MAYOR OF KALAMAZOO, MICH. 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Mr. Battery. I am William V. Bailey. I am executive director of 
the Railroad Consolidation Board, which has charge of that program, 
the flood-control program, and the other ones we spoke of here a min- 
ule avo. 

I can remember the flood of 1947 very, very clearly, and the tragedy 
of 200 families being dispossessed and thrown out of their homes, the 
some 3,000 people who were thrown out of work, and over a million 
dollars’ worth of damage. I can also recall the difficulties of provid 
Ing g police and fire protection with our town cut in half by the flood 

ch was between the north and south portions of the community. 

"T can remember that the water rose almost to the point where rail- 
road service through Michigan by the two main railroads, the New 
a Central and the Grand Trunk, was interrupted. Since that 

‘IT have worked to see this program become a reality. 

This program, as the mayor and the Congressman stated, is inti- 
matel} interrelated with railroad consolidation, and grade separation, 
and slum clearance, and highway improvements, and the very exist- 
ence of these interrelationships will save not only Battle Creek, but 
the State of Michigan and the Federal Government millions of 
dollars, 

Therefore, we are very anxious to see this go forward so that we 
have the proper timing for the construction stage. 
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LOCAL COOPERATION 


We also will have to put up this year about $2,176,000 of our total 
share, or almost 75 percent of the total share of the city of Battle 
Creek, for this project. We have that financing arranged, as the 
mayor has told you. We are ready to proceed and we hope that 
you gentlemen will be able to recommend to the Senate that this 
$500,000 be appropriated. 

Thank you very much. 

Senator ELitenper. Thank you, gentlemen. We are glad to have 
you. 

PREPARED STATEMENT 


Your statement will be placed in the record. 
(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT BY Hon. WILLIAM V. BAILEY, FORMER MAYoR OF BATTLE CREEK yp 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, RAILROAD CONSOLIDATION BOARD 


As mayor of Battle Creek in 1947 I saw the devastation wrought by the flood 
which cost our community over $1 million. I saw the tragedy which befell! ove: 
200 families that had to be evacuated. I witnessed the terrible spectacle of 
3,000 people thrown out of work. I saw the communications between the north 
and south halves of our city cut in two, making police and fire protection ex 
ceedingly difficult and hazardous. We saw the water rise to the point that service 
on the New York Central and Grand Trunk Railroads, both of which pass close 
to the junction of the Battle Creek and Kalamazoo Rivers, was almost inter 
rupted with dire consequences not only to Battle Creek but to the entire State 
Michigan. 

Since that time I have worked continuously to do what I could to see that 
this threat was lifted from our community. I followed the studies that th: 
Corps of Engineers and others have made throughout the last 9 years. These 
studies clearly indicate the necessity for flood control and the desirability of pro- 
ceeding promptly. 

The fact that flood control is intermittently interrelated with our program 
of railroad consolidation and grade separation, with our major highway improv 
ment program and with our slum clearance program and that the concurrent 
carrying out of these several programs will result in very substantial savings, not 
only to the city of Battle Creek but to the Federal Government, the State of 
Michigan, and the railroads, make it even more important that constructio 
begin at the earliest possible date. 

In an effort to do everything possible as a partner in this program, the cits 
of Battle Creek has already secured options on 157 properties totaling over 
$1 million; it has exercised a number of these options and is awaiting the actior 
of Congress before exercising the remainder. 

It is because of the facts which I have recited here that the city of Battle 
Creek is prepared to acquire these properties, to construct the bridges, to make 
the necessary utility changes, and to make its cash contribution to the Federal 
Government, the total cost of which in 1956 alone is approximately $2,176.01), 0 
over 75 percent of the total share of the city in the entire flood-control program 

It is my fervent hope that this committee will recommend to the Senate that 
$500,000 be appropriated this year to begin flood-control construction. 


Great LAKEs CoNNECTING CHANNELS 


LETTER FROM SENATOR HUMPHREY 


Senator ELLEenpDeER. I will place in the record at this point a letter 
addressed to the chairman of the full committee with respect to the 
connecting channels of the Great Lakes. 
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(The letter referred to follows :) 
UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS, 
March 10, 1956. 
Hon. CARL HAYDEN, 
Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


DeAR SENATOR: As you know, on March 9, 1956, the Senate passed H. R. 2552, 
the bill to authorize the deepening and improvement of the connecting channels 
of the Great Lakes above Lake Erie. The bill is presently en route to the Presi- 
dent for signature. 

| wish to call your attention to the item contained in the budget for fiscal 1957, 
on page 651, under the title “Construction, general, Corps of Engineers, civil.” 
This item reads: 

“A proposed supplemental appropriation of $5 million is included in the budget 
for 1957 to initiate deepening and improvement of the Great Lakes connecting 
channels. The total cost of the proposed project is estimated to be $110.3 
million.” 

For your information, I have requested the Acting Chief of Engineers, Maj. 
Gen. Charles G. Holle, in the temporary absence, due to illness, of the Chief of 
Kngineers, that he not delay in submitting the request of the Corps of Engineers 
to the Bureau of the Budget. 

When this anticipated request for a supplementary appropriation is received 
hy the Committee on Appropriations, 1 urge that it be given early and favorable 
consideration. 

With kindest personal regards. 

Sincerely, 
Husert H. HUMPHREY. 
Totepo Harsor, Ouro 


LETTER FROM SENATOR BRICKER 


Senator Evtenper. At this point in the record a letter from Senator 
Bricker relative to the improvement of Toledo Harbor. 
(The letter referred to follows :) 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
Mareh 5, 1956. 
on. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Chairman, Appropriations Subcommittee on Public Works, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


DrAR SENATOR ELLENDER: The harbor at Toledo, Ohio, is located at the mouth 
of the Maumee River, the largest river flowing into the Great Lakes. It is one 
of the most important harbors on the Great Lakes. It ranked third highest in 
tonnages (27,549,366 tons) carried by the Great Lakes habors in 1954. The 
principal commodities moving through this port, coal, lignite, iron ore, motor fuel, 
and gasoline, are commodities basic to the growth and operation of our Nation’s 
vital industries. When the St. Lawrence seaway is completed the importance of 
this harbor will greatly increase. Toledo will be the head of navigation for the 
large oceangoing vessels coming thorugh the seaway. 

Toledo and Lucas County are making every effort to improve the port through 
local efforts. Toledo was the first Ohio port to take advantage of Ohio enabling 
legislation and operate the port of Toledo under a port authority. A recent levy 
will provide in excess of $500,000 a year for the next 5 years for the port author- 
ity’s operations. The plurality for this levy was higher than that for any similar 
issue in the area’s history. It carried 2 to 1 and passed in every ward in the 
city of Toledo. 

Congress authorized two projects at Toledo Harbor for which appropriat‘ons 
are required. These projects involve the removal of definite hazards to naviga- 
tion in the main channel from Lake Erie. The removal of the center dike in 
the Maumee Bay Channel was authorized by the River and Harbor Act of 1954 
at an estimated Federal cost of $581,000. Widening a bend in the river at an 
estimated cost of $519,000 was authorized by the River and Harbor Act of 1950. 
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To date no funds have been appropriated for either of these projects. Their 
immediate completion is of great importance to the development and operation of 
Toledo Harbor. I urge that your committee recommend the appropriation of the 
necessary funds for the removal of these hazards to navigation. 
Sincerely yours, 
JOHN W. Bricker 
Witiara Bay, Wasu. 


RESOLUTION 


Senator Exiienper. I will now place in the record a resolution of 
North Willapa Harbor Grange. 
(The resolution referred to follows :) 


RESOLUTION—NAVIGATION MENACE AND Erosion CoNntTROL, WiLtAaPpaA Bay Anrra 


Whereas it has become very evident that our homes, farms, and industry will 
be washed away in the next few years, it seems advisable to call this matter to 
the attention of our President, Senators, and Representatives of these United 
States of America, as well as our Army engineers, Department of the Interior, 
United States Coast Guard, and all others to whom we can turn for help; and 

Wi ereas we believe it is the duty of our Army engineers and our Government 
to maintain the Willapa Bay Channel in our State of Washington, it is also their 
further duty to stop said channel from moving farther north and eroding away 
our entire community; and 

Whereas aforesaid channel has moved about 3% miles in the past 25 years, 
building a solid dam of sand across the former entrance to Willapa Bay which 
creates an extreme menace to navigation and forces channel to move still farther 
north at an unbelievable rate (having eroded away about one-fourth mile this 
past winter) and is now at the United States Coast Guard station's doorstep; 
and with 4+ days of severe storms such as have occurred, or with the erosion of 
ancther winter, certainly more of our homes will be swallowed up by the sea; and 

Whereas, the cranberry industry, with a yearly crop value of $736,000; our 
fishing industry, with a yearly catch value of $1,324,588 ; 300,000 tourists spend- 
ing $1.5 million each summer in a 90-day period; and our bountiful and beautiful 
beaches with clams, crabs, oysters, and excelent salmon fishing drawing these 
tourists to our motels and resorts; and with a property value of our State high- 
ways, county roads, churches, schools, bridges, telephone systems, electric-light 
installations, timber, cattle, farms, cranberry bogs, canneries, motels, resorts, 
State park, stores, homes, warehouses, ete.—along with four post-office towns of 
Tokeland, North Cove, Grayland, and Westport-—and the Shoalwater Bay Indian 
Reservation, with a combined value of many million dollars being surely doomed 
in the next few years if immediate action is not taken; and 

Whereas we pray our Government, through our Army engineers, will take 
the necessary action to open and straighten this channel and stop this erosion 
rather than declare us a disaster area later, spending more on relief than the 
cost of keeping us solvent in our own homes and able to pay taxes and help 
support our Government: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the North Willapa Harbor Grange No. 947, That a copy of this 
resolution together with an aerial photograph of the area and a suggested remedy, 
he sent to the President of these United States, Senate, House of Representatives, 
all Senators and Representatives of our State and Nation, the Governor of the 
State of Washington, Army engineers, Department of the Interior, United States 
Coast Guard, National Grange, Washington State Grange, and Grays Harbor 
Pomona Grange, praying for their endorsement and cooperation in deterring this 
seeminglv unending peril. 

Passed and approved this 12th day of May 1955 by vote of Grange patrons. 

[Signed] Harry R. Srover, Vaster. 

[SEAT] Lester I’. Bowman, Secretary. 


Resolutions committee: James T. Smith, Harry I. Nicholson, J. L. Wilson. 
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Housatonic River SurvEY 
LETTER FROM SENATOR BUSH 


Senator ELLENbDER. I will place in the record a letter to the chairman of the 
full committee relative to survey funds for the Housatonic River. 

(The letter referred to follows: ) 

UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON PuBLIC Works, 
May 4, 1956. 
Hon. CARL HAYDEN, 
Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

DeAR SENATOR HaypEN: Your committee has approved funds for a dredging 
project on the Housatonic River, Conn., and this project is now underway. 

However, in this connection, some of the boat clubs on the river have written 
to me and asked that the preject be modified to give increased mooring and boat- 
ing facilities on the waterway. I have secured a resolution by the Senate Publie 
Works Committee, authorizing the Corps of Engineers to review the report on 
the Housatonic River to see if it can be modified in accordance with these re- 
quests. The division engineer advises me that there are no funds presently 
available for such a review, which is a navigational function, nor are any in- 
cluded in the budget for fiscal year 1957. 

lay I respectfully request your committee to include sufficient funds in the 
appropriation for the Corps of Engineers to cover such a study in 1957. 

With respect, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
Prescott BusH, United States Senator. 


Mississippi River GuutF Outer 


Senator ELLENpER. At this point in the record I will insert a state- 
ment for the American Merchant Marine Institute, Inc. 


(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF HERBERT R, O’CONOR, WASHINGTON COUNSEL, AMERICAN MERCHANT 
MARINE INSTITUTE ON MISSISSIPPI RIVER-GULF OUTLET 


My name is Herbert R. O'Conor. I am Washington counsel for the American 
Merchant Marine Institute, Inc. The institute is a trade association composed 
of 53 United States steamship companies operating appreximately 6 200,000 

s tons of American-flag passenger, tank, dry cargo, and collier vessels in 
the domestic and foreign trades of the United States. Since a large number of 
vessels operated by member companies navigate from New Orleans and vicinity 
to the Gulf of Mexico, the institute is vitally interested in the construction of 
this waterway to insure more expeditious navigation of these vessels. We are 
therefore grateful of the opportunity for presenting our views with respect to 
H. R. 6809, which would authorize the construction of the Mississippi River- 
culf outlet from from New Orleans to the Gulf of Mexico. 

The proposed project would provide for a sea level outlet connecting the 
Gulf of Mexico to a sea level turning basin at New Orleans, which in turn would 
be connected to the existing industrial canal. It is designed for further widening 
and deepening as navigation needs require, with a total length from the Missis- 
sippi River to the sea of 70 miles. The estimated cost is $88 million. 

This important proposal has been approved by the Board of Engineers for 
Rivers and Harbors, the Chief of Engineers and the Bureau of the Budget. The 
project is of nationwide interest and concern since it would provide a tidewater 
access to the sea for a great industrial area. 

\mong the benefits that would accrue from the construction of the proposed 
improvement are the following: 

1. The construction of the Mississippi River-gulf outlet would provide two 
passages to the sea from the Mississippi River instead of the one at present. 
rn alternative route would reduce the sailing time by virtue of a 50 mile shorter 
distance, 
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2. Hazardous navigation would be reduced because of the steady conditions 


with respect to currents that would obtain, and by elimination of fog which js 
incurred in the river. 

3. The piers to be served by the proposed outlet would be at tidewater and 
would thus obviate the situation which obtains at the piers on the Mississippj 
River where there is a changing river elevation ranging up to 20 feet. 

4. The new outlet would provide opportunity for the expansion of termina] 
facilities at New Orleans and it is expected would result in reduced terminal 
handling charges as a result of the improved facilities which would permit more 
efficient cargo-handling operations. 

The benefit-cost ratio of this project, as developed by the Corps of Engineers, 
is 1.54 to 1. 

The American Merchant Marine Institute, Inc., fully endorses the Mississippi 
River-gulf outlet, and urges that the Congress take steps to authorize this worth- 
while project in the national interest. 


Senator ELLenper. Congressman Hale Boggs has requested that the 
editorial from the Nashville Banner as well as letters from Gov. Phil 
M. Donnelly of Missouri, Gov. Norman Brunsdale of North Dakota, 
Gov. G. Mennen Williams of Michigan, Gov. Walter J. Kohler of 
Wisconsin, and Gov. William G. Stratton, of Illinois, be inserted at 
this point. Without objection that will be done. 

(The material referred to follows :) 


[From Nashville Banner, April 17, 1956] 
Now, FrnisH THIS CHANNEL 


Congress now has passed, and the President has signed, the bill authorizing 
construction of a tidewater channel—strictly speaking, the Mississippi River 
gulf outlet. Unfortunately that does not finish the job. 

It still is necessary to secure the planning money (by appropriation) ; then, 
when the United States Army Corps of Engineers’ plans are ready, present those 
specifications to Congress for an appropriation sufficient to complete the project 

That will take time, so it is important to get on with it. 

The idea has been on the drawing board a long time. It has been pointed out, 
the Mississippi River is not an adequate access route. Though it has served well, 
it still is true that it has limitations, handicaps, hazards—among these the fact 
that it is long, meandering and narrow. It fills in from silt; its channel varies 
Traffic frequently is tied up on it, and maintenance is enormously costly. 

These facts concern far more than the environs of New Orleans and neighbor- 
ing Louisiana areas. As the Nation’s No. 2 seaport, and the valley region’s outlet 
to markets all over the world, the port of New Orleans commands an interest 
vastly exceeding any immediate geographical boundaries. 

As the Banner has emphasized, that port—which would be served by this 
channel—is the hub of an export and import business vital to the commercial 
and industrial enterprise of the South and the Middle West. In addition to 
that, its ready availability for naval use in any time of emergency would be a 
major asset. It would be of particular value, considering that it is on the edge 
of the Caribbean area which conceivably could be a point of enemy penetration 
and trouble. 

If what helps commerce helps every American citizen, it is no less true that 
what helps security helps these same citizens; yea is vital to their well-being. 

Now that the tidewater channel has been authorized, those understanding the 
need should push it through the remaining steps to swift completion. Surely 
there is support for it through the South and the Middle West. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE, 
STATE OF Missourt, 


Jefferson City, April 23, 1950. 
(OMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 


House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 
Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: The action of the 84th Congress in passing H. R. 6309 


authorizing the construction of the Mississippi River-Gulf outlet at New Orleans 
is quite gratifying to the people of the State of Missouri. 





PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 2521 


{| am pleased with the recognition accorded this project by Members of Congress 
as a national responsibility, one that will bring widespread and long-term bene- 
fits to the Mississippi Valley and all of its tributaries. It will afford a greater 
outlet to our commerce between the United States and foreign ports for our 
agricultural development, industrial commodities, and other goods handled in 
foreign commerce for all the 24 States of our midcontinent area and bring us 
nearer foreign ports from which commodities are received. 

I am glad to join with the millions of our people who will directly and in- 
directly benefit from the alternate channel to the sea in urging favorable action 
or the appropriation to get this important work underway. It should be built 
without delay. 

Sincerely, 
Pum M. DONNELLY, Governor. 


STATE OF NortH Dakota, 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
Bismarck, April 27, 1956. 
(‘OMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 


DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Like our neighboring State of Minnesota, North Dakota 
has long recognized the importance of the Missouri, Red, and our other tribu- 
taries to the great Mississippi River system. 

While mining and agriculture have long been the principal contributors to our 
economy, discovery in recent years of vil, gas, and coal have added greatly to our 
potential. We feel that construction of the proposed alternate gulf outlet at 
New Orleans with its savings in shipping costs, will be of material benefit to the 
state of North Dakota. 

I ask that you and your colleagues take favorable action on an appropriation 
to permit an early start of this project that was authorized by the 84th Congress. 

Sincerely yours, 
NORMAN BRUNSDALE, Governor. 


STATE OF MICHIGAN, 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 


Lansing, April 30, 1956. 
Hou. CLARENCE CANNON, 


Chairman, Committce on Appropriations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Deak Mr. CHAIRMAN: It is a common sight at almost any time along the lower 
reaches of the vast Mississippi River system to see great tows of barges loaded 
with new automobiles, machinery, and other products from the mines, mills, and 
factories of Michigan moving to the market places of the South and for export. 

rhe growing economy of our State has come to depend in large part upon low- 
cost water transportation of the Mississippi River system in the distribution of 
our products and in the import of many of the raw materials for our industry. 

Construction of a year-round alternate route to the sea at New Orleans, with 
its attending reduction of shipping costs, will be of material benefit to our general 
economy. Such a project would also be of value should we face another national 
emergency, 

With every good wish. 

Sincerely, 
F. MENNEN WILLIAMS, Governor. 


OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
Madison, Wis., April 24, 1956. 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


Dean Mr. CHAIRMAN: Hundreds of square miles of our State drain into the 
Mississippi River system, and an ever-growing share of our commerce finds its 
Way to world markets through the port of New Orleans. 

Because of these facts, we share with the other midcontinent States an interest 
i the construction of the Mississippi River-Gulf outlet at New Orleans. 

Just as we supported the St. Lawrence seaway project because we believed it to 
be of tremendous economic benetit to the Midwestern States, and therefore, the 
Nation as a whole, we also support the project at New Orleans. 
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I am happy to join with the chief executives of other States in urging your 
comm'ttee to give favorable consideration to the appropriation requested to 
complete this channel authorized by the S4th Congress in H. R. 6309. 

Sincerely yours, 
WALTER J. KOHLER, Governo) 


OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
Springfield, April 26, 1956. 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. CHaAtRMAN: The great State of Illinois covers 56,000 square miles, 
has a population of more than 9 million and produces agricultural and industrial 
products worth bill‘ons of dollars annually. Illinois is first in production of corn, 
soybeans, and certain other grains. It has 1,178 miles of navigable waterways 
and relies on the Mississippi River for the low-cost transportation of a large 
part of its raw materials and manufactured products, a large portion of which 
flows through the port cf New Orleans for transshipment to world markets. 

Because of the importance of water transportation to the growing economy 
of our Stete, our people are vitally interested in the construction of the Mis- 
sissippi River-Gulf outlet (H. R. 6809) to provide an alternate route to the sea 
at New Or'eans. 

I was personally pleased when the 84th Congress authorized this project in 
1956 an‘! sincerely urge upon the members of your committee the advisability of 
prov'ding the appropriation to get this badly needed project underway. The 
sooner it is started and completed, the better off we'll be. 

Sincerely, 
WILLIAM G. STRATTON, 
Governor of Illinois 


Davenport Center Dam. N. Y. 
OPPOSITION TO PROJECT 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSWOMAN ST. GEORGE 


Senator ELLenper. Congresswoman Katharine St. George has re- 
quested permission to submit a statement in opposition to the Daven- 
port Center Dam. Her statement will be placed in the record at this 
point. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. KATHARINE St. GEORGE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK 


DAVENPORT CENTER DAM 


Mr. Cheirman, I appreciate the opportunity of presenting this statement in 
opposition to the proposed Davenport Center Dam. 

On March 27, 1956, I anpeared before a similar subcommittee of the House 
Committee on Apnropriations, accompanied by 14 gentlemen from Delaware 
County, N. Y¥., including the supervisor of Davenport Center. We asked that 
any aprropriations for this preject be struck out. The budget includes no item 
for the Davenport Dam and there is grave doubt that it would do what is claimed 
for the protection from floods of some of the cities outside of Delaware County. 
In fect, T have been reliably informed that the benefit of such a dam at high- 
water would lessen the height of the floodwater in the city of Binghamton only 
by 2 inches or less, 

What the Delaware County authorities want, and I support their wishes, is 
the opportunity to determine by professional surveys whether or not protective 
measures at least as great as those believed to be possible from the construction 
of this tremendous project cannot be achieved through a series of small dams 
and through soil and forest conservation methods. 

As ;gainst this sensib'e approach, the construction of the Davenport Dam would 
cost, according to the last estimates I have had, $12 100.000. It would completely 
inundate 2,175 acres of land, a figure the Corps of Engineers gave me in a letter 
of April 7, 1954. It would involve relocating 4 miles of railway, constructing 
a railroad station, relocating 2 miles of State highway, and various other costly 
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enterprises. What is most devastating, it would completely take out of operation 
some of the best dairy country in the East and would mean the loss of livelixood 
for the entire population of that area. 

I have received hundreds of letters, not only from residents of Davenport 
Center, but from neighboring towns—Oneonta, Harpersfield, East Meredith—all 
of whom will suffer if this unnecessary gigantic dam is constructed. 

The people of Delaware County, in opposing this costly venture, are in no sense 
promoting their own seliish interests. They are as anxious as anyone to see that 
the people of Binghamton are protected. But they believe it can be done without 
the tremendous cost of a big dam, and without interfering with the welfare of the 
residents of that entire area. They belong to that small segment of population in 
our country, and it is unfortunate that it is so small, that believes results can be 
accomplished without adding still another big burden to the taxpayer. 

I res ectfully urge the committee to give the local officials the time to complete 
their studies before adding to this appropriations bill an item which the Bureau 
of the Budget has not included, and which, to my mind, is completely unnecessary. 


Missourt Provects 
STATEMENT OF SENATOR HENNINGS 


Senator E.tenper. Senator Hennings has requested permission 
to submit a statement which will be placed in the record at this point. 
(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR THOMAS C. HENNINGS, JR. (DEMOCRAT, OF MISSOURI) 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate very much the opportunity of appearing here 
again this year before the Subcommittee on Public Works of the Senate Commit- 
tee on Appropriations, to testify in behalf of a number of the civil-functions 
projects which are a matter of the utmost importance to the people of the State 
of Missouri. 

As you know, the problems of flood and drought have plagued my State for 
many years, and these projects are designed to mitigate against the millions of 
dollars of damages to homes and properties of the people of the State of Missouri. 
fhe problem in the Missouri Basin. as you well know, is one of too little water 
or too much water. In 1251 and 1952, Missouri had some of the most devastating 
floods in its history. In contrast, Missouri has suffered from the disastrous 
effects of severe drought in 1953, 1254, and in 1955. Again this year, if condi- 
ns continue as they are, Missouri will suffer from drought. It has been pre- 
ted that it will be one of the worst in its history. 
There is no question that we must have a workable plan which coordinates 

activities of both our Federal and State governments in coping with these 
problems. It must be a long-range plan which will conserve our land and water 
resources and protect our people against the devastating e‘fects of drought and 
flood. I had the privilege of serving as vice chairman of the Missouri Basin 
Survey Commission in 1951 and 1952, which had the responsibility of making a 
y of the land and water resources in the Missouri River Basin, and I have 

roduced both in the 83d Congress and in this Congress, legislation establishing 
i Missouri River Basin Commission and Interstate Compact Board to help safe- 

id our land and water resources in the Missouri River Basin. 

In the meantime, until such legislation is passed by Congress, there are a 
reat lany projects in the Missouri Basin and my State of Missouri, which are 

her in the planning stages, ready for construction, or under construction, 

dit isa matter of the utmost importance that these projects be given sufficient 
ds to carry out this vitally neded work. 

In the past, you have shown a real understanding of our problem, and in 

lf of the entire State of Missouri, I wish to thank you. We are confident 

that you will continue to give your sympathetic consideration to our problem 

hy approving sufficient funds for fiscal 1957 to carry on the important work 
the following projects. 


a 


} 


of 
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BEAR CREEK RESERVOIR FOR FLOOD PROTECTION AT HANNIBAL 


Last year, the Congress appropriated $50,000 for planning funds for Bear 
Creek Reservoir for flood protection of Hannibal. 

The project was authorized in 1954, and provides for the construction of 4 
dam and reservoir and appurtenant works on Bear Creek at an estimated 
Federal cost of $2,822,000. The cost to local interests for lands and relocation, 
exclusive of railroads, is $153,500. 

Bear Creek has in the past been subject to the violent waters of heavy rain- 
fall and rapidly melting snows, which has resulted in the flooding of portions 
of Hannibal, one of the leading cities in northeast Missouri. The most serious 
floods have occurred in 1937, 1944, 1945, 1947, and 1949. 

The areas in Hannibal affected by these flood waters contain about 500 dwell- 
ings, 200 commercial establishments, 7 manufacturing plants, the yards of 2 
main railroads, and municipal power, water and sewage treatment plants. The 
average flood damage per year has been $282,800, of which the district enginee 
estimates $218,800 is from Bear Creek, and $64,000 from the Mississippi River 
In June 1947, the losses incurred by flood damages amounted to $657,000 

The early completion of this important project will relieve the terrible burden 
which has been placed on this area as a result of these recurring floods. |] 
earnestly urge, therefore, Mr. Chairman, the subcommittee to approve the fu 
budget request of $60,000 for additional planning funds so that the project 
which will protect Hannibal from the floodwaters of Bear Creek and the Mis 
sissippi River can be started and completed as soon as possible. 


CANTON 


Last year, Congress appropriated $50,000 in planning funds for the project 
at Canton, Mo. This project was authorized in 1951, when Canton suffered 
one of the most severe floods in its history, with losses reaching close to one 
quarter million dollars. T am sure that the members of this committee will 
recall, as I do, this terrible flood. Moreover, there have been few vears in which 
the community of Canton has not suffered the effects of a major flood. 

Although a relatively small community of 2.590 people. Canton is the trade 
center for several counties, and contains a number of small industrial plants 
and grain-storage facilities, and the first coeducational college west of the Mis 
sissippi River, Culver-Stockton, a fine liberal arts college, chartered in 1855 

The budget this year for the first time includes funds for the beginning of 
construction of this project. The good people of Canton have, through their own 
efforts, built a levee which offers considerable protection to their community 
from very minor floods, but is not adequate for the severe floods similar to 
the many that they have had in the past. 

I. therefore, strongly urge the subcommittee to anprove the full budget request 
of $275,000 for the beginning of construction of this important project. 

In addition to this, the Coralville Reservoir project on the Towa River in 
Towa, would also do much to protect the community of Canton and other com 
munities along the Mississippi River, and TI hope that you will approve the full 
budget request of $2 million, so that construction on the Coralville project can 
continue and he completed as early as possible. 


CAPE GIRARDEAU (REACH NO. 2 ONLY) 


The revised budget estimate for fiscal 1957 for the Cape Girardeau project is 
$1 million, and I strongly urge your approval of this item. 

Between 1942 and 1952, Cape Girardeau has seriously suffered from the dis- 
astrous effects of flood seven times. I can well remember, and T am sure many 
of the members of this subcommittee remember, our visit to Cane Girardean at 
the height of the terrible 1951 flood. and T am certain of their vivid recollection 
of the tragic conditions which we witnessed. 

This area encompasses not only the area through which one of our mosf im 
portant railroads runs, the Frisco Railroad, but it also includes numerous retail 
stores. waresouses, hotels, gasoline and fuel storage plants, a generating plant for 
Cane Girardeau and the area within a 75-mile radius, and many other businesses 
and industrial concerns. 

This area was not seriously flooded until levees were built upstream on the 
Mississippi River. The flood stages in Cape Girardeau have heen increasing 
since then, due to the confined flow of water on the upstream. 
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Cape Girardeau is the largest city on the west bank of the Mississippi River 
south of St. Louis, and it is imperative that this project be completed as early as 
possible. I, therefore, strongly urge you to approve the full budget request for 
this important work. 


PERRY COUNTY LEVEE AND DRAINAGE DISTRICTS 1, 2, AND 


I understand that the revised budget request for this project is $800,000. 

The Perry County drainage districts encompass approximately 25,000 acres 
of fertile land. The total estimated Federal cost is $7,650,000, and, to date, 
$4,510,000 has been appropriated. 

This project was authorized in 1936, and it is important that it be completed 
at the earliest practical date. I, therefore, strongly urge the subcommittee 
to approve the full budget request. 


BANK STABILIZATION AND MISSOURI AGRICULTURAL LEVEES (KANSAS CITY TO MOUTH) 


The Engineers have indicated that it is now considered feasible to initiate the 
construction of agricultural levees below Kansas City on a selective basis. 

The need for such work is a matter of growing importance to the people of this 
area, lying from Kansas City to the mouth of the Missouri River. The Tuttle 
Creek Reservoir project is well underway and the upstream dams are substan- 
tially complete. 

I, therefore, respectfully urge you to give your favorable consideration to the 
requests that have been made for funds in the amount of $2 million to begin 
this important work. 

| also commend to your attention the testimony you have received on the need 
to increase the budget recommendation of $2 million for bank stabilization on 
the Missouri River. Of the $120 million which is the total estimated Federal 
cost of this project, $99,908,000 has been appropriated to date. At the rate of 
the present budget request, it will be many years before bank stabilization be- 
tween Kansas City and the mouth is completed. 

I, therefore, respectfully urge your utmost consideration of the requests you 
have received to increase the appropriations for this purpose to $5 million. 


MISSOURI AGRICULTURAL LEVEES (ABOVE KANSAS CITY) 


The original budget request for the construction of agricultural levees above 
Kansas City was indeed a miserly one. I think this is amply borne out by the 
fact that an additional recommendation was made by the administration that 
this amount be increased by $700,000. This means that their recommendation 
for fiscal 1957 for agricultural levees above Kansas City on the Missouri River 
is $1,700,000 ; however, this is still not sufficient. 

The agricultural levee program is essential for the protection of the lands 
lying along the Missouri River. Under the laws of the States along the Mis- 
souri River, where these levees would be constructed, there must be an organiza- 
tion of levees or drainage districts, in order to levy taxes, sell bonds, acquire 
rights-of-way, and perform the other duties necessary to carry out the obliga- 
tion of each unit. 

Many districts have already been organized and others are in the process of 
completing their organization. In order to begin construction on the levees in 
the districts now ready for this work, an additional $800,000 over and above 
the budget request is urgently needed to insure that this important work will 
he completed with the least possible delay. 

I, therefore, strongly urge the subcommittee to approve an appropriation of 
82,900,000 for this important work. 


NEW MADRID-BIRD’S POINT FLOODGATE 


At this point, I would like to refer to the need for a protective structure or 
floodgate at the southernmost end of the New Madrid-Bird’s Point floodway. 

There is at this point a confluence of three existing levees. Although the cur- 
rent budget request is a rather minor item, it is important that this sum be 
appropriated for advance engineering and design. 

The New Madrid project was authorized several years ago, and in 1954, a 
floodgate was completed between the Farrinberg levee and the setback levee 
at New Madrid—two of the levees at this confluence—for the purpose of per- 
mitting drainage during times of low river stages. It also offered protection 
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to this area from the backwater of the river during times of high-river 
stages. 

The appropriations which the Congress authorized for this floodgate have been 
of immense benefit to this area, and in behalf of the people whose lands have 
been affected by the floodwaters which this structure protects, I would like to 
thank you. 

However, the job will not be finished until the floodgate on the southern end 
of this area between the setback levee and the frontline levee is completed 
This is an area of 60,000 acres of rich farmland, including 10,000 acres located 
in an area too low for farming, but which, if protected from periodic flooding, 
is valuable as a game refuge. The annual income loss has averaged $200,000), 
and more than 300 families are periodically displaced because of flooding 

I, therefore, urge the subcommittee to approve the full budget request of 
$40,000 planning funds for a protective structure at the southern end of the 
New Madrid-Bird’s Point floodway. 


NORTHEAST AGRICULTURAL LEVEES 


I respectfully urge your favorable consideration of $300,000, in planning funds 
for improvement of agriculture levees along the Mississippi River in northeast 
Missouri and in Iowa. 

This area includes the Des Moines and Mississippi Levee District No. 1, the 
Fahins River Drainage District, the Marion County Drainage District, and the 
South River Drainage District. Included in these districts are 39,000 acres of 
rich agricultural land in Clark, Lewis, and Marion Counties, Mo. 

The present levees in this area were constructed 40 vears ago by these local 
districts, and are now inadequate because of the buildup of levees and naviga 
tion dams elsewhere along the Mississippi River. There have been three major 
floods during the past 3 years in this area, which have resulted in millions of 
dollars in damages. 

The nnver Mississinpni River Control Association, which these levee districts 
are members of, met with the district engineer at Rock Island, Tl... and with his 
advice and surport, have recommended that Congress give consideration to threes 
of the most needed proiects. These projects are the Muscatine Tsland Tevee 
District in Towa, the Fabius River Drainage District in Missouri, and the Hunt- 
Lima district in Tllinois. 

The engineers renort that advanced planning on these projects will require 
$200,000, 2nd T earnestiv hope that this amount will be anpropriated by Convress 

In addition to this, IT understand the Grevory Drainage District of Kahoka 
Mo., will file with the subcommittee a statement for planning funds, which T 
hope will he given every consideration. 


POMME DE TERRE 


The Pomme de Terre nroiect was anthorized by the Flood Control Acts of 1% 
1944, and 1945. as a unit of the overall plan of flood control in the Missouri River 
Basin. T rerret to sav that last vear, no funds were apnpronriated for fhis 
important project. This vear. a snyomlemental budget request has been sent to 
Congress, recommending that £500,000 he annronriated for the becinning of 
struction on the Pomme de Terre Reservoir. This sum is whollw inadequ 
and T uree the subcommittee to recommend an inerease of $500,000, which will 
provide $1 million for construction costs this coming year. 

The Pomme de Terre River is a tributary of the Osage River, whieh has heer 
larvelv resnonsible for the reeard floods of the lower Missouri. The reservoir 
wonld provide protection to 3,000 acres of agrienltural land along the Pomme de 
Terre River, 296.600 aecres alone’ the Osave River. and 161.000 acres of rieh agri 
eu'tyral land alone the lower Missouri River. Tn addition to this, it will benefit 
navigation of the lower Missouri and middle Mississipni Rivers. 

Tlermitaze. Mo., helow the dam site, has suffered from 58 floods in 82 years 
an?’ the annual estimated agriculture flood loss is $121 S888. This area has also 
svffored the past few vears from severe drought. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 
1.20. and the annnal henefits are estimated at $1.105,000. 

The construetion of this imnortant reservoir would not only resnit in the 
protection of this area against the ravages of flood and afford a denendahle water 
sunply during times of drought, but it would also he extremely valuable from 4 
recreational standnoint. and would solve a serious problem of pollution with 
which this area has heen confronted during times of drought. 
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I earnestly hope that the budget request will be increased to $1 million, so 
hat construction of this important project can start and be completed at the 
ealliest possible date. 

ST. LOUIS 


in planning funds, and I strongly urge the subcommittee to approve the full 
amount, 

The St. Louis project was approved by the Board of Engineers for Rivers and 
Harbors in 1954, and was transmitted to the Congress by the Secretary of the 
Army on June 22, 1955. On January 6, 1955, I introduced a bill, which was 
cosponsered by my colleague, Senator Symington, authorizing the construction 
of flood-control works on the Mississippi River for the protection of St. Louis. 

St. Louis is the eighth largest city in the United States. It is an especially 
vulnerable position with respect to floods, since it lies at the confluence of the 
Missouri and the Mississippi Rivers, both of which have upon many occasions 
become ravaging streams leaving vast destruction in their paths. Since St. Louis 
is susceptible to floods from both of these rivers, we have been indeed fortunate 
that the floods we have suffered in recent years from these two sources have not 
coincided at St. Louis. The potential danger, however, is there and will con- 
tinue to exist until this project is completed. 

There is no need, I am sure, to quote you figures as to the monetary damage 
which these floods have inflicted upon the city. They are matters of public 
record, and I am sure that you are all familiar with them. However, I might 
say that the most disastrous floods in recent years were in 1947, 1948, 1951, and 
1952, and the economie losses have run into hundreds of mililons of dollars, and 
have accounted for serious disruptions in industrial facilities and communica- 
tions. It also endangers the 25 acres of valuable land on which the recently 
authorized Jefferson Expansion Memorial is to be constructed. 

The St. Louis Flood Association has been the prime moving force in the efforts 
to obtain flood protection for St. Louis, and their efforts were overwhelmingly 
endorsed by the great majority of the citizens of St. Louis in a bond issue 
election last year, in which the citizens of the city voted nearly 5 to 1 in favor 
of a bond issue in the amount of $7,547,000, as the local contribution toward 
this project. 

As you know, the original budget request was for only $101,000 for this 
project, but upon a realization of the importance of this work, a supplemental 
juest Was made for an additional $150,000. 

[ strongly urge you, therefore, to approve the full budget request of $551,000 
r planning, 


the current budget request for flood-control measures at St. Louis is $551,000, 


TABLE ROCK 


lhe subcommittee is, I am sure, familiar with the long history of the Table 
Rock project. It was authorized in 1941 at a total estimated cost of $68,700,000. 
Phus far, $18,651,000 has been appropriated and the current budget request is for 
$14,750,000, which I hope the committee will approve. 
The committee, I am sure, well recalls the ofttimes stormy career of this proj- 

Lam happy to report that construction is proceeding satisfactorily, and that 
‘completion of this project is eargerly anticipated by the people in southwest- 
issouri, so that they may be protected against the destruction of flood and 
ucht. 
However, a new problem has arisen which I urge the committee to give their 
inost consideration. The road relocation plan at Table Rock does not provide 
for the construction of a central crossing of the reservoir, and this will result 
in untold expense and inconvenience to the traveling public and to business and 
trucking interests. It will also tend to prevent a full utilization and develop- 
ment of one of the most scenic portions of the reservoir basin, the central area. 

Iam advised by Gen. E. C. Itschner, the Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil 
Works, that such a crossing is estimated to cost an additional $1,305,000 in- 
luding the bridge and approach roads. Highways 86 and 39, now serving the 
central portion of the Table Rock Basin area, according to the 1955 traffic 
survey published by the Missouri State Highway Commission, had an annual 
average 24-hour daily traffic of 204 vehicles per day. The abandonment of this 
on’-established central crossing traffic will result in the rerouting of these ve- 
hicles to the extreme end of the lake to a sparsely settled and mountaious sec- 
tion bordering the Arkansas State line. The people who will be affected by the 
bsence of such a crossing are greatly disturbed. 


t 
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I understand that the Missouri State Highway Commission, during their nego- 
tiations with the Army engineers for a road relocation plan, made every effort to 
secure a central crossing of the reservoir basin, but were unsuccessful. 

I, therefore, Mr. Chairman, strongly urge you to approve an additional amount 
of $1,305,000 for the Table Rock project for the construction of this centra| 
crossing. The people of this area have joined together in an association known 
as the South Central Missouri Highway Association, Mr. R. E. Callaway, Shel) 
Knob, Mo., chairman, and I am certain that they will be happy to submit to the 
subcommittee any further information you might desire on the necessity for 
central crossing. 

TUTTLE CBEEK 


As the suhcommittee knows, the estimated Federal cost of the Tuttle Creek 
project is $92,300,000, for which $12,634,000 has been appropriated to date 

The subcommittee well knows of the devastating effects of the 1951 flood, when 
losses in this area were estimated at $1 billion, and for which the Congress 
appropriated $25 million for emergency relief. The details of July 13, 1951, 
commonly known as black Friday are ones we will never forget. This project 
is a matter of extreme importance for the protection of the industrial areas 
of the Kansas Citys, and the communities downstream, as well as the rich 
agricultural area along the river. 

Despite this tragedy in 1951, the Eisenhower budget recommendations in both 
sessions of the 88d Congress, contained not one penny for Tuttle Creek, and the 
same situation prevailed last year. However, I am happy to say the Congress, 
in its wisdom, has appropriated funds for this project, despite that fact that 
none were included in the President's budget. For your sympathetic considera 
tion, I would like to thank you in behalf of all the people who will be protected 
by this important work. 

We, of course, have here again another problem of either too much or too 
little water. Missouri is being confrented again this year with a drought 
which, if conditions prevail, will be one of the worst in its history. The con- 
struction of this reservoir would serve a dual purpose of protecting our citizens 
not only from the ravages of flood, but also the destruction of drought. 

Moreover, the success of the agricutural levee system downstream from 
Kansas City is predicated on the control of water in the Kansas Basin. There- 
fore, as I am sure the subcommittee realizes, the early completion of the Tuttle 
Creek Reservoir is a matter of the utmost importance, and I strongly recommend 
that the full budget request of $9 million be approved. 


Lower CUMBERLAND Lock anp Dam 
LETTER FROM SENATOR KEFAUVER 


Senator ELtenper. At this point in the record [ will insert a letter 
from Senator Kefauver in support of the lower Cumberland lock 
and dam. 

(The letter referred to follows :) 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
April 5, 195: 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, Sr., 
Appropriations Committee, Public Works Subcommittee, 
Senate Office Building. 


DEAR SENATOR ELLENDER: I understand that your subcommittee will shortly 
take up the matter of the appropriaticn for the lower Cumberland lock and dam. 

I sincerely hope that you will find it possible to approve the $2 million appro- 
priation which is estimated as the overall cost of this project. 

I cannot stress too deeply how important this dam will be to my State. Your 
mos! earnest consideration of this wll be greatly appreciated by me. 

Sincerely, 
Estzs Kerauver, United States Senator. 
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Opposition TO LoweER CUMBERLAND DAM 
STATEMENT BY KUTTAWA RETAIL MERCHANTS ASSOCIATION 


Senator ELLENDER. I will place in the record a statement opposing 
the lower Cumberland lock and dam. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 

Kuttawa, Ky., March 19, 1956. 

The following is a copy of statement opposing appropriation for construction 
of proposed high dam on lower Cumberland River, near Kuttawa, Ky., filed 
with United States House and Senate Appropriations Committees at hearings 
held March 20 and 21, 1956. 

In interest expediency we shall not appear at the Senate Appropriations hear- 
ing March 21, but request you have read and made part of record at hearing 

lowing statement opposing appropriation proposed high dam on lower Cum- 
berland River near Kuttawa. 

Dam electric production average only approximately 65,000 kilowatts and 
ost of construction per kilowatt actual production $1,000 on allocation 37 per- 
cent total cost dam project. 

Cost construction steam plant only approximately $150 per kilowatt capacity 
and production or $177 million for plant 1,180,000 kilowatts; 2 percent interest 
ind 1 percent depreciation on difference cost construction hydro and steam 
plants same productive capacity pay for coal at $5 per ton. 

Less than 5 percent shore Kentucky Lake developed, very little development 
east side, and increase recreation both dams and lakes not over 2 percent more 
than Kentuck Dam and Lake alone. 

Navigation benefit only few large corporations. 

\bove dam be flooded all time and during floods worse than 1937 Ohio and 
Cumberland River floods. Dam reduce floods on Ohio and Mississippi not more 
than 2 to 3 inches. 

Cost plus destruction and damage property and uncompensated loss people 
iffected far more than offsets benefits and makes unwise and impracticable. 

For further data see report hearings before House Subcommittee Rivers and 
Harbor, 838d Congress, House Resolution 9859, volume 1, pages 494 and 502. 

KUTTAWA RETAIL MERCHANTS’ ASSOCIATION, 
By W. G. McConnNELL, President. 

KUTTAWA ROTARY CLUB, 
By G. W. Mick, President. 


FRESNO AND CHOWCHILLA Rivers, CALIr. 


LETTER FROM MADERA COUNTY FARM BUREAU 


Senator ELLENpbER. Senator Kuchel has requested that the following 
letter from the Madera County Farm Bureau be placed in the record. 
(The letter referred to follows :) 


MaveEra, CALIF., Mareh 22, 1956, 
UNITED STATES SENATE APPROPRIATIONS SUBCOM MITTEE, 
Washington, D.C. 

GENTLEMEN: During the recent floods in California in December, damage to 
Madera County was between two and three million dollars. 

Fresno and Chowchilla Rivers have flooded our county many times over 
the years, each time causing severe damage to public and private property. 

Reservoirs on the Chowchilla River at Buchanan and at Hidden Valley on the 
Fresno River would eliminate these flood conditions and would save an enormous 
waste of water that is now wasted and is so desperately needed in this area. 

Dams on these two rivers would allow, not only protection against flood 
but would provide water for irrigation and other uses in this area. 

The United States Army Corps of Engineers recommended in 1948, that these 
two dams and reservoirs be constructed for flood control and irrigation purposes, 

House Document No. 367, 8ist Congress, 1st session. 
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We believe construction of these two dams and reservoirs for flood contro] 
and irrigation purposes would be engineeringly and economically feasible also an 
absolute necessity in order to prevent future disasters such as occurred Jast 
December. 

Yours respectfully, 
MApEKkA County Farm Bureat 
WM. SELL, Jr., 
Chairman, Legislative Committ: 


Reponpo Beacuw ILArpsor 


ment by Mr. F. Ek. Hopkins, and accompanying letters be included in 
the record. Without objection it is so ordered. 
(The material referred to follows :) 


Senator ELLenper. Senator Kuchel has also requested that a stat 


STATEMENT OF Mr. F. E. HopKINs 


BRIEF ON GENERAL PROGRESS ESTIMATES FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF REDONDO BEACH 
HARBOR 

This brief is based on the approval design memorandum No. 1, general design for 
Redondo Beach Harbor, Calif., Corps of Engineers, United States Army, Los 
Angeles District, June 1955. This design memorandum has been approved by 
everyone concerned, with only slight modifications as to technical specifications, 
Final approval, of course, was made by the Chief of Engineers, in Washington, 
D.C. This is also based on specifications for north and south breakwaters for 
Redondo Beach Harbor, Calif., Los Angeles District, Corps of Engineers, United 
States Army, reference CIVENG—04-353-56-43. 

It has been noted with a little apprehension that the proposed budget for 
1956-57 tiscal year, as transmitted to Congress, included an item for only 
$1,500,000 for the Redondo Beach Harbor project. Therefore, based upon the 
following information, we are asking this appropriation to be raised to the 
amount of between $2,700,000 and $38 million to allow for a continuous and eco 
nomical construction project. 

1. An analysis made by our city engineer, which is attached hereto, reveals an 
average expenditure of $2,511,108 per year would be necessary to complete the 
project within the time limit established by the coutract documents and the call 
for bids. This, of course, is based upon the district engineer’s estimates of the 
cost of work. Based on similar construction in the Los Angeles area, these esti 
mates are believed to be within reasonable limits of any bids which will be sub 
mitted. 

2. Therefore, operating at the required level to complete this within the allotted 
time, the project would have to be closed down after approximately 7.2 months 
of work inasmuch as the $1,500,000 would have been expended in that length of 
time. 

3. With many years of personal experience, I know it to be customary in the 
heavy construction industry that most contractors endeavor to reduce the time 
allotment by 10 percent to 20 percent for the following reasons: 

(a) By completing the project ahead of schedule, they reduce their over- 
head cost and therefore increase their profit. 

(b) To be ahead of schedule to take care of any unforeseen circumstances 
that might delay the work, such as an act of God, weather, strikes, lockouts, 
ete. 

(c) It is just plain good business to be ahead of schedule if possible to al 
low ample time for cleanup, final inspection, and any other contingency, and 
not have to fight a last minute deadline. 

4. On the above basis, it would be prudent to allow 15 percent over the basic 
minimum requirements to complete this project on schedule. The basic minimum, 
as developed by the city engineer, is the amount of $2,511,108 per year; 15 percent 
over and above this would bring the total to $2,887,774; therefore, the allocation 
should be raised to this amount as a minimum. 

5. If the contractor has anticipated operating at 15 percent ahead of schedule 
which is reasonable, then the inspection, supervision and other overhead costs ac- 
cerning to the Corps of Engineers, would be proportionately reduced resulting in 
a saving to the Government in the overall cost of this project. 
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6. This, too, would eliminate any possibility of the necessity for the negotiated 
liquidation of the contract because of the inability of the Corps of Engineers to 
meet their monthly progress payments. 

7. Insummary, it appears the part of wisdom, now that the project is committed, 
to pursue it to a conclusion at the earliest possible moment. 


F, E. Hopkins, City Manager. 


MArcH 12, 1956. 
To: F. BE. Hopkins, city manager. 


From: F. C. Nybye, city engineer. 
Subject: Redondo Beach breakwater construction cost and time schedule. 


The cost estimate for the completed breakwater, as it has been planned within 
the specification prepared by the Army engineers, and for which bids are due on 
March 29, 1956, is $5,650,000. 

The time, set also by the Army engineers, for completion of the project is 
27 months. 

From the above cost and time schedule and expenditure rate of $209,259 per 
month, or $2,511,108 per year, would be necessary for completion of the project 
within the allowable time. 

The following statements are for the purpose of demonstrating that possible 
and probable extra or additional costs would accrue if it became necessary to 
slow or to shut the job down for any reason after the initial start: 

(1) As the specification establishes a $300 a day penalty clause in the contract 
for time required beyond the 27 months, it is obvious that the contractors will 
gear his timing from the very start of construction to meet this imposed schedule. 
Therefore, he will be operating at a rate of $209,259 per month, which would 
more than likely force a shutdown if funds, in sufficient amount, were not 
available. 


(2) It is evident also that the contractor’s cost during the first year will no 


doubt be considerably greater than subsequent years because of the initial cost 
of setting up his plant, buying equipment, installing spur tracks and roadways, 
and developing his organization. 

(8) A shutdown would, under the terms of the contract, require a negotiated 


settlement with the contractor in order to reimburse him for losses occasioned 
by the delay. 
(4) The placing of the breakwater should be expedited all possible after a start 
is made, because any uncompleted portion in place could adversely affect ocean 
ave action, tides, sand driits, currents, ete., which conceivably, in turn, could 
damage not only the uncompleted portions of the breakwater, but also damage 
present beach frontage for an indefinite length of coastline. 


I’, C. NyBy®, City) Engineer. 


MARCH 22, 1956. 
Ceci. R. Kina, 
Member of Congress, Congress of the United States, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

DrAR CONGRESSMAN KING: This is a Supplementary to my brief submitted a few 
days ago in regard to the necessity for increasing the allocation for the Redondo 
seach breakwater project. 

In reviewing my brief of a few days ago, and after careful consideration, I 
thought it might be helpful to you, inasmuch as you may not have the specifica- 
tions and design memorandum immediately available to you there, to point out 
that almost the entire cost of this operation is for the purchase and placement 
of rock for the construction of an ocean breakwater, and, of course, the stone is 
to be provided and placed by the contractor at a unit bid price of so many dollars 
per ton of rock in place. The exception to this is $30,000 for two navigation aids 
and $2,000 for replacing the existing rock. 

The balance of the contract is for rock in place which amounts to 1,176,000 
tons. To place this rock during the contract limits would mean a monthly delivery 
of 43,556 tons of rock. The average estimated cost of the rock in place is a little 
over $6 per ton for cap stone and $3 per ton for base and core stone. In a year 
522,672 tons of stone would have to be placed which would amount to approxi- 
mately $2,066,664. 
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Therefore, the estimated cost for the first year could be broken down 
follows: 


as 


Stone in place $2, 066, 664 
Reset existing stone 2, 000 
Engineering, supervision and administration 173, 328 
I 269, 040 


Total 2, 511, 032 


The larger the quantity in which this rock can be delivered and placed, the 
cheaper the contractor can bid. If he knows he is going to work continuously 
throughout the year for the continuing contract with money from which the 
progress payments can be made, it would expedite this work considerably. 

As is pointed out in my brief, the bare minimum to comply with the plans, 
specifications, the call for bids and the contract documents, would be the approxi 
mate $2,511,000 per year. 

I thought I might point out that this contract is for so many tons of rock in 
place and that there are no exceedingly heavy expenditures for any single item 
of installation which would consume a great portion of this money at the last 
moment, making this a fair and equitable allocation for the first year’s operations 
The yearly operations will remain the same and it is a question of delivery and 
placement of rock for a breakwater and completing the job as specified, all of 
which are based on good and sound engineering data. 

Yours truly, 
F. E. Hopkins, City Manager 


Canyon Dam, TEx. 
OPPOSITION TO PROJECT 
LETTER FROM HON. Il. L. HODELL, JR., MAYOR OF CITY OF BELLAIRE, 'TEX. 


Senator ELttenper. I will insert at this point in the record a letter 


I received from the mayor of Bellaire in opposition to the Canyon 
Dam. 
(The letter referred to follows :) 


City OF BELLAIRE, 
Bellaire, Ter., April 18, 1956 
Hon. Senator ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
United States Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 


Drak SENATOR ELLENDER: As a member of the Senate Appropriations Commit- 
tee, I would like to urgently request that you vote “no” to any proposed appro- 
priation concerning the so-called Canyon Dam on the Guadalupe River in Coma! 
County, Tex. 

This fantastic squandering of public tax funds under the guise of flood contro! 
and water conservation is a promotion of the United States Army Engineers, 
and a few misguided selfish individuals. Water conservation and flood contro! 
are needed, but we should handle them on a local basis, and not expect taxpayers 
from all over the country to foot the bill. By eliminating the Army engineers, the 
cost would be a drop in the bucket compared to what they will spend. 

sast summer, you appropriated $400,000 to start this project—$340,000 for 
construction cost, and $60,000 for additional engineering. I understand at the 
present time they are attempting to get a few more million which should be 
refused. The estimated construction cost of the dam itself is about $14 million, 
with a total overall estimated expenditure of approximately $100 million. It 
would be better to forget about the $400,000, as construction and purchase of 
right-of-way has not started, than to get more deeply involved, and have to con- 
tinue pouring more millions into a project which is most impractical and will 
not work anyway. 

The soil-conservation people can control the floods and water conservation 
without the destruction of thousands of acres of valuable farm land merely by 
constructing a series of 20- to 25-foot dams and holding flood water, if any, in 
the river bed. 
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We must begin living within our income and make some attempt to balance the 
hudget. Let’s consider these projects in the light of good business practice 
rather than politics. 

Respectfully yours, 
H...4.. Boor, dr. 


STATEMENT OF SHERMAN R,. KNAPP, PRESIDENT, CONNECTICUT LIGHT & POWER Co. 


Senator ELLENDER. Senator Bush has requested that the following 
statement be placed in the record. 
(The statement referred to follows:) 


NEW ENGLAND FLOOD CONTROL PROGRAM 


The Connecticut Light & Power Co. is a puble utility supplying gas and electric 
service in the State of Connecticut. Its service area embraces about two-thirds 
of the State including the three watershed areas of the Thames River in the east 
the Connecticut River in the center, and the Housatonic River in the western 
nart of the State. Included among its 390,000 gas and electric customers, the 
company supplies about 1,800 industrial plants. The State is extremely highly 
populated and industrialized. Furthermore, the greatest industrial development 
is situated in the valleys of the three principal watershed areas of the State. 

The Naugatuck Valley of Connecticut, in the Housatonic River watershed, is 
the brass manufacturing center of the country and is a vital industrial com- 
ponent of our State’s economy. This area produces not only vast quantities of 
brass and copper products but also a wealth of other important industrial prod- 
ucts for peacetime and military use. 

Phe devastation wrought by the floods in 1955 had a serious and prolonged 
effect upon this part of Connecticut. The impact of the 1955 floods and the still 
eXi _— threat of future floods, create a continuing and serious obstacle to the 

wth and economic development of the Naugatuck region. If existing indus- 
tries and businesses are to operate successfully and if new companies are to be 
ttracted to this area, they must be assured that the future high-water damage 
| be curtailed or controlled. The proposed Thomaston Dam on the Naugatuck 
River will provide an important measure of flood control for the valley and we, 
therefore, urge that appropriations be granted so that this project can be started 
the earliest opportunity. 
The thood control problem in the Connecticut River watershed is dependent 
on the construction of storage reservoirs upstream in the States of Massa- 
usetts, New Hampshire, and Vermont. This problem, therefore, is rezional in 
e. The plan, proposed by the United States Corps of Engineers and ap- 
ed by the New England governors’ conference, is of vital interest to the 
as a Whole and especially to Connecticut. We urge the appropriation of 
ds for all the projects proposed by the Corps of Engineers for the upper 
es of the Connecticut River in order that their construction may be initiated 
e earliest possible time. It is our belief that such a network of storage dams 
ow proposed is long overdue and absolutely essential if we are to obtain a 
tisfactory degree of flood control security for the people of the Connecticut 
er Valley area. 

It is evidence in recent years that the hurricanes and storms which produce 
flood waters in Connecticut and New England are more frequent and destructive 
than has heretofore been assumed. This fact emphasizes the urgent need that the 

ogram of the Corps of Engineers be started and carried to completion without 
adeiay 


GREGORY DRAINAGE Disrricr, Mo. 


Senator ELLENDER. Senator Symington has requested that the fol- 
lowing letter from the Board of Supervisors of Gregory Drainage 
District be placed in the record. Without objection it is so ordered. 
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(The letter referred to follows :) 


KAHOKA, Mo., April 30, 1956 
Hon. Sruart SYMINGTON, 


United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR SyMINGTON: We are writing you in regard to the protectior 
of the Gregory, Mo., Drainage District. 

This droinage district is located between Canton, Mo., and Keokuk, Iowa, in 
Clark and Lewis Counties, Mo. We need protection from the hill water which has 
to he kept out of the district, as the river levee holds it inside. Also, we need 
protection from the river by higher levees and some means of handling seep 
water. 

We have for some time been attempting to get money appropriated to have 
a study made of the district by the Government engineers. To date, nothing has 
been done. There are about 8,000 acres in the district. Most of the land is good 
productive farmland. 

We note you have recommended to improve levees in the Des Moines and Mis- 
sissippi Levee District No. 1, the Fabius River Drainage District, the Marion 
County Drainage District, and the South River Drainage District. These dis- 
tricts are just north and south of our district in the same immediate area 

We also note you have recommended that the levee around the town of Canton, 
Mo., be improved, and that the hill water be diverted around the town. In our 
oninion and the opinion of the many owners and operators in the district, we 
should he protected and improved to at least as much as these other districts and 
the town. We specifically note you have not inelnuded the Gregory Drainage 
District in any of your recommendations. We would like to request that yon 
make a separate recommendation for the Gregory Drainage District to obtain 
an appropriation for the engineers to make a complete study of our needs. This 
study is needed immediately and then it can be determined what is needed to be 
done to protect the district. The Gregory Drainage District is willing to work 
with the Government engineers to the fullest extent in any way they can help on 
this matter 

Very truly yours, 
30ARD OF SupPeRVISORS, GREGORY DRAINAGE DISTRI 
Herrert O. JENKINS, President. 
W. L. JENKINS. 
J. W. HACKAWACK. 
TOMLINSON. 
1. JOHNSON. 


B.S. 
Ay. 


R. 


Missourt River. Kansas Crry to Movrn 
LETTER FROM A. C. INGERSOLL, JR. 


(The information requested on page 961 follows:) 

Senator Erienper. Senator Mundt has requested that the follow- 
ing communication from Mr. A. C. Ingersoll, Jr., be placed in the 
record. Without objection it is So ordered. 

(The letter referred to follows:) 

FEDERAL BARGE LINES, INC., 
St. Louis, Mo., April 10, 1956 
Subject: Appropriations for the navigation project on the Missouri River from 
Kansas City to the mouth. 
Hon. Kart Munpr, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

Drar SENATOR MunpT: On March 29, the Public Works Subcommittee of the 
Senate Appropriations Committee held hearing and took testimony from inter- 
ested parties as to the budget for public works in the Missouri Basin during the 
coming fiscal year. In company with various other witnesses I testified in favor 


of an increase in the amount to be appropriated for the navigation project on 
the Missouri from Kansas City to the mouth. 
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In this testimony I said: 

“Appropriations for this lower 375-mile stretch have been in recent years at a 
rate of $2 million per year. The United States Engineers estimate of the cost 
of finishing the job is $20 million, apparently 10 years’ work at the present rate 
of appropriations. But it can’t ever be completed at $2 million per year because 
there are several bad spots which can’t be tackled within a $2 million annual 
pudget. The major river-straightening jobs have to be completed in the season 
they are begun, or ice and floods will undo the half-finished work. These big 
jobs can’t be undertaken unless they can be finished the same year. In order to 
handle these few big jobs in an orderly manner, the engineers state that the 
practical and efficient rate of annual appropriations to complete the navigation 
project on the lower Missouri is $5 million.” 
~ At this point you asked if I could furnish data for the record which would sub- 
stantiate this statement. Accordingly, I am attaching hereto a summary of the 
cost of completing the channel work at the nine most critical spots on the lower 
Missouri. These are the bottlenecks in lower Missouri River navigation, the 
nlaces Where We run aground and lose time the most. These are the places that 
are responsible for our having to load barges to 714 feet or less on the Missouri 
River while we load to 9 feet everywhere else on the Mississippi River system 
from St. Louis to Minneapolis, Chicago, Pittsburgh, Knoxville, Mobile, New 
Orleans, and Houston. 

While the annual $2 million budget is distributed around with an even hand 
over a number of other smaller projects, gradually refining the control of the 
river in the places where small efforts can safely and effectively be made, these 
large tasks are neglected for lack of sufficient funds to tackle them. The result 
is that the main body of the river is getting better every year, but the bad spots 
which control navigation and prevent the full economy of barge transportation 
from being realized are still standing as neglected obstacles in the development 
of the river. 

You will note that the total cost of curing these nine bad spots is just under $9 
million. If this cost were spread over 3 years on top of the regular $2 million 
annual appropriation, aggregating $5 million a year for the next 3 years, these 
nine bad spots could be cured, while the routine work for gradually bringing the 
rest of the 375 miles of lower Missouri up to the 9-foot project went ahead in an 
orderly Manner. 

Navigation could then proceed in a far more effective way to bring the economy 
of barge transportation to the shippers of the Missouri Valley. 

I hope this explanation is a satisfactory answer to your query, and that your 

mittee will be able to provide a $5 million budget for this section of the river 

r next fiscal year. 

Respectfully yours, 
A. C. INGERSOLL, JR. 


The 9 bad spots on the Missouri River, Kansas City to the mouth 


! 
| Proposed annual expenditure 


Critical locations ee | _—. al 
*” | Fiscal year | Fiscal year | Fiscal year 
1957 1958 1959 





lackass Bend Cutoff_.____- Sa se stat | $2, 000, 000 $1, 500, 000 $500, 000 
Major channel changes: | 
Grand River-Bushwhacker Bends ee 950, 000 | 
Marion-Burlington Bends ¥ : ‘ i 600, 000 | 150, 000 250, 900 200, 000 
Jefferson City-Cote San Dessein Reach.---_--.-_| 750, 000 | 200, 000 | 250, 000 300, 000 
4. Chamois Reach esicbeteatol 950, 000 | 150, 000 | 450, 000 | 350, 000 
5. Gasconade Bend-Hermann Reach ae raat 900, 000 | 150, 000 350, 000 400, 000 
Bates Island Bend-Bernheimer Reach __-- : 1, 000, 000 200, 000 250, 000 550, 000 
r bank stabilization and channel improvement 
sections | 
Weldon Springs Bend-St. Charles Reach 750, 000 | 150, 000 | 300, 000 300, 000 
2. St. Charles Reach to Amazon Bend 950, 000 250, 000 | 300, 000 400, 000 


250, 000 350, 000 





Total............--------2---------------------| 8,850,000 | 3,000,000 | 3,000,000 | 2, 850, 000 


75008—56—pt. 2——75 
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Senator Ernenper. To date this committee has heard all of the wit- 
nesses who have asked to be heard and we have but the cemeteria] ex- 
penses to hear tomorrow, and thereafter the conuittee hopes to have 
the Corps of Engineers come before it so as to consider all unbudgeted 
items and such other budgeted items as the committee will deem proper 
to go into before making its recommendations. 

‘The committee will stand in recess until tomorrow at 10 o’clock, 

(Whereupon, at 4:15 p. m., Thursday, May 10, 1956, the hearing 
was recessed until 10 a. m., Friday, May 11, 1956.) 
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FRIDAY, MAY 11, 1956 


Unrrep Srares SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, D.C. 
The subcommittee met at 10:05 a. m., pursuant to recess, Senator 
Carl Hayden, temporarily presiding. 
Present: Senator Hayden. 


CIVIL FUNCTIONS, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
CEMETERIAL ISxPENSES 


STATEMENTS OF COL. A. E. DENNIS, COMPTROLLER, OFFICE OF 
QUARTERMASTER GENERAL; AND COL. R. A. WALL, CHIEF, 
MEMORIAL DIVISION, OFFICE OF QUARTERMASTER GENERAL 


GENERAL STATEMEN'I 


Senator Haypen. The committee will be in order. 

You may proceed, Colonel. 

Colonel Dennis. Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen, the Department of 
the Army is charged by statute with the responsibility for the develop- 
ment, operation, maintenance, and administration of the national 
cemetery system, and for the procurement of standard headstones and 
Markers, 


NATIONAL CEMETERY SYSTEM 


Phe national cemetery system consists of 122 installations, and in 
cludes 85 national cemeteries; 5 Confederate cemeteries; 23 soldiers’ 
lots: 2 Confederate plots; 5 monwnents; 1 memorial park, and the 
Government-owned lots in the Washington Parish Burial Grounds, 
generally known as the Congressional Cemetery. 

Headstones and markers are supplied for graves in Government- 
owned cemeteries and, upon application, to mark the graves of eligible 
persons interred in private cemeteries. 


BUDGET ESTIMATI 


The estimate for “Cemeterial expenses, Department of the Army,” 
for the fiscal year 1957 amounts to $6.500,000, which is «a net inerease 
of $500,000 over funds available for the current year. This increase 
recognizes that requirements under this appropriation are constantly 
expanding as burial and headstones needs of our veteran population 
Increase, 
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In addition, it is necessary to raise the maintenance of our cemeteries 
toa level above that which has existed for several years. 

The estimate of funds required for the procurement of headstones 
and markers in the fiscal year 1957 amounts to $2,300,000, as compared 
to $1,840,000 in the fiscal year 1956. 

The increase of $460,000 will provide for the procurement of an 
estimated 20,973 additional headstones and markers. 

Actual experience in the fiscal year 1955 and in the first half of 
the fiscal year 1956 indicates these additional headstones and markers 
will be required to meet the estimated increase in applications during 
the fiscal year 1957 and to liquidate the carryover of applications from 
fiscal year 1956. 

FUNDS FOR CONSTRUCTION 


The amount included for construction is $570,000, which is an 
increase of $70,000 over the fiscal year 1956. This amount will provide 
funds for the preparation of additional gravesites needed for burials 
at the following cemeteries: Baltimore, Md.; Fort Leavenworth, 
Kan.; Fort Rosecrans, Calif.; Golden Gate, Calif.: Jefferson Bar- 
racks, Mo.: Long Island, N. Y., and Memphis, Tenn. 

It will also provide facilities and utilities for operation and pro- 
tection of property at cemeteries. 

Engineering investigations of site conditions and the preparation 
of preliminary plans and control estimates for necessary projects to 
be considered in future budgets are provided. Preparation of work- 
ing drawings and specifications for the most urgent projects in the 
long-range cemetery planning program are covered. 


REPAIR OF ARLINGTON MEMORIAL AMPHITHEATER 


Under the project for repair of Arlington Memorial Amphitheater 
$30,000 is requested for fiscal year 1957 to provide funds necessary 
for administration, supervision, and inspection service to insure com- 
pliance with the conditions of the contract for these repairs entered 
into during the current fiscal year. 


MAINTENANCE AND OPERATION 


The amount of $800,000 for maintenance and operation includes 
an increase of $120,000 over the $680,000 available for obligation in the 
fiscal year 1956. These funds will provide necessary travel, utility 
and communication services, transportation and drayage, supplies 
and equipment, and contractual services at locations where cemetery 
labor is not provided. 

The increase in this project results from increased costs of materials 
and utilities and from increased interment activities, additional grave 
sites to be maintained, and replacement of equipment that has <e- 
preciated to such an extent that repairs would be uneconomical. 


PERSONAL SERVICES, FIELD 


The request for $2,290,000 for personal services, field, includes an 
increase of $430,000 over the amount available for this purpose in 
the fiscal year 1956. 

It is estimated that the requested amount will provide 606 man-years 
of employment, an increase of 120 man-years over the estimated num- 
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ber for the fiscal year 1956. These additional man-years are required 
to handle the increased workload generated by additional interments, 
to care for additional occupied grave sites and improved acreage, and 
to permit a degree of improvement in the maintenance of cemeteries 
which has been deficient in many respects for several years. 


SALARIES AT SEAT OF GOVERNMENT 


The amount of $510,000 requested for salaries at the seat of Govern- 
ment is the same as that appropriated in the fiscal year 1956. These 
funds are required in order to maintain a limited staff in the Office 
of the Quartermaster General to exercise technical and staff super- 
vision over and render assistance to supervising installations, and to 
formulate policies and procedures in connection with all activities 
involved in the establishment, development, operation, maintenance, 
and administration of the national cemetery system; to determine 
eligibility of individuals for interment in national cemeteries; to 
maintain central records of over 790,000 interments, to conduct corre- 
spondence pertaining thereto, and to procure and distribute all head- 
stones and markers for the graves of former members of the Armed 
Forces and other eligible personnel. 

| have with me Colonel Wall, Chief of the Memorial Division, 
Office of the Quartermaster General, and others of my staff who will 
endeavor to provide any additional information the committee may 
desire with respect to this estimate. 


PURCHASE OF PASSENGER VEHICLES 


Senator Hayprn. Last year the act provided for the purchase of 
one passenger motor vehicle for replacement only. 

This year the request is for the purchase of two passenger motor 
vehicles. These are not for replacement, but constitute an increase 
of two motor vehicles; is that right? 

Colonel Dennis. Yes. 

Senator Haypen. Where will those vehicles be assigned and what 
is the current need for them ? 

Colonel Wau. One will be assigned to the Willamette Cemetery in 
Oregon, and the other will be at the Fort Rosecrans Cemetery in 
California, which are large metropolitan area cemeteries. 

Senator Haypen. Are they located where the people live, or in the 
place where you get your supplies some distance from the cemetery ? 

Colonel Wain. These cars will go right to the cemetery itself. They 
are used in leading funeral processions and for the general operation 
of the cemeteries. 

Now, we have them at Arlington and Long Island and the cemeteries 
near other metropolitan areas. These cemeteries that we are pro- 
viding cars for in the fiscal year 1957 budget have never been provided 
before. 

PROCUREMENT OF HEADSTONES 


Senator Haypen. On page 7 on procurement of headstones, you 
show a total of 17,355 applications brought forward of which 7,779 
are due to the normal processing time and 9,576 due to insufficient 
funds, 
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Is the reason that you had insufficient funds due to the fact that 
last year you underestimated the number of applications vou would 
receive ? 

Colonel Dennis. Partly. It is due to four causes: 

First, the application of a roundoff of $27,000 in the appropriations 
last year, of which $19,000 was applied to headstones. 

I als explain that we had to absorb one $61,000 In a pay increase 
last year, or a total of $88,000. Of that $88,000, $19,000 was applied 
to the headstones. 

Now, the rest is an increase in applications, and increase in the cost 
of freight, and an increase in the cost of the markers themselves, 
which made it possible to procure a fewer number of markers with 
the money which had been appropriated. 

Senator Haypen. What kind of markers are they / 

Colonel Dennis. There are several different kinds, marble, granite, 
and bronze. 

Senator Haypen. Bronze markers are used where there are 
headstones? 

Colonel Dennis. Yes, sir: flush with the ground. 

Senator Haypen. How do they compare in cost with a marble 
headstone ? 

Colonel Dennis. They have been running a little bit cheaper, but 
they are going up. The cost of the individual marker is around 
$16. We expect them to increase in pricé. 

Senator Haypen. The clerk has some figures here on that which | 
will place in the record. 

S aaa Dennis. On page 9; yes, sir. 

(The information requested follows :) 


CEMETERIAL EXPENSES, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 


Project 111—Procurement of headstones 


| { 
Actual ob- | Estimated, | 
ligations, obligations, | 
fiscal year | fiscal year 
1955 1956 


Estimate 
fiscal year 
1957 


Equipment $1,817, 718 $1, 573, 925 $1, O68 


Summary, for purchase of 104,735 headstones and markers in 1957 at an. average 
of $18.79 per stone 


Headstones Cost each 


General (marble, upright 33, 736 $22.15 
Civil and Spanish (marble, upright) ; 2, 042 22. 43 
Confederate (marble, upright 178 21. 88 
Flat marble 9, 709 5.70 
Flat granite, 4-inch— nee 39, 684 43 
Flat granite, 3-inch_.- --- 1, 393 60 
Bronze marker eehihinweon 17, 983 ». 10 
Group burial (SFM) - 10 38 


Total__- 
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APPLICATIONS CARRIED FORWARD 


senator Haypen. You estimate you will carry forward in 1958 a 

‘tal of 5,697 applications due to insufficient funds. Did you request 
enough money to take care of these 5,697 applications ? 

Colonel Dennis. Yes, sir; we did request it. It was disallowed in 
the administrative process of preparing the budget. 

Senator Haypen. How much additional money will be required to 
tuke care of these applications? 

Colonel Dennis. $265,000 to include the purchase of the headstones 
and the transportation to the gravesite. 

Senator Haypen. That would be above the budget estimate ? 

Colonel Dennis. Yes, sir. 


INCREASE IN COST OF MARKERS 


Senator Haypen. I note that there has been an increase in the unit 
cost of most of your markers except for bronze markers where there is 
a decrease of about a dollar each. The average increase seems to be 
about 48 cents per marker; is that about right ! 

(Colonel Dennis. Yes, sir. 


LANDS AND STRUCTURES 


ator HaybEN. On page 13 under “Lands and structures,” you 
have oF ort Leavenworth National Cemetery, $51,500, for development 
of 516 acres of Government-owned land for burial purposes. That 
is $10,000 an acre. 
What is the reason for that cost being so high per acre? 
Colonel Watt. This project involves removal and relocation of 
existing electric and telegraph lines. There is 2,200 linear feet, $4,620. 
Senator Haypen. Do those lines belong to the Government, or are 
they private utilities ? 
Colonel Watt. They are lines that now obstruct grave site develop- 
ments which will have to be moved. 
Senator Haypen. Who owns them ? 
Colonel Wau. They are owned by the fort, Fort Leavenworth. 
Senator Haypren. There is always a question about the private 
utility having lines located on public property, by sufferance, and 
they could be 1 required to move them. 
If these lines were built by the Government itself, of course, you 
would have to bear the expense of moving them. 
Colonel Watu. That raises the cost right there $4,620. 
Then we have to construct new m: inholes, another $1,500. 
It provides for the removal of existing pavements, stonewalls on 
the southeast side, wrought iron fences, entrance gate, $4,483. 
Bituminous roads, 3,680 square 1 vards which will cost us $14,089. 
Concrete curb and gutter, 3,520 linear feet, that will cost $7'920, 
Drives, 1,670 square y ards, $2,088. 
There are catch caine in there that will be required in drainage, 
of npr $1,000, 
20-foot wide main entrance gate, and two 3-foot 10 inch pedestrian 
gate including 4 masonry piers, a total cost of $8,500. 
Senator Haypen. Are you going to get a gate that will not sag? 
Colonel Wat. We hope to. 
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An extension of the lawn-watering system of $2,200 in order to 
go into this new area. Anda restoration of the disturbed area will 
be another $2,400. 

Then with the supervision and inspection and administrative cost 
in the construction phase, another $2,700. 

Senator Haypen. There is no other pence of ground you could use in 
that area that would not cost so much ¢ 

Colonel Watt. That is the last piece of ground that is available 
in the old cemetery of Fort Leavenworth. Most of that omen is 
utilized for other decilities of the military post. So it must be that 
section which we use. 


ACQUISITION OF GROUND FOR ADDITIONAL CEMETERIES 


Senator Haypen. Does that not raise the question of the general 
problem? If you have now 790,000 interments and going along at 
this rate each year you are going to run out of ground in a great many 
places. Is it going to be expensive to acquire that ground for ad- 
ditional cemeteries? 

Colonel Watt. In some instances, in cemeteries in metropolit: . 
areas, it would be very expensive to the point where it would be a 
most impossible because around some of our metropolitan cemeteries, 
land costs have risen to such an extent it would almost make it pro 
hibitive. 

Senator Haypren. Under those circumstances, then, when all the 
interments have been made that can be made, there will simply be a 
question of maintenance. 

The next step is to go somewhere else and find another site. 


Colonel Wat. That is correct. Then, at that point, the policy in 
our Office is that this is the prerogative of Congress to decide and new 
cemetery bills will have to be submitted to establish new cemeteries. 


INCREASE IN MAN-YEARS 


Senator Haypen. I note that you are proposing an increase from 
221 man-years to 323 man-years for maintenance. Will this provide a 
satisfactory degree of maintenance of the national cemeteries? 

Colonel Watt. The 323 man-years requested will not bring the de- 
gree of maintenance up to a fully satisfactory level. To do this would 

require 392 man-years of labor. However, a marked improvement 
should result over previous unsatisfactory conditions. It is considered 
best, due to the variety of tasks, not to attempt to overcome all past 
deficiencies during the 1 fiscal year, therefore, the estimate has been 
held to 323 man-years. 

Senator Hayven. I see. Well, I think that concludes the hearing: 
unless you gentlemen have some further statement to make. 

This concludes the hearings on the civil functions portion of the 
public works bill except with respect to testimony of the Army eng!- 


neers on unbudgeted new starts or increases requested on budgeted 
items. 
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The record will remain open for a week for additional statements. 

The subcommittee will stand in recess subject to the call of the 
Chair. 

(Thereupon, at 10:20 a. m., Friday, May 11, 1956, the subcommittee 
was recessed, to reconvene subject to the call of the Chair.) 


MISSISSIPPI RIVER GULF OUTLET, BIOLOGICAL SURVEY 


STATE OF LOUISIANA, 
WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES COMMISSION, 
New Orleans, May 9, 1956. 
te biological study concurrent with engineering survey for the authorized Mis- 
sissippi River-Gulf Outlet (east bank channel or New Orleans tidewater chan- 
nel) project 
ro the Louisiana Congressional Delegation: 


DEAR Sirs: Passage of legislation authorizing the New Orleans to the gulf tide- 
water Channel and its approval by the President is looked upon as an act of 
progress by all interested people in our great country. Credit for this forward 
step is due to many people and groups who have worked diligently for the study 
and authorization of this project. More specifically, however, it has been you 
who have fought and won the battle on Capitol Hill. Accordingly, it would seem 
best to all interests that we present pertinent information in regard to this 
authorized project to you as representatives of the people of Louisiana. 

You are entirely familiar with the rich natural resources found in our State, 
and also know that this agency of the State is charged by law with the conserva- 
tion, protection, and propagation of our wildlife and fishery resources. In gen- 
eral, Louisiana has been blessed well, and these resources have been plentiful 
over the State. Various factors associated with the development of our State 
have influenced these animal populations, oftentimes unfavorably. Now, as our 
development proceeds at an unprecedented rate and our population climbs rap- 
idly, the need for maintaining remaining areas in good condition and providing 
for the demands on these wildlife and fishery resources is also increasing at an 
unprecedented rate. 

The project area, extending generally southeasterly from New Orleons to the 
gulf, crosses an area which is, in general, highly productive of wildlife and fish- 
ery resources. In particular, this area is considered to be the backbone of the 
oyster industry. Quite frankly, we do not know what effect this project will have 
on these resources. All evidence on hand from existing channels—for instance, 
the Lake Charles deep-water channel—as well as the expert opinion of engineers 
ind ecologists would indicate that more salt-water intrusion could be expected 
here. Specific planning for additional fresh water may avert this problem. In 
the interest of cooperation in the development of this act of progress, our trained 
technicians are unable, without an adequate study, to make qualified, specific 
recommendations to the planning agency in order to obtain maximum benefits 
for the public money invested in the future of this city, State, valley, and 
country. 

The Commission feels that it is our duty to inform you of certain values asso- 
ciated with the project area which can be influenced by the project. 

1. The shrimp fishery alone for the area from the proposed channel around the 
Mississippi River Delta to Grand Isle is carefully estimated as being worth 
$20 million annually to the fishermen. This does not include the associated 
value to additional handlers and processors or the cost of equipment, ete., for 
taking the shrimp. The value of the area east of the Mississippi River as a 
nursery grounds for shrimp and fish cannot be estimated, although it is closely 
associated with fisheries production. Possibly half of the trammel and seine 
netting for marine fish in Louisiana is done in these waters. 

2. The estimated value of the oysters and water bottoms east of the Missis- 
sippi River is $4 million annually as they now exist. Not only are these waters 
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important for production of market oysters, but especially so for obtaining seed 
oysters for bedding west of the Mississippi River. Extensive shell planting js 
presently under way in this general area in order to provide additional seed 
oysters. 

3. Historically, fur has been a significant export from Louisiana. Estimates 
for this product in this area are $2 million annually. Of course, you realize 
that some animal populations are cylical, ranging from low numbers to high 
numbers periodically. The muskrat, which is the most important furbearer of 
this area, now appears to be on the upgrade. 

4. Affixing a dollar value to waterfowl and providing hunting opportunity is 
difficulty if not impossible. However, certain aspects can be presented. Due 
to its proximity for the sportsmen from New Orleans and its great capacity for 
attracting waterfowl, that region of the coastal marshes lying east of the Mis 
sissippi River and south of Lake Borgne is of extreme importance from the water- 
fowl point of view. These existing additions are of such importance from 
both the economical and recreational standpoint that they should be consid 
ered in any undertaking which may alter the structure of the present marsh by 
permitting salt water intrusion. 

With the exception of the Mississippi River delta, that marsh area along the 
southwest shore of Lake Borgne between Bayou Bienvenu and Shell Beach, which 
consists of about 30 square miles, is by far the most important waterfowl are; 
in southeast Louisiana. It is estimated that a minimum of 2,000 sportsmer 
from New Orleans hunt in this region and that the area normally carries aly 
40,000 ducks. Its importance from the waterfowl point of view is very great 
and its loss as a hunting area could not be compensated for. While thoss 
marshes around Delacroix are also greatly important from the waterfowl] point 
of view they do not carry the number of ducks or provide the hunting oppor 
tunity as the Lake Borgne marshes. Normally this region located south of 
Yscloske and Bayou La Loutre and north of Point a la Hache which consists of 
about 450 square miles, carries a waterfowl population of approximately 100,000 
ducks and geese. In addition, it provides hunting opportunities for an estimated 
5,000 sportsmen from New Orleans. Waterfowl aspects should be considered in 
order to minimize damages to the marshes. Proper planning of any constructiv: 
work to deviate around marsh areas such as those surrounding Lake Borgne 
should be considered in order to maintain the more available portion of south 
Louisiana for waterfowl. 

In view of the various animal populations involved and some of the associated 
monetary values, you realize the value of a study so that good, specific recom 
mendations can be made and incorporated with the detailed planning of this 
project. TEssentially, this would be equivalent to insurance to safeguard and 
benefit this segment of our natural resources if at all possible. Our technicians 
can foresee no reason for a decrease in this production, but, te the contrary 
feel that it will increase as better management and harvest techniques ars 
learned. Presently, little is known about the hydrology and hydrography of 
the project area. Louisiana coastal waters have undergone serious salt-water 
intrusion in recent years, and it would appear as though this problem will become 
worse in this area. By the time problems such as this are recognized by the 
general public, correction would certainly be costly, and perhaps too late, or 
impossible. ‘This Commission feels very strongly that resources valued at up- 
ward of $13 million annually—projected over 10 years, over $130 million, and 
more than enough to pay the project cost and maintenance for that period 
justify the expenditure of a reasonable sum of money for an adequate study 

Recent estimates of the cost of this project to the taxpayers have been on the 
order of $88 million, with $1 million annually for maintenance. We understand 
that the initial appropriation requested for the Corps of Engineers, the planning 
and supervisory agency, is for $300,000. Based on present conditions, it is 
thought that $84,180 spent over a period of 2 years, would provide an adequate 
hiological study concurrently with that of the Corps of Engineers. We would 
recommend that this money, $84,180, be appropriated to the planning agenc) 
for a biological study, specifying that this study is to be conducted by the Fis! 
and Wildlife Service or by the Louisiana Wild Life and Fisheries Commission 
or jointly by both. A breakdown of anticipated expenses for the biological stud 
conducted under optimum arrangements, working two crews, is as follows 
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Ist year: 
Salaries: 
1 supervisor, biology III $450 
2 biologists, biology II 800 
2 biological aids, biological aid 550 


1 boat captain, boat captain 295 


Ra 2 ei ees, “a $25, 140 
Travel expenses (food, ete.): ($600) $100 per month per man, 

200 

nish the boat), annual________ ieee 500 

Equipment and material, annual 000 


Total poate ‘ an ; 5, 840 


Vear: 
Salaries— 25, 140 


Travel expenses (food, ete.) —_- : Sea Ez 7, 200 


Operation of 1 28- to 34-foot boat 3, 500 


e 


Equipment and material - : es 2, 500 


Total 38, 340 


Total estimated cost of 2-year study____ ; pritdene ac saae > | 


In conclusion, the Louisiana Wild Life and Fisheries Commission solicits your 
cooperation and support for the inclusion of provisions for making an adequate 
biological study in cooperation with the planning agency. 

Sincerely yours, 


L. D. Youne, Jr., Director. 


STATEMENT IN BEHALF OF MAIN STREET LEVEE IMPROVEMENT DIstTrRICT AND NorTH 
MAIN STREET LEVEE IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT OF CAPE GIRARDEAU, CAPE GIRAR- 
DEAU, Mo. 


The two districts above-mentioned are legally organized nonprofit special 
improvement districts, organized under the laws of the State of Missouri, and 
are political subdivisions of the State. Both are located within the city of Cape 
Girardeau. 

Cape Girardeau, a city of over 25,000 population, is the largest city in south- 
east Missouri, and the only city of major importance on the west bank of the 
Mississippi River south of St. Louis, Mo., and is now without flood protection 
provided in whole or in part by the United States. 

The Cape Girardeau flood control project, designed to protect a large portion 
of the husiness and industrial sections of Cape Girardeau, was authorized in 
May 1950. Pursuant to an appropiration of $750,000 last year, the first con- 
tracts have been let and construction has been started on approximately 1% 
miles of levee and floodwall to protect a part of the property included within 
the district. 

The 2 levee districts have made all of the required cash contribution of $185,- 
000: procured all of the required lands and rights-of-way and have provided or 
made arrangements for all necessary relocations of buildings and facilities re- 
quired to be moved. 

Since 1940 the city of Cape Girardeau has been visited by nine disastrous 
floods, each of which has caused hundreds of thousands of dollars in damages. 

The fiseal 1957 budget recommends $1,500,000 for continuing construction. 
Needless to say, the sum of $940,000 which has heretofore been appropirated for 
planning and construction of this project, together with approximately $450,000 
which has been expended or obligated by the local districts, will have been 
wasted unless the construction is continued. 

In view of these facts and the importance of this project, we respectfully 
urge that this committee include the amount of $1,500,000 in the fiscal 1957 civil- 
functions bill. 
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NEWBURYPORT, MASS. 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COM MITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
May 16, 1956, 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Works, Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 


My DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: It has been brought to my attention that there is an 
urgent need for the dredging of the sandbar across the mouth of the Merrimac 
River at Newburyport, Mass. 

The development of Newburyport Harbor has been considered important to 
the extent that the Federal Government, according to the report of the Division 
Engineer, Department of the Army in Boston, has spent in the past some $464,000 
for new work and $294,000 for maintenance of completed works. The project of 
improvement for Newburyport Harbor was authorized by the River and Harbor 
Acts of June 14, 1880, June 25, 1910, and March 2, 1945. 

The only authorized improvement not completed is the dredging of the channe! 
across the bar at the harbor mouth and up to the wharves just below the bridge at 
the head of the harbor. The particular project desired at this time provides 
for a channel 12 feet deep, 400 feet across the bar, thence 9 feet deep, 200 feet 
wide to and including the turning basin at the wharves in Newburyport. The 
present estimated Federal cost of this improvement is $90,000. 

The Army Engineers have been most cooperative although unable to act because 
of lack of funds. In pinpointing the Newburyport Harbor project may I call 
your attention to the following reasons for carrying out the dredging work 
First, there is a real public need for clearing a safe way through the mouth of 
the Merrimac River’s sandbars. Thousands of pleasure craft now ply the waters 
between Boston and the Maine coast and a safe passage over that bar is essential 
to their safety. Second, the pleasure-boat industry has gone ahead with leaps and 
bounds and bids fair to hit into the billions. Busy boatyards along the coast- 
line provide jobs and payrolls. Various organizations are planning greater cam- 
paigns to advertise our tremendous recreational facilities on the coastline. 
The State of Massachusetts is spending great sums to develop public reservations 
in that area. Third, from the standpoint of national defense, the love of the sea 
and boats develops young men who, later take their rightful place on our fighting 
ships. Experience has also shown that large motorboats and yachts in time 
of emergency become a vital part of our Coast Guard Reserve patroling our coust 
lines. Properly developed, Newburyport becomes a harbor of refuge and half- 
way stops for boats plying their way between Boston and Portland, Maine, in 
peace or wartime. 

Newburyport may no longer be classified as a commercial shipping port from 
the standpoint of coal, oil, and other industrial projects, but the skyrocketing 
public demand for smal! boat and allied activities, plus interstate coastline travel 
have given Newburyport Harbor a new outlook of commercial-recreational im 
portance and resulting financial and safety responsibilities. 

I bring this information to your attention for whatever consideration ma) 
properly be given. I realize the particular problem that this sort of item 
may represent at this time, but I hope that if your committee has occasion to 
consider such projects en bloc it might feel that this is deserving of consideration. 

Thank you for your courtesy. 

With kind regards, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
LEVERETT SALTONSTALL, United States Senator. 


[Correction ] 


STATEMENT OF BEHALF OF THE NORTHWEST PUBLIC PoWER ASSOCIATION RELATING 
To Paciric NoRTHWEST FLOOD-CONTROL AND POWER PROJECTS 


My name is Gus Norwood. I serve as executive secretary of the Northwest 
Public Power Association comprising 101 consumer-owned electric distribution 
systems in Alaska, Montana, Idaho, Oregon, and Washington, including rural 
electric cooperatives, utility districts, and city-owned electric systems serving 
about 1,800,000 people with electricity. 
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My purpose is to correct an impression in regard to three important Army 
projects in the Willamette River Basin flood-control and power program. 

Our previous testimony noted the amounts which the Army could effectively 
use at these projects over and above the President’s budget. However, our 
previous testimony did not make it clear that we were in full support of appro- 
priations which the Corps of Engineers can effectively use. 

We are in full support of the larger amounts because we desire the projects to 
proceed at the most economical and orderly rate of construction. There will 
thus be less interest cost during construction. Thereby also we will earlier 
realize the flood-control and power benefit. Thereby also the cash registers of the 
United States Treasury will receive power revenues 1 year sooner. All power is 
as good as sold. 

Last year BPA power revenues passed $52 million. This means that we paid 
over a million dollars a week into the United States Treasury through our 
pills for electricity produced at Federal dams in the Columbia River and Wil- 
lamette River Basins. This figure is going up and should reach $2 million a 
week in 6 or 7 years. Most of this money goes for repayment of Federal invest- 
ment and interest thereon. 


Army can oe 
Budget use and we | Additional 


message support funds urged 


Hills Creek Dam ee a 7 o : $2, 000, 000 $2, 900, 000 $900, 000 
Cougar Dam reuse a ee anes mal 1, 500, 000 2, 450, 000 | 945, 000 
Green Peter Dam_. ’ aah ; a 100, 000 | 500, 000 | 400, 000 


Increase... - si A winine 2, 245, 000 


Last winter’s record Willamette River floods were bad but would have been 
cutastrophie without the Point Lookout and Detroit flood-control dams. 

fhe construction of Cougar, Hills Creek and Green Peter flood-control dams 
should put us over the hump in the controlling of Willamette River floods. We'd 
rather have flood-control dams than all the flood-damage insurance that Con- 
gress could ever authorize. 

Thank you. 


LORAIN HARBOR, OHIO 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
May 18, 1956. 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Chairman, Senate Appropriations Subcommittee on Public Works, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear ALLEN: Several years ago a survey of the harbor at Lorain, Ohio, was 
made by the Corps of Engineers. The survey report was published as House 
Document 161, T7th Congress, 1st session, and recommended against improve- 
ents at that time. 

There has been increased industrial activity in the area and the harbor will 
undoubtedly become more important upon the completion of the St. Lawrence 
seaway. The Public Works Committees have authorized the review of the 
engineers’ earlier report. The Senate Public Works Committee requested a 
review by resolution January 28, 1955, “with a view to determining the ad- 
Visability of modifying the existing project.” 

lhe engineers have almost completed a report on breakwater extension and 
the improvement of conditions at the harbor entrance. 

Local interests are also very much interested in a report on the advisability 
of modifying the limits and depth of the project, but they did not make their 
desires known to the engineers in time for funds to be included in the 1957 budget. 

[ am requesting that $20,000 be included in the budget to enable the engineers 
to make further studies to determine the advisability of modifying the project. 
I hope that this letter reaches you in time to be included in the record of hearings 
0 the 1957 public works appropriations. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN W. Bricker. 
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UNTTED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 


May 18, 1956. 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, JR., 


Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Works, 
Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

DreAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: I am deeply interested in determining the advisability 
of deepening the Lorain, Ohio, harbor and channel, and feel that a survey for 
this purpose should be made at the earliest practicable time. 

Therefore, I am writing to kindly request your committee to include a $20,009 
appropriation in the Army engineer’s budget to make this survey possible 

Thanking you for your attention to this matter of vital important to my Ohio 
constituency, and with best wishes, I am, 

Cordially yours, 
GEORGE H. BENDER, 
United States Senator 


REIMBURSEMENT, BEACH EROSION, NEW YORK STATE PARKS 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
Washington, D. C., May 18, 1956 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 

Chairman, Public Works Subcommittee of 
Senate Appropriations Committee, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

DeAR ALLEN: I enclose herewith a copy of a letter from Mr. James F. Evans, 
director of State parks of the Conservation Department of the State of New 
York, and ask that you make it a part of the record of your subcommittee’s 
hearings. 

Mr. Evans desires to obtain an appropriation to reimburse the State of New 
York for expenditures already made by the State for construction of a project 
to arrest beach erosien and restore high water damage at New York State 
parks on Lake Ontario. 

New York State has paid the entire cost of the construction thus far under- 
taken, relying upon the Federal Government to make good its commitme 
pay one-third of the cost under the approved matching formula. 

I am sure you will give Mr. Evans’ requests due consideration. 

Kindest personal regards. 

Yours very sincerely, 


ro 


HERBERT 


STATE OF NEw York, 
CONSERVATION DEPARTMENT, DIVISION OF PARKS, 


Albany, N. Y., March 19, 1956. 
Hon. Hernert H. LEHMAN, 


United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


DeAR SENATOR: I would like to ask your further help with a small but im- 
portant step in the cooperative State-Federal program to arrest beach erosion and 
restore high water damage at State parks on Lake Ontario. 

With the cooperation of the Corps of Engineers, surveys and reports have been 
made by the Corps on four lakefront State parks as follows: 

Selkirk Shores State Park, Oswego County 
Fairhaven Beach State Park, Cayuga County 
Hamlin Beach State Park (and Braddock Bay), Monroe County 

These reports were made under the provisions of section 2 of the Rivers and 
Harbors Act and the resultant projects are eligible for one-third Federal reim- 
bursement of the cost thereof in accordance with Public Law No. 727, 79th Con- 
gress. Congressional approval of these reports in the form of authorizations as 
projects has moved along smoothly, and we are not concerned with this step at 
the moment. 

The big problem is to coordinate the actual appropriation of funds, both the 
State and the Federal share, to get the work underway. It is difficult because 
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there is little or no precedent and no well-established procedure like the routine 
for Federal aid highway reimbursement. 

To work out this procedure, the Corps of Engineers has accepted, and the 
Chief of Engineers has now approved, a part of the Selkirk Shores project for 
postreimbursement, This was the first report authorized. A part of the ap- 
proved project was done on an urgent basis, with the State disbursing the full 
eost. The Chief of Engineers now advises us that $55,923.37 of this State ex- 
penditure is eligible for one-third Federal reimbursement amounting to $18,641.12. 

I quote the following from the letter of approval: 

funds for reimbursement to the State were not included in the President’s 
dget for the next fiscal year which begins July 1, 1956. Therefore unless 
tion is taken in the present session of Congress through the efforts of interested 
cressmen during consideration of the Federal budget for the next fiscal year, 
funds for reimbursement will not be available prior to July 1, 1957.” 
would mean a great deal toward making future State funds available and 
secuting this whole series of projects in an orderly manner, if we could 
fect this one small reimbursement during fiscal year 1956-57. This would 
quire the inclusion of this item in a supplemental rivers and harbors appro 
m bill to be considered and passed by the present Congress. I am sure 
the Chief of engineers would be glad to furnish the required wording to make 

e item properly available. 
ease call on us for any further information that you might need. This one 

would be an important step in working out a valuable sphere of Federal- 
te cooperation on desirable public works. 

Cordially, 


JAMES F. EvANs, 
Director of State Parks. 


PENTWATER HARBOR, MICH. 
STATEMENT OF SENATOR CHARLES E. Porrer 


‘his harbor is located at the entrance to Pentwater Lake on the east shore of 
Lake Michigan. There has been no maintenance dredging of this harbor since 
150. As a result, the channel has filled in to the point where commercial fisher- 
meu must zigzag in order to get in and out of the harbor. 

The urea stands to lose substantial sums in revenues from recreational craft. 
In addition, Pentwater Harbor is a link in the harbor-of-refuge chain and the 
ily port between Ludington and White Lake, a distance of 40 miles. 

In 1939 the Federal Government spent approximately $1 million for new piers 
and harbor installations. It would be pennywise and poundfoolish to have 

reated these facilities and then allow them rendered utterly useless by lack of 


dredging. 


The Corps of Engineers advises it will cost $30,000 for proper maintenance 


ireadgine 


I respectfully urge that this sum be made available for this purpose. 


NEUSE RIVER, N. C. (SURVEY) 


May 23, 1956. 
Senator ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 


Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Works, 
Senate Appropriations Committee, Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

DeaR SENATOR ELLENDER: I want to call your attention and the attention of 
subcommittee to the urgent need for an authorized preliminary examina- 
review on the Neuse River Basin in North Carolina, which it is officially 

imated would cost $7,500. 
Authority for this examination review was provided by resolutions calling 
rareview of the report on the Neuse River, contained in House Document No. 

)00, 72d Congress, 2d session. 
There is now a preliminary examination report on the Neuse River and tribu- 
es, which I am advised has not been initiated because of lack of funds, 
re are also two survey reports on which some work has been done, but on 


vhich work was suspended because of lack of funds. These are the reports on 
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Core Creek, tributary of the Neuse, and on the Neuse River between Smithfielq 
and the Wayne County line. The budget now includes funds for the Core Creek 
report ($1,900) and the portion of the Neuse between Smithfield and the Wayne 
County line $2,100). It appears to me that it would be both logical and highly 
desirable to complete the whole examination review on the Neuse Basin, rather 
than doing these portions now and the main part later. 

Floods in the Neuse River Basin, which lies in the heart of a very populous 
section of North Carolina, have resulted in great damage to agricultural lands 
and other property over a long period of years. The State of North Caroling 
has created the Neuse River Watershed Authority in recognition of the urgent 
need for action. 

I hope very much that the authorized preliminary examination and survey 
of flood control drainage, and conservation on the Neuse and its tributaries cap 
be commenced without further delay and I would personally appreciate your 
favorable consideration of my request. The engineers estimate that it would take 
8 months to complete the whole preliminary examination, 

With personal regards and best wishes, I am, 

Sincerely, 
W. Kerr Scort, 
United States Senator. 


PORT HUENEME, CALIF. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, 
Washington, D. C., May 25, 1956 


Hon. Wiu.L1amM F. KNOWLAND, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR KNOWLAND: In accordance with your request the following 
information is provided concerning the authorized project at Port Hueneme, 
Calif. 

The project at Port Hueneme was authorized in the 1954 River and Harbor 
Act and provides for a small boat harbor in Port Hueneme with a jettied en- 
trance channel and offshore breakwater. The entrance channel is 20 feet deep 
and the interbasin 10 feet deep, 700 to 1,300 feet wide, and 1,500 feet long. The 
only appropriations to date for this project were carried in the fiscal year 195) 
Appropriations Act wherein $70,000 was appropriated for advance engineering 
and design. The present estimated Federal cost is $5,750,000. The cost to 
local interests for lands, rights-of-way, access road, utilities relocations, and 
other construction is estimated at $2 million. 

Construction of this project would provide both shore protection and naviga- 
tion benefits. The shore protection benefits would be realized by placement of 
sand from the dredged entrance channel and basin on the seriously eroded 
shoreline below the present Navy jetties at Port Hueneme. The jetties of the 
existing Navy harbor at Port Hueneme obstruct movement of sand from the 
northwest and have caused serious erosion of downcoast shores. In addition 
to the nourishment of the eroded shoreline provided by the initial construction, 
the project provides a sand trap with protected breakwater to insure availability 
of sand for periodic bypassing for shore protection. In 1954 the Navy expended 
funds to dredge material which had accumulated above the existing west jetty 
at Port Hueneme. This material was placed on the eroded downcoast shoreline 
The effects of this dredging were extremely beneficial at the time, but it is 
understood that the material placed by this operation has subsequently eroded. 

In transmitting the report to the Congress prior to its authorization in 1954, 
the Bureau of the Budget pointed out that since there was an extensive benefit 
to protecting military installations, the project should be constructed with an 
equitable share of military funds. 

The Office, Chief of Engineers, has recently received from the division engineer, 
South Pacific division, a recommendation for a proposal to the Navy Depart- 
ment for participation in the project. This proposal is now under consideration 
in this office and it is expected that in the near future a recommendation will be 
made to the Navy Department regarding contribution toward the first cost and 
maintenance of this project. 

Sincerely yours, 
E. C. ITSCHNER, 
Major General, USA, Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil Works. 
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DYBERRY RESERVOIR, PA. 


WAYNE County DEMOCRATIC COMMITTEE, 


Bow 28, Honesdale, Pa., May 26, 1956. 
Senator ELLENDER, 


Chairman of the Subcommittee of the Public Works Senate Appropriations 
Committee, Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Deak SENATOR: It has come to my attention that a fund for the building of a 
dam on the Dyberry River in Wayne County, Pa., has been deleted from your 
pill. For that purpose it is imperative to us that this dam be built. I will 
appreciate it if you will use your influence to restore this fund to the bill. I 
will also appreciate hearing from you on the matter. 

Sincerely, 


I. DwigHt McBAIN, Chairman. 


SANTA MARIA RIVER, CALIF. 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 


May 28, 1956. 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 


Chairman, Appropriations Subcommittee on Public Works, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DeaR Mr. CHAIRMAN: I wish to express my support of the recommendation 
of the California State Water Resources Board for funds for planning for the 
Santa Maria River levees. 

The board has submitted its statement to you recommending projects for plan- 
ning and construction in California. These recommendations are made after 
extensive consideration is given the numerous projects in the State which have 
received the approval of the United States Corps of Engineers and have been 
authorized by Congress. The local interests are ready to proceed immediately 
to acquire rights-of-way and easements. 

The Santa Maria River and tributaries (levee and channel improvements) 
was authorized in 1954. In conjunction with the levee and channel work, the 
Bureau of Reclamation has begun work on a dam and together, when this work 
is completed, flood damage would be prevented in the valley which includes the 
city of Santa Maria and about 19,000 acres of intensively developed agricultural 
land. 

The request for the levee work is $50,000. I strongly urge the committee to 
give its favorable consideration to the recommendation of the State water re- 
sources board for this project so that the necessary planning can be started at 
the earliest practicable date. 

Sincerely, 
THOMAS H. KucHEL, 
United States Senator. 


SURVEY BILOXI HARBOR, MISS. 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
May 26, 1956. 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Chairman, Public Works Subcommittee, 
Committee on Appropriations, United States Senate. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: I am writing to request that your subcommittee approve 
$4,000 to provide for a survey to determine the feasibility of deepening the 
Biloxi Harbor Channel at Biloxi, Miss. This survey will include engineering 
studies to determine requirements of navigation in the locality. 

The deepening of the Biloxi Channel has been authorized at 10 feet; how- 
ever, vessels approaching the Biloxi Harbor have been encountering consider- 
able difficulty because of the filling of the channel. This project is very 
important to the economy of that area, and I hope it will be possible for your 
subcommittee to approve the necessary funds for this study. 

75008—56—pt. 2——-76 
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I am enclosing a copy of the resolution approved by the Senate Committee 
on Public Works which authorizes this study for your information, Your 
consideration of this project is greatly appreciated. 

With kind personal regards, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN STENNIs, 
United States Senator 


COMMITTEE RESOLUTION 


Resolved by the Committee on Public Works of the United States 8: nate, 
That the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, created under section 3 
of the River and Harbor Act, approved June 13, 1902, be, and is hereby, requested 
to review the reports of the Chief of Engineers on Biloxi Harbor, Miss., pub- 
lished as House Document No. 754, 69th Congress, 2d session, and other reports, 
with a view to determining whether any modification of the existing project is 
ndvisable at the present time. 


ROCKLAND HARBOR, MAINE 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
May 29, 1956 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, Sr., 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Works, 
Appropriations Committee, United States Senate, 
iS ashington, dD. C 

DrAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: In order that the records may be clear with respect 
to the Rockland Harbor project, I want to point out that there has been 
favorable action in Congress on this matter as the Senate on July 30, 1955, 
passed my bill, S. 1749, authorizing the Rockland Harbor project. 

The only failure of favorable action thus far on the Rockland Harbor project 
is that of the House of Representatives since it has not acted on my bill. How- 


ever, I understand that it is under favorable consideration by the House Public 
Works Committee and that in addition to this, the item is included in an 
overall Omnibus authorization request before the House Committee on Public 
Works. 
I call your attention to these facts for the purpose of setting the record 
straight on the matter. 
Sincerely yours, 


MARGARET CHASE SMITH, U. 5S. 5 


THE DALLES DAM, OREG. 


WASHINGTON, D. C., May 31, 1956 
Re Nez Perce Tribe—Celilo Falls Indian Fishery. 


Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Works of the Senate Appropriations 
Committee, United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: The negotiations respecting extinguishment of th 
rights of four Indian tribes (Nez Perce, Yakima, Umatilla, and Warm Springs 
to fish at Celilo Falls have been the subject of recent hearings on the Dalles Dam 
before your subcommittee. We are writing to clarify portions of the record 

1. The rights of the Nez Perce were predetermined without hearing and with- 
eut counsel.—The testimony of the Corps of Engineers on May 28, 1956, may con 
vey the impression that the corps negotiated with the Nez Perce Tribe just 
it did with the other tribes and that the Nez Perce were represented by couns 
throughout these negotiations (typed transcript, p. 2789). The record before this 
subcommittee shows that on May 9, 1952, a critical date, the Corps of Engineers 
decided to divide about $23 million (later increased to over $24 million) among 
three tribes on a population basis (Senate hearings, 82d Cong., 2d sess., pp. 596 
598). This was done without ever hearing the Nez Perce claim. The Nez | 
were not a party to that division, were not given an opportunity to participate il 
its determination, and were not then represented by an attorney on the Cel 
Falls matter. 
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prior to the controlling date of May 9, 1952, only two preliminary letters had 
heen addressed to the Nez Perce Tribe, the first (October 22, 1951) advising of the 
intent to destroy the fishery and the second (February 21, 1952) stating that 
‘active negotiations” would begin in the next month or two and suggested that 
the tribe appoint a negotiating committee (Senate hearings, 82d Cong., 2d sess., 
pp. 542-544). The Nez Perce appointed a’ negotiating committee which, still 
without counsel, met with the district engineer at Portland on April 29, 1952, 
for a single conference of general discussion (Senate hearings, 88d Cong., Ist 
cess., pp. 1536-15387). Nothing was said at that meeting about the division of the 
K28 million among the other three tribes, although that division was concluded 
my few days later. Now it is indisputedly clear that the Nez Perce were 

unted out” without a hearing and without their participation or knowledge. 

Equally obvious is the fact that the Nez Perce were not represented by counsel 

this matter until early 1954, long after the May 9, 1952, division had been made 
mong the other three tribes. The special assistant to the district engineer so 
informed by this committee on May 20, 1953, when he stated (Senate hearings, 83d 
Cong. Ist sess., p. 1537) : 

“The question was also raised as to whether or not they [the Nez Perce] were 
epresented by an attorney, and I may say that they are the only tribe who, up to 
the present time, is not represented by an attorney on the Dalles Dam problem. 

‘T can explain that by saying that the legal counsel for the Nez Perce Tribe was 
the late Mr. Kenneth R. L. Simmons who was also attorney for the Yakima Tribe, 
and sinee the interest may conflict, he could not act for them on the Dalles Dam 
negotiations. That is the way I understand it.” 

Senator Dworshak’s interrogation on May 28, 1956, clearly brought this out 
(typed transcript, 2809-2810). 

rhe legal and moral rights of the Nez Perce are entitled to consideration at 
st equal to the moral claims of the Warm Springs.—The May 28, 1956, testi- 

before your subcommittee disclosed that the Warm Springs Tribe has no 
al interest in Celilo Falls since these Indians had relinquished their treaty 
rights to fish in 1865. You called upon the engineers to state the authority under 
which they agreed to pay the Warm Springs Tribe. The answer was that such ac- 
tion had been approved by Congress in the appropriation act, and there was read 
into the record a rider contained in the appropriations acts for fiscal 1954, 1955, 


( 


and 1956 (typed transcript, 2807; a copy of that rider is annexed to this letter). 


rhe rider authorized the Chief of Engineers to pay “individual Indians,” such as 

ose living at the fishery, for moral rights, since they had no legal rights, and 

pay “any recognized tribe,” such as the four treaty tribes, “whose fishing rights 

| interests will be impaired * * *.” Parenthetically, we note that the Corps 

of Engineers had negotiated and completely executed the contract with the Warm 

Springs Indians before this rider ever appeared in an appropriation act (Senate 
hearings, 88d Cong., 1st sess., May 18, 19538, pp. 1300-1304, 1319-1323). 

We do not begrudge any payment to the Warm Springs Indians, but we do 
consider as highly unfair the application of different standards under the same 
Statute to different tribes. With regard to the Warm Springs, the corps adopted 
i broad, liberal approach, determining compensation without reference to legal 
rights or size of the catch, whereas the uncontested rights of the Nez Perce Tribe 
are tested by the most narrow and restricted rules for minimizing value. As a 
onsequence, people with no legal rights become entitled to greater compensation 
than a tribe with recognized and undisputed treaty rights. We cannot 
stand such a result under our system of law and justice. 

4. The Corps of Engineers is testing the Nez Perce claim by different standards 
than those applied to the other three tribes.—The Assistant Chief of Engineers 
advised your subcommittee that the corps “never has questioned their [Nez Perce] 
treaty rights.” (Typed Tr. 2805. ) 


+ 


under- 


One of his assistants explained that a distine- 
in the basis of compensation was made between the Nez Perce and the other 
three tribes because the former were further away from Celilo Falls and did not 

ake comparable use of the fishery. He pointed out that the Warm Springs and 
Yakima Tribes are each about 50 miles from the fishery, the Umatilla group is 
about 100 miles away and the Nez Peree are about 225 miles from the fishery. 

Distance from the fishery does not provide a valid distinction. It is an after- 
thought applied only to the Nez Perce. In the first place, the value of an ease- 
nent to fish is not diminished because of the distance the owner lives from the 
fishery. Secondly, in these days of modern highways and automobiles, sueh dis 
tances are inconsequential. Last, and most important, the engineers did not 
ipply the standard of “distance” in dealing with the other three tribes. If dis- 
tance affected value, then the Umatillas, who live more than 100 miles from 
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Celilo Falls, should have received something less per capita than what the Warm 
Springs and Yakimas received. 

According to the engineers, a tribe living 50 miles from the fishery without any 
treaty rights whatsoever is entitled to full payment, but the Nez Perce Tribe js 
entitled to substantially less than half payment because it is further removed 
from the fishery. Application of this anomalous principle was reserved excly 
sively for the Nez Perce. It was not applied to the Umatilla. The Nez Perce 
Tribe asks for no special favor but only that its claim be tested by the same 
standards applied to the others. 

4. The comproni:se negotiations.—At the hearing the Assistant Chief of Engi- 
neers and his assistant expressed their views that, as a matter of compromise, 
the division engineer had recommended and the corps was willing to pay $258 
million to the Nez Perce Tribe. (Typed Tr. 2786, 2790, 2797, 2798, 2801.) Gen- 
eral Foote, the division engineer, after a special study and a full oral hearing on 
the Nez Perce claim, recommended payment of $2.8 million to the tribe plus the 
right to sue for the balance. This right to sue was included as a matter of jus- 
tice because the Chief of Engineers had restricted General Foote’s review to 
“equitable” or nontreaty rights. Those “equitable” rights he valued at $2.8 mil! 
lion and the judicial remedy was to cover treaty rights. 

We have advised the Corps of Engineers that as counsel for the Nez Perce 
Tribe we would recommend that the tribe accept the division engineer's offe: 
The Washington office of the corps, however, opposed the litigation feature of 
the recommendation. We then offered to recommend that our tribe accept $3.2 
million in full settlement. The $400,000 increase in no sense reflects the full 
value of the tribe’s treaty rights but, when added to the $2.8 million, represents 
a compromise figure of approximately one-half of what the Nez Perce would hay: 
received if they had been dealt with on the same basis as the other three tribes 
The $3.2 million offer has been rejected. 

As matters now stand, the Corps of Engineers, as shown by the record, is willing 
to pay the $2.8 million. We feel that our proposal of $3.2 million was more than 
fair and equitable, particularly when it is considered that the Warm Springs 
Indians are to be paid $4.4 million without any treaty rights. (Typed Tr. 27s.) 
Litigation means long delays. Fishing at Celilo Falls is over. The Nez Perce 
fisherman will be requiring aid. Congress never intended its Indian wards to 
await long-drawn-out litigation before receiving compensation. Payment now 
would mean more than payment aiter 6 or 7 years of prolonged litigation costly 
both to the Government and the tribe. Thus, our $3.2 million proposal. 

We respectfully urge that the report of the committee give appropriate dire 
tion to the Corps of Engineers in order that compensation to the Nez Perce may 
be measured by the same standard as was employed by the Corps of Engineers 
with the other three tribes. 

Respectfully submitted. 

KING, NOBLE & Sonosky, 
By MARVIN J. SONOSKY. 
ExuIBIt A 


Rider first appearing in the appropriation act for fiscal 1954 (act of July 27, 
1953 (67 Stat. 197, 198), repeated in the appropriation acts for fiscal 1955 and 
1956 and contained in the pending bill: 

“That funds appropriated herein may at the discretion and under the direction 
of the Chief of Engineers be used in payment to the accounts of the Confederated 
Tribes of the Yakima Reservation, the Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs 
Reservation, the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Reservation, or other recog- 
nized Indian tribes, and those individual Indians not enrolled in any recognized 
tribe, but who through domicile at or in the immediate vicinity of the reservoir 
and through custom and usage are found to have an equitable interest in the 
fishery, all of whose fishing rights and interests will be impaired by the Govern- 
ment incident to the construction, operation, or maintenance of the Dalles Dam, 
Columbia River, Wash. and Oreg., and must be subordinated thereto by agree 


ment or litigation.” 
TT 


DAVENPORT CENTER DAM, N. Y. 


STATEMENT BY HON. JOHN TABER, 36TH DistRICT, New YorK 


Members of the committee, I regret that I was unable to appear before youl! 
committee in person to present my views on the Davenport Center Dam. I appre 
ciate your courtesy in allowing me to file this statement for the record. 





-—— 


PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 2555 


Davenport Center Dam is an unbudgeted item for which the Public Works 
Subcommittee of the House Appropriations, the full House Appropriations Com- 
mittee, and the House itself consecutively refused to appropriate funds. 

This project is said to have been authorized in the 1936 Flood Control Act 
under a general authorization for construction of flood-control works for the 
protection of Binghamton, Hornell, Corning, and other towns in New York and 
Pennsylvania, in accordance with plans approved by the Chief of Engineers. 

House Documet 702, 77th Congress (April 14, 1942), shows that the projects 
selected under this general authority included 7 reservoirs, estimated to cost a 
total of $19,887,000. Three of these reservoirs, with a total estimated cost of 
$8.346,000, have now been completed. They are Arkport, Whitney Point, and 
East Sidney. Local protection projects at 14 points were also listed as being 
part of this general authority, at a total estimated Federal cost of 13,390,000, 
many of which have since been constructed. 

The local flood-protection improvement at Binghamton is reported in House 
Document 702 to provide for a flood 4 feet higher than the maximum flood of 
record, which occurred in March 1936. These improvements at Binghamton 
have been completed. 

House Document 500, 81st Congress (March 9, 1950), reported on and recom- 
mended construction of local protection works in the vicinity of Endicott, John- 
son City, and Vestal. Funds for starting construction of these works are budg- 
eted for fiscal year 1957, and funds have been approved by the House’ I was in 
full agreement with this action. 

House Document 500 contains a tabulation showing estimated average annual 
fllod damages in the Binghamton, Endicott, Johnson City, and Vestal areas. 
This estimated average annual flood damage was reported to be $626,000 without 
any reservoirs ; $310,600 with the existing Whitney Point and East Sidney Reser- 
voirs in operation; $262,200 with Whitney Point, East Sidney, and Davenport 
Center Dam in operation; and $164,000 with all 7 authorized dams in operation. 
This was without the local flood-protection works at Endicott, Johnson City, 
and Vestal. These local protection works are reported to have an average annual 
henefit of $189,600 with the existing reservoirs in operation. 

The above figures show Davenport Center Dam would reduce the reported 
average annual flood damages by $48,400. Even this $48,400 flood-damage reduc- 
tion was without local flood protection at Endicott, Johnson City, and Vestal. 
With these works constructed, this $48,400 flood-damage reduction would be 
materially reduced, if not eliminated. 

In any event, it is evident that potention benefits of the Davenport Center Dam 
are insignificant compared to the annual interest cost alone of around $300,000 
on presently estimated costs of around $12,100,000. According to statements 
made at House hearings, if proper estimate of land cost and other damages were 
used, the Davenport Center Dam cost will be nearer $25 million. At the best, 
the benefit-to-cost ratio would be 0.2 to 1.0. 

There is a tremendous amount of opposition to the construction of the Daven- 
port Center Dam which is amply justified on the basis of the facts regarding 
the need for and benefits to be obtained from this project. 

The proposed Davenport Center Dam watershed is only 164 square miles or 
around 4 percent of the drainage area at Vestal. It is inconceivable that such 
outlandish claims would be made regarding a reservoir with such small water- 
shed control. 

Another item that illustrates the absurdity of this project is the peak discharge- 
frequency relations reported by the Corps of Engineers for the Binghampton 
and Vestal areas. House Document 500 shows that with the 2 existing reservoirs 
in operation the probability of a flow of 91,000 cubic feet per second occurring at 
Vestal is 2 percent or once in 50 years. For 96,000 cubic feet per second, it is 
1 percent or once in 100 years. And for 110,000 cubic feet per second, it is 0.1 
percent or once in 1,000 years. 

With the local flood-protection works at Binghampton, Endicott, Johnson City, 
and Vestal designed to provide for a flood flow of 126,000 cubic feet per second 
With levees and floodwalls 3 feet above such flow level it can be seen that these 
local protection works will give this area protection against a flood 14 percent 
higher than can be expected once in a thousand years and with a reserve of 3 
feet of freeboard. 

Summarizing, there is widespread opposition to this Davenport Center Dam 
and on the basis of need and effect on floods, this project is practically worth- 
less. There is no valid physical or economic justification for its construction. 
Task that the committee give no consideration to the inclusion of funds for this 
unbudgeted item. 
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MONDAY, MAY 28, 1956 


Unrrep Srates SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, D. C. 
The subcommittee met at 2 p. m., pursuant to call, in room F—-42, 
the Capitol, Hon. Allen J. Ellender (chairman of the subcommittee) 
presiding. 
Present: Senators Ellender, Robertson, Young, Mundt, Dworshak, 
and Kerr. 


CIVIL FUNCTIONS—DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 


STATEMENT OF HON. OVERTON BROOKS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF LOUISIANA 


DEVELOPMENT OF WATER AND LAND RESOURCES 


Senator EnLenper. The meeting will please come to order. 

Congressman Brooks, I understand you have something to present. 
I wish to say that the purpose of the meeting was simply to hear 
the engineers on projects unbudgeted and on projects in which more 
funds are being asked. 

Representative Brooks. Senator, we do appreciate very much the 
opportunity to be present for consideration of the recommendation 
of the National Rivers and Harbors Congress of which I am presi- 
dent. and of which these gentlemen who accompany me are active 
working members and officials. 

First, Mr. Chairman, may I express my personal appreciation to you 
as the senior Senator from my State for the leadership you are 
giving to this great cause of the adequate development, conservation, 
and use of our national water and land resources. 

Last year at our 42d national convention you delivered one of the 
most inspiring addresses it has ever been my pleasure to hear, and 
it really “rang the bell” with our delegates who, as you know, filled the 
main ballroom at the Mayflower Hotel in this c ity to overflowing be- 
cause of their keen interest in your speech. 

I might say parenthetically, we had to have special copies printed 
to fill the demand. 

As a result of the inspiration and leadership you then gave us, we 
were successful in last year’s appropriations bill in providing an 
amount more in keeping with the great need for the development 
of this country’s natural resources in order that our beloved Amer- 

ca may continue to stand at the pinnacle, strong and invincible, in a 
world filled with uncertainties and doubt. 


- 
‘ 


00 





2558 PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 


Our organization has set as its goal the sum of $1 billion per annum 
for the development of our water and land resources, and with the 
continuing need ever before us for adequate flood control, better nayi- 
gation facilities, and the utilization of the vast areas of the arid and 
semiarid regions that hold such great promise for economic develop. 
ment, we are very hopeful that your committee will recommend, and 
the Senate will approve, at least a moderate increase in the very 
modest amounts, in many cases, included in the bill as passed by the 
House. 

Mr. Chairman and members, this is Congressman Paul Rogers of 
Florida, who served as chairman of the resolutions committee, which 
deals with matters of general policy as distinct from individual proj- 
ects, at our recent 43d national convention. 

Congressman Rogers is serving his first term in this capacity, but 
I may say that he did a most excellent job in presiding over the de- 
liberations of that committee, which is composed of one member from 
ach State in attendance at our convention, 

Congressman Rogers. 


STATEMENT OF HON. PAUL ROGERS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Representative Rogers. Mr. Chairman, we will just present those 
resolutions. 

Representative Brooks. They speak for themselves, Mr. Chairman. 

The remaining gentleman that I which to introduce at this time 
is Mr. William H. Webb. 

Senator Rosertson. Just for my information, when we get down 
to the small print, how much is the additional amount that you want?! 

Representative Rocrrs. Senator, actually there is no specific amount 
set forth in these resolutions. These are resolutions of policy for the 
development of our waterways which we feel it would be well for this 
committee to consider in making appropriations. 

Senator ELienper. They are guidelines? 

Representative Rogers. Yes. 

Representative Brooks. Senator Holland, who is a member of the 
committee, is also a vice president of the National Rivers and Harbors 
Congress. 

Mr. Rogers did a fine job in handling the resolutions. 

The remaining member I want to present to you is the executive vice 
president of the Congress, Mr. William H. Webb. 


NATIONAL RIVERS AND HARBORS CONGRESS 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM H. WEBB, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT 


Mr. Wess. In the absence of our vice chairman, Congressman Sid 
Simpson of Illinois, may I present to you the report of his committee 
which was adopted unanimously by our convention and lists and indi- 
cates the projects which were considered. 

Representative Brooxs. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and 
gentlemen. 
~ Senator Evitenper. These will be made a part of the record. 
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(The information referred to follows:) 


REPORT OF THE PROJECTS COMMITTEE UNANIMOUSLY ADOPTED BY THE 43D NATIONAL 
CONVENTION OF THE NATIONAL RIVERS AND HARBORS CONGRESS, WASHINGTON, 
D. C., May 12, 1956 

May 12, 1956. 

Hon. OVERTON Brooks, 

President, National Rivers and Harbors Congress, 
Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. PRESIDENT: In pursuance of the call of the President, your projects 
committee met on May 10, 1956, to consider the projects submitted since the last 
session of the National Rivers and Harbors Congress. Hearings were afforded 
all who made appearance. 

The committee at this session has examined 41 proposals embracing all resource 
provements with which this congress is concerned, including navigable water- 
ways, harbors, flood control, soil conservation, reclamation, and water conserva- 
tion. 

Of the proposals examined, this committee is convinced that 16 constitute 
projects sound in conception, needful, and sufficiently advanced in status to 
warrant endorsement, involving a total estimated cost of $242,416,998. Ten 
proposals appear to be without sufficiently advanced development to warrant 
project endorsement at this time, but are believed to be meritorious and entitled 
to further consideration by this committee, if and when additional information 
may be adequate to warrant an endorsed status. We find that on six proposals, 
surveys have been authorized but the reports on such surveys have not been 
completed and we therefore recommend in these cases that the congress request 
the appropriate authority to complete reports of its investigations and surveys 
us soon as practicable in order that action may be taken toward classification by 
this congress. We find 7 proposals, which on preliminary examination appear 
to be desirable and needful, and we accordingly recommend that engineering 
and economie investigations of survey scope be made in these cases with a view 
to developing projects for subsequent authorization. Of the proposals investi- 
gated, we find two are without necessary data or sponsorship to enable the com- 
uittee to reach a reasonable conclusion on their worth. However, we desire to 
give the applications sympathetic consideration, and, if possible, offer to the 
proponents the services of this congress in reaching a solution to their problems, 
We have, therefore, not classified these but have suggested that the secretary 
communicate with the applicants concerned and request additional data upon the 
receipt of which further consideration will be given to their proposals. 

Appendix A of this report sets forth in detail a list of all proposals and projects 
examined and the action taken thereon. 

As the members of this congress know, the Committee on Public Works of the 
House of Representatives is currently holding hearings on navigation, flood 
control, beach erosion control, and multiple-purpose survey reports which have 
heen submitted to the Congress by the Secretary of the Army since enactment 
of the 1954 river and harbor and flood control bill. These reports contain pro- 
posals for the construction of water resource development projects throughout 
the Nation. Formulation of these proposals into an omnibus rivers and harbors 
and flood control authorization bill and ultimate enactment into law will be a 
valuable addition and supplement to the presently authorized program. Some 
of the pending recommendations are of high importance to the Nation’s expand- 
ing economy, and should be provided as soon as possible. Your projects com- 
mittee recommends that the Congress and the President of the United States be 
requested to give every consideration to early approval of this highly important 
legislation and to the appropriations of the necessary funds for the planning and 
construction of these projects. Since passage of the last act, Congress has con- 
sidered 2 navigation projects and 1 flood-control project estimated to cost $320 
million which have been authorized. Funds have been included in the Presi- 
dent's budget for fiscal year 1957 for initiation on planning and construction on 
two of these projects. A total of 42 reports are now under consideration by the 
House Public Works Committee in the formulation of the bill ; 20 are flood-control 
projects estimated to cost $475 million; 16 are navigation projects estimated to 
‘ost $20 million; and 6 are shore-protection projects costing an estimated $414 
million. In addition, there are about 42 favorable reports of all types in various 


a of processing to Congress having a total estimated cost of about $250 
million. 
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During the intervening time since our last meeting there has been muc' 
activity in connection with Federal civil works construction and investigatio; 
program and in the field of water resources policy. Destructive floods haya 
occurred in the Northeastern States and west coast States which have empha 
sized the fact that the controlling of flood waters and putting them to beneti. 
cial use is far from complete. The damages from these unprecedented floods 
and hurricanes in the Northeastern States far exceeded those of record, being 
estimated at more than $700 million with more than 200 lives being |og; 
These damages would have been much larger had not some of the authorized 
tlood control projects been constructed. The floods in California, Oregon, ana 
Nevada of last December caused an estimated damage of $150 million. Some 
of the constructed flood control projects in these areas prevented more extensive 
damages. Much remains to be done in the field of flood control, particularly 
in the determination of the feasibility for the prevention of flood damages. [In 
recognition of these problems and the need for an adequate flood control pro 
gram for the areas damaged, the 84th Congress has passed legislation author- 
izing and directing that survey investigations be made to determine practical 
means of reducing the loss of human lives and damages to property. Investi 
gations have also been authorized to study hurricanes, to include methods fo; 
forecasting their paths and improving warning services and types of structures 
at coastal locations to prevent damages and loss of lives. It is evident, t] 
fore, that the development of plans for the control of floods and minimizing the 
destructive force of hurricanes are of paramount importance. In this conne 
tion we must never for one moment lose sight of the objectives of the Nationa 
ltivers and Harbors Congress in supporting this great program of wate 
source development. 

Although much work remains to be done in the field of water resource de 
velopment throughout the country, we feel that the problem is being expertly 
handled by the Federal agencies in cooperation with the States concerned. The 
need for full scale development of our water resource program is greater today 
than ever before. The Projects Committee, therefore, considers it highly im 
portant that sufficient funds be provided in order that the Federal agencies can 
carry out their respective water resources program in an orderly fashion. Your 
committee is concerned over the large backlog of investigations authorized 
by Congress to be carried out by the various Federal agencies and recommends 
that appropriations be increased at this time in order that the backlog be re 
duced and that a reserve of projects may be built up for activiation at such 
time as the economy of the Nation demands. 

The committee renews its previous observations with respect to the essen- 
tiality of recognizing the strategic values of our waterways. The basic impor 
tance of transport in time of war increases steadily with the integration of 
the civil and military war effort. The transportation resources of the United 
States, rail, water, highway, air and pipeline, are not adequate in time of war 
and become dangerously inadequate when coastwise shipping is curtailed 

To remedy this situation, there is necessary a peace-time growth of the trans 
portation network. There does not appear any probability of the economica! 
expansion of the rail network. All other forms of transport are subject to 
economical peace-time expansion in greater or lesser degree. Of all these, 
nland water transport affords the most important opportunity for achieving 
a system (including all forms) that will be adequate in war time. 

There are two Websterian definitions of the term “strategy.” The more 
uarrow of these is “the science and art of military command, exercised to 
meet the enemy in combat under advantageous conditions.” The broader mean 
ing is “the science and art of employing the armed strength of a beligerent fo 
secure the objects of a war.” It is in this latter sense that the committee applies 
the term “strategic” to our inland waterways, and their increase and improve- 
ment. 

The committee is convinced that legislation that will make mandatory the 
inclusion of such strategic value, wherever it is found to exist, in all appraisals 
of waterways and proposed improvements thereof, is a need of the first im- 
portance. We are not unaware of the difficulty of drafting such legislation, 
nor of the fact that, as in certain other legislative fields, intangible values cannot 
he reduced to dollars and cents without recourse to arbitrary criteria. However, 
it is the opinion of the committee that such difficulties are not insurmountable 


rt 
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they stand ready to assist Members of the Congress of the United States 
irafting provisions that will rationally and equitably accomplish the desired 


Respectfully submitted. 
Sip 


Nore A.—A project which has been placed in class II, III, IV, or V by the committee 
be reexamined from time to time upon due application and the submission of material 
supplementary information, with a view to advancing its classification ; but no project will 
he reported upon by the committee more than once in each year. 
Nore B.—Attention is called to the fact that when a project is once put in class I— 
such status continues and it is unnecessary to follow up at subsequent sessions 
new applications. All projects “endorsed” by the Congress, upon the recommenda- 
the committee, retain their statusu ntil finally constructed, unless such action is 
ied by the Congress, and the Congress stands pledged to do everything possible to 
n reaching that goal. 


SIMPSON, Chairman. 


rsed, 


APPENDIX A 


LICATIONS FOR APPROVAL OF PrRoJEcTS RECEIVED 


CoMMITTEE 


BY THE PROJECTS 


ae 


tter following the project number indicates revision of a previous 
application) 


CLASS I—PROJECTS ENDORSED 
1..-This means that the committee is convinced that the project is sound, needful, and sufficiently 
1dvanced in status, and should be promptly constructed in the public interest] 


Name of project Division 


Levees east of Chandlerville (Sangamon River) - - 

Norfolk Harbor 

Thimble Shoal Channel 

South channel: New York Harbor entrance channels | 
and anchorage areas. 

Whitewater River east fork at Brookville 

Lower Cumberland - 


Illinois 
.-| Virginia. 
do 
New York 
New Jersey. 
Indiana 
Kentucky 
Tennessee. 
_.do 
do 
New York 
New Jersey 


North Central. 
North Atlantic 
Do. 
and Do. 
Ohio River. 


and Do. 


do 
do 
Jamaica Bay 
New Jersey pierhead line channel; New York Har- | 
bor: Entrance channels and anchorage areas. 
Dillon Dam___. 
Oscoda Harbor of Refuge 
Whitefish Point Harbor of Refuge-- 
Harrisville harbor of refuge - 
Removal and control of sedimentation, St 
River. 
New York State Barge Canal--.__. 


Do. 

Do. 
North Atlantic. 

Do. 


Ohio. 
Michigan 
.do 
_do 
Florida 


Ohio River. 
North Central. 
Do. 
Do. 
South Atlantic. 


Lucie | 


a New York North Atlantic. 


CLASS II—PROJECTS CLASSIFIED AS MERITORIOUS 


This means that the committee believes that although the project is not sufficiently ad- 


status to warrant its present endorsement, it is meritorious and open for further consideration 
sommittee] 


Name of project State Division 





Salem Harbor 

Saginaw River 

Cleves fiood-protection project 

Improvements to channels and turning basins of 
San Juan Harbor. | 


Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Ohio_- 
Puerto Rico. 


Northeast. 
North Central. 
Ohio River. 
South Atlantic 


Long Beach, Plymouth Harbor 
Kahului Harbor improvements 


Pepperell Cove, Kittery, dredging of Chauncy Creek_! 
Connecticut River Basin fiood control (Littleville 


Dam). 


Beaufort Harbor 


Grand River at Lansing_--- 


| Massachusetts 


Territory of Ha- 
waii. 

Maine 

Massachusetts | 
and Connecti- | 
cut. 

North Carolina 

Michigan 


Northeast. 
South Pacifle. 


Northeast. 
Do. 


South Atlantic. 
North Central. 
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APPLICATIONS FOR APPROVAL OF PrRoJEcTS RECEIVED BY THE 
ComMMITTEE—Continued 


CLASS III- 


PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 


EXPEDITIOUS 


1957 


PrRoseEcts 


3 REPORT ON AUTHORIZED SURVEY REQUESTED 


|Expeditious report on authorized survey requested.—This means that the committee believes the Conore 


should request the engineering authority to expedite the report of its investigation and survey 


Ol the 


project to the end that appropriate further action mz iy be had thereon in regard to classification | y the 


Congress] 


Docket 
No. | 
—| 


970-R 


979-R2 | 
1008-R | 


1046 
1047 


1051 


[Recommended for survey.—This means that the committee believes that sufficient showing 


Name of project 


Preliminary 
Elizabeth River, Norfolk Harbor. 

Ocracoke Inlet * 

Calcasieu low water dam.-_-.- 


Channel from Pamlico Sound through Core Sound 


to Beaufort Harbor (wide channel at sea level). 


| Thoroughfare Bay from Core Sound to Cedar Bay 


near the mouth of Neuse River. 


| Port Mansfield___- 


CLASS IV—PROJECTS RECOMMENDED FOR SURVEY 


examination of southern branch of | 


Virginia___ 


North Carolina 
Louisiana 


North Carolina. - - 


do 


Texas 


Division 


| North Atlantic 


| South Atlant 
| Lower Mi 


Valley 
South Atlar 


Do. 


| Southwest, 


on behalf o 


project has been made to warrant further examination in the form of an adequate survey by an appr 
ate agency of the Federal Government] 


Docket 
No. 


119-R | 


671-R 


1033 


1034 | 


1035 


1039 


1040 


Name of project 


Lake Charles Calcasien River and Pass Ship Chan- 


nel. 
New river dredging ge 
Drum Inlet (deepening and stabilization) 
Flood-control—Saw Mill River, Bronx River and 
tributaries 
Intracoastal Waterway (Boston-Long Island Sound 


New York and New Jersey Channels. ---_- 


Hudson River Channel. - 


Louisiana 


Florida 


North Carolina. __| 


New York 


Massachusetts 
and Rhode Is- 
land. 

New York 
New Jersey. 
..do 


and 


Corps oF ENGINEERS 


Lower M 
Valley 
South Atlant 
Do 
North At 


Northe 


North Atla 
Do 


STATEMENTS OF MAJ. GEN. E. C. ITSCHNER, ASSISTANT CHIEF OF 
ENGINEERS FOR CIVIL WORKS; COL. R. W. DALRYMPLE, ASSIST- 
ANT, CIVIL WORKS; COL. H. W. PENNEY, ASSISTANT CHIEF OF 
CIVIL WORKS FOR FLOOD CONTROL; COL. J. U. ALLEN, ASSISTANT 
CHIEF OF CIVIL WORKS FOR RIVERS AND HARBORS; B. J. TOFANI, 
CHIEF, PROGRAMS BRANCH, CIVIL WORKS; AND MAJ. F. B. 
GARRETT, ASSISTANT CHIEF OF CIVIL WORKS FOR POWER, 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 


LETTER FROM SENATOR LYNDON JOHNSON 


Senator Extenper. General, will you come forward, please, with 
such assistants as you desire / 

At this point in the record I desire to place three letters addressed 
to me and signed by the majority leader, the Honorable Lyndon 
Johnson, with respect to various projects in his State. 

(The letters referred to follow :) 
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SAN ANTONIO RIVER, TEXAS 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
OFFICE OF THE DEMOCRATIC LEADER, 


Washington, D. C., May 26, 1956. 
Senator ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 


Chairman, Public Works Subcommittee, 
Senate Appropriations Committee, 
Washington, D.C. 


My DeAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: I filed a strong statement with your subcommittee 
on May 4 in behalf of the proposed budget request of $800,000 for the San 
Antonio River channel. I want to reemphasize my hope that the committee 
may be disposed to approve this budgeted item. 

These improvements are part of the comprehensive plan of development for 
the Guadalupe-San Antonio River Basin developments. They are designed to 
relieve the city’s flood program. Experience and potential flood damages are 
extensive on this part of the watershed. 

The annual benefits of the project are estmiated at $1,111,300. Local interests 
propose to contribute $390,000 in cash. Necessary rights-of-way, easements, 
modification of utilities and four existing dams, together with the construction 
of 100 new highway bridges and the modification of 18 existing bridges, will be 
borne by local interests and are estimated at $8,690,000. 

I hope that in the wisdom of the committee, you may see fit to approve this 
appropriation. 

Sincerely, 


LYNDON B. JOHNSON. 


WILLIS BRIDGE, TEXAS AND OKLAHOMA 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
OFFICE OF THE DEMOCRATIC LEADER, 


Washington, D. C., May 28, 1956. 
Senator ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 


Chairman, Civil Functions Subcommittee, 
Committee on Appropriations, United States Senate. 


DeaR Mr. CHAIRMAN: In the last session of Congress, Public Law 164 was 
passed authorizing the Willis Bridge across Lake Texoma on the Red River. 
This authorization modified the project for Denison Reservoir to provide a 
highway bridge across the lake at or near the Willis site. 

The authorization was provided that the bridge would be constructed under 
the direction of the Secretary of the Army and the supervision of the Chief 
of Engineers, subject to the conditions that the States of Oklahoma and Texas 
each contribute $606,000 toward its cost. Planning studies will be necessary 
prior to the letting of the contracts. The highway departments of Texas and 
Oklahoma have joined together and have agreed to proceed with the necessary 
surveys and preliminary work, but the Corps of Engineers has stated that since 
Congress had taken no action toward appropriating funds, they could not give 
their commitment, even though the State of Oklahoma had notified the Chief 
of Engineers that they were perfectly willing to spend their own money making 
the surveys and starting with the preliminary work. 

If we could get a mere token appropriation included in the pending bill, it 
would be the basis for the States to proceed. I very much hope that you will 
take this matter up with the Corps of Engineers and give your sympathetic 
consideration to the inclusion of an item in the pending bill in behalf of this 
very important project. 

Sincerely, 


LYNDON B. JOHNSON. 
PROCTOR DAM, TEX. 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
OFFICE OF THE DEMOCRATIC LEADER, 


Washington, D. C., May 28, 1956. 
Senator ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Chairman, Civil Functions Subcommittee, Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: The Proctor Dam and Reservoir proposed to be located 
on the Leon River, about 8 miles northeast of the city of Comanche, Tex., was 
authorized in the Flood Control Act of 1954. 
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The project will serve flood control, water conservation, and allied pr 
It calls for the construction of an embankment 11,953 feet long, which woy) 
provide 31,400 acre-feet of water conservation, and 256,600 acre-feet 
control storage. The total estimated cost of the project is $14,600,000. 

The Proctor Reservoir is an important unit in the Federal and Stat 
for the development and utilization of the Brazos River Basin, and 
much hope the committee will see fit to provide some planning funds 
pending bill in order that this important project may get underway. I con 
it to your wisdom and sympathetic consideration. 

In addition, I hope the committee will consider the attached brief 
mitted by he Central Texas Flood Control and Conservation Associatior 
the city attorney of Dublin, Tex. You will be particularly interested 
pictures showing the floods of 1952 and 1956. 

Sincerely, 


of fi 


i 


LYNDON B. Jouns 


PROCTOR RESERVOIR PROJECT 


Senator ExLenprer. We also havea statement from Edwin L. Keller. 
addressed to Senator Johnson, and a copy to me, with respect to th 
Proctor Reservoir project, together with the statement attached. 

(The letter referred to follows :) 

DuBLIN, TEX., May 26, 195+ 
Senator LYNDON B. JOHNSON, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR: Enclosed herewith is the revised brief and copies o 
proposed Proctor Reservoir, together with pictures of the Leon River in 
stage near the proposed dam site. These pictures show the floods of 195: 
1956. 

The document “Public Works Appropriations for 1957,” setting out hearing 
before the Subcommittee of the Committee on Appropriations, House of Repre 
sentatives, 84th Congress, 2d session, pages 164-169, sets out the complete info: 
mation on the proposed Proctor Reservoir project, and I refer you to this 
document for any additional information you may need. In addition, Congress 
man Omar Burleson requested that I request your office to call on him for any 
assistance that he may be able to render. 

On behalf of the people of central Texas who have been working on t! 
project, I wish to express to you their apprceiation for your efforts, 

Sincerely, 


ul 


EDWIN L. KELLER, 
President, Central Texas Flood Control and Water Conservation Assoct- 
ation, Dublin, Tea. 
Dick HARBIN, 
City Attorney, Dublin, Ter 


STATEMENT ON Proctor DAM AND RESERVOIR ON LEON RIVER, THE MAIN Trib 
OF THE BRAZOS RIVER IN TEXAS 


Honorable sirs, the proponents of the proposed Proctor Reservoir inc! 
citizens of central Texas who are represented by the Central Texas Flood C 
trol and Water Conservation Association, the Chambers of Commerce of Dub! 
Comanche, Stephenville, Hamilton, Temple, Belton, and Killeen, all cities 
central Texas, and in addition, persons in the rural areas along the Leon River 
from the proposed dam site in Comanche County, Tex. on downstream, 180 rive! 
miles to the completed Belton Reservoir. 

The dam and reservoir is to be constructed for the purpose of flood contro! 
water conservation and allied benefits. The plans call for the construction of & 
11,953 feet earthen dam which will provide for 31,400 acre-feet of conservation 
storage and 256,000 acre-feet of flood-control storage. The Congress is requested 
to appropriate $75,000 to begin the planning on this project. Briefly, some ol 
the pertinent facts supporting this project are as follows: 


} 

i 
I 

il 
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PROCTOR DAM ALREADY AUTHORIZED BY CONGRESS 


The Congress heretofore authorized the construction of Proctor Dam on the 
Leon River near De Leon, Tex., as a flood-control project to help control the 
iamaging floods occurring on the watershed of the Brazos River. This dam is 
ne of the key structures in this flood-control program because it is located on 
he Leon River, which is the main tributary of the Brazos River and has a total 
jength of 402 miles before it empties into the Brazos River after which it flows 
an additional 316 miles as a part of the Brazos River to the Gulf of Mexico. 
The flood-control activities on the Leon River will not be adequately taken 
care of until the Proctor Dam is built. 


DATA REGARDING THE LEON RIVER AND THE AREA OF ITS WATERSHED 

The Leon River is formed by the junction of its north and south forks, 2 miles 
southeast of Eastland in Eastland County, Tex., and flows southeastward 299 
miles to its junction with the Lampasas River, 6 miles southeast of Belton in Bell 
ounty, to form Little River, which continues southeasterly 102 miles, emptying 
nto the Brazos River, 316 miles above the Gulf of Mexico. The Leon River with 
< principal tributaries, Cow House Creek, drains a rolling plain area of 3,853 
square miles. Floods occur at any time of the year on the Leon River as the 
result of storms from the Gulf of Mexico producing excessive precipitation in the 
hasin. Minor floods occur about once every 2 years and major floods, about once 
every 5 years causing considerable damage in the Leon River Valley and con- 
tributing to the floods and damages along the Little River and Brazos River 
Valleys. Areas susceptible to major flood damage lie along the north fork and 
near Eastland, along the lower 194 miles of the Leon River and along the Cow- 
house River 24 miles, averaging about 154,000 acres of which 39,250 acres are 
ultivated and 90 acres of urban land. The total property value of these areas 
imount to $6,116,000. Average annual direct and indirect damages are esti- 
nated to total $480,890. We realize that a portion of this land area just given 
you is now protected by the Belton Reservoir. However, there is a great and 
ast area lying along the 180 miles of this river between the proposed Proct sr 
Dam and Belton Dam which should be protected. There are 40,200 acres in the 
flood plain between the Proctor Dam and the Belton Dam of which 26,700 acres 
ire in cultivation. 


DAMAGES AND LOSS OF LIFE FROM FLOODS BELOW PROCTOR DAM 


The territory lying in the river basin below the location of the Proctor Dam 
< principally a flat, rolling river plain with low banks which offer no resistance 
to floods even of small proportions. This river overflows farmlands and valleys 
along the 292 miles between the location of the dam site and the Brazos River, 
and even below the confluence of Little River and the Brazos River to the 
Gulf of Mexico, 608 miles below the proposed dam site. 


the 


A 26.9 year record of 
maximum yearly runoff in acre-feet taken at Cameron, Tex. shows that 
1,285,000 acre-feet pass down this river at Cameron in 1 year. The Leon River 
overflows the territory below Belton Dam from 2 to 10 times each year causing 
unnual damage ranging from one-half million dollars to thirteen million dollars 
and causing loss of life so great that during one flood, 164 persons lost their lives 
on this part of the Leon River. 

It would take too much space to set out in detail the numerous destructive 
floods on this river below the proposed site during the past 50 years. We call 
your attention, however, to the flood of September 9 and 10,1921. At Cameron, 
Tex., about 19 miles upstream from the point where the lower Leon River empties 
into the Brazos, the United States Weather Bureau gage station showed a peak 
flood stage of 49.5 feet with a maximum discharge of 647,000 second-feet. These 
records are shown in Water Supply Paper 488, issued by the United States 
Geological Survey. This flood in 1921 caused 164 persons to lose their lives 
ind a loss in property of $12,640,000. 

From the period from 1913-29 the total property and business loss due to 
floods on the Brazos River and tributaries, of which the Leon River is the 
argest, was $29,057,455, and 346 persons were drowned, the greatest portion 
ot this loss having been suffered in the Leon River watershed below the Proctor 
Dam location. 
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The flood of 1921 contained more floodwaters than ever passed down the 
Mississippi River or the Missouri River above their junction and contained 
more than one-third as much water as ever passed down the Mississippi River 
at New Orleans. These figures show that we are not dealing with a small insig. 
nificant river, but rather with an uncontrolled river monster that destroys every- 
thing in its path when at flood stage. - 

There were eight major overflows of the Leon River below Proctor Dam site 
in the first 6 months of 1935. A total loss of property in the Brazos River Va)- 
ley in 1935 was estimated to be $15 million. 

In 1936 the floods on the Brazos River and its tributaries caused damage jin 
the sum of $7,882,560, after the waters flooded on the Leon River below Proctor 
Dam site. 

In the month of May in 1952, during an 8-hour period, some portions of the 
Leon River watershed above the proposed Proctor Reservoir had a rainfall of 
19 inches. This local flood caused the loss of two lives and a tremendous amount 
of property damage from the area of Proctor on downstream along the Leon 
River. 

On April 30, 1956, during a 2-hour period, up to 10 inches of rainfall occurred 
on the Leon River watershed above the proposed Proctor Reservoir, and there 
was a tremendous amount of property damage from the area of Proctor on 
downstream, the extent of which has not been fully estimated. 


BENEFITS TO BE DERIVED FROM THE CONSTRUCTION OF PROCTOR DAM 


A report of the Chief of Engineers of the United States Army being House 
Document No. 535, 81st Congress, 2d session set out the Proctor Reservoir on th« 
Leon River would benefit property valued in 1946 at $5,113,955 with estimated 
annual damages at $539,423 and affording prevention of the loss of $35s,70s 
annually. Additional benefits would accrue, considering the proposed Protcto 
Reservoir and the completed Belton Reservoir together. The people of centra! 
Texas are interested in this project almost wholly from a standpoint of flood 
control and water conservation. There are, however, allied benefits that can be 
realized upon the completion of this reservoir such as recreation, wildlife protec- 
tion, and conservation, irrigation, and others. 

The Proctor Dam would supplement the Belton Dam and make it effective. 
The only dam of any consequence that can be used for flood control on the 
Leon River is the Belton Dam located approximately 180 river-miles downstream 
from the Proctor Dam site. While the Belton Dam and Reservoir will be 
helpful in controlling in some degree the disastrous floods occurring on this 
river from time to time as described above, it is not large enough to completely 
control the floods occurring in the area below the Belton Dam and, of course, 
is totally inadequate in controlling floods occurring on the watershed between 
it and the Proctor Dam, 180 miles upstream. The two dams together would 
make it possible to impound practically all of the flood waters occurring on 
this river and would eliminate all flood damage on the river from the Proctor 
Dam site downstream 292 miles to where it flows into the Brazos River, except 
such floods as might flow into the river from other tributaries on which no 
dams are located. 

The proposed Proctor Reservoir as a flood-control reservoir would allow an 
increase of permanent storage downstream in the Belton Reservoir which would 
insure an adequate water supply for nearby Fort Hood, one of the Nation’s 
largest military establishments in which the Government has a tremendous 
investment. 

CONCLUSION 


The United States Army engineers have recommended the construction of 
the Proctor Dam and Reservoir and the 82d Congress authorized this project. 
In view of this and the facts stated herein, relative to the damages accruing and 
loss of lives and the imperative necessity, we respectfully request that there 
be approved and provided the expenditure of $75,000 to be used by the Army 
engineers for planning money on the proposed Proctor Dam and Reservoir. 
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The Chief of the Army Engineers has advised the Congressmen, representing 
the area involved, that the Army engineers can justifiably and economically 
use this planning money during this coming fiscal year in planning the construc- 
tion of the Proctor Dam. 

Respectfully yours, 


EpwIn L. KELLer, 
President, Central Texas Flood and Water Conservation Association, 
Dublin, Tez. 


Dick HARBIN, 
City Attorney, Dublin, Tez. 


INLAND WATERWAY, CHESAPEAKE BAY TO CHINCOTEAGUE, ACCOMACK 
COUNTY, VA. 


Senator Roserrson. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this courtesy in 
view of the fact that I have another engagement and cannot stay for 
the full hearing. 

| want to ask for some testimony from General Itschner about a 
project in which we in Virginia are very much interested, and that is 
the inland waterway in Accom: ick C ounty, Va., that is on the Eastern 
Shore. 

That was authorized many years ago and they built a 4-foot channel 
there which is now very inadequate. It is one of the few stretches, the 
only stretch, of inland waterway which has not been made over 4 feet. 

There was considerable testimony on this point before the House 
committee and I did not bring the witnesses here before this committee 
because it was not budgeted and I wanted to see what our other re- 
quests were and what was going to be generally provided for Virginia. 

Well, as you know, of course, “the re 1s precious little in it for Virginia 
outside of the Army-Navy work in the port of H: ampton Roads, noth- 
ing, in fact, except $70,000 to complete the survey of a 35-foot channel 
for the James River. 

So, with all due deference, Mr. Chairman, I want to suggest and 
express the hope that this committee will authorize as much as $300,000 
to start a 6-foot channel for this inland waterway in Virginia. It is 
an essential link of the inland waterway, and I am very much in- 
terested in it, and it is very important to the Virginia-Maryland 
people. 

I want to ask General Itschner to give us a little testimony. 

Senator ELLenprr. This waterway goes from the Chesapeake to 
Chincoteague ? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. 

Senator Roperrson. We filed a statement from Congressman Robe- 
son, but I did not bring the witnesses here because they testified on 
the House side. I thought this committee would be primarily in- 
terested in what General Itschner would say about the authorization 
of it and the importance of it and the economic benefits and how much 
he could properly use. 

TOTAL COST OF PROJECT 

Senator ELLenper. I intended to do that, Senator Robertson. 

The total cost of this project is $750,000 and, up to date, $98,000 has 
been spent, and there is a request for $300, 000 for construction. 

Since Senator Robertson is here, General Itschner, you might 
proceed with that project. 


75008—56—pt. 2—— 
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IMPORTANCE TO SEAFOOD INDUSTRY 


General Irscuner. Mr. Chairman, we consider this project to be 
of vital importance to the seafood industry along the Virginia coast, 

Just as Senator Robertson said, the project has a depth of some thing 
in the vicinity of 4 feet now, which is totally inadequate. The local 
people desire and need, and there is authorized, a 6-foot depth project 
60 feet wide. It costs, as is indicated, $750,000, of which $98,000 
has been appropri: ated to date. 

Senator ELLenpver. Was that for the planning? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLenpER. No construction has been done at all ? 

General Irscuner. No construction. 

I correct that, sir; there has been some construction on portions 
of it. 


BENEFIT-COST RATIO 


Senator Ettenper. What is the benefit-to-cost ratio? 

General Irscuner. 2.5 to 1, a very high benefit-cost ratio. 

Senator Roperrson. At one previous hearing they told us that 1.3 
was mighty good. 

Senator ELLenper. Any questions? 

Senator Rosertson. No; I think that settles the issue. If we can 
find the money, he says it is a good project. 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. 

Senator Roserrson. The benefit-cost ratio is way above the average. 


JUSTIFICATION 
WATERWAY ON THE COAST OF VIRGINIA 
(Inland waterway from Chesapeake Bay to Chincoteague Bay) 
Summarized Financial Data 


Total approved Federal estimate at J ; eos $750. 000 
Total appropriation to date Beis ett” a 
Amount that could be expended in fiscal year 195 7 __ _ 800, 000 


Authorization.—1945 River and Harbor Act. 

Location and description.—The waterway lies between the barrier beach along 
the Atlantic Ocean on the east and the Virginia portion of the mainland penin- 
sula on the west. The project provides for a channel 6 feet deep and 60 feet 
wide from Chincoteague Bay through various waterways between the barrier 
beach and the mainland to enter Chesapeake Bay, south of Cape Charles, a 
distance of about 83 miles. 

Proposed operations.—The amount of $300,000 could be used for initiation and 
completion of plans and specifications and for initiating the work of dredging 
to provide project dimensions under a continuing contract. The 1957 amount 
would complete a through channel from the upper part of Kegatank Bay to the 
lower part of Magothy Bay, a distance of about 64 miles. 

Justification.—The waterway on the coast of Virginia is of vital importance to 
the large seafood industry that centers about Chincoteague, Va. Approximately 
500 boats with drafts ranging from 3 to 4 feet navigate the waterway regularly 
carrying oyster tongers and clammers and their cargoes. In addition, the 
mackerel fleet, consisting of approximately 40 boats with drafts ranging from 
4 to 5 feet, use portions of the inland waterway route when adverse weather 
conditions make navigation on the open waters of the Atlantic Ocean hazardous. 
The boats cannot in all instances proceed along the sheltered route to their des 
tinations because the waterway is not navigable in its entirety to these vessels 
even when abnormally high tidal conditions prevail. Pleasure and recreational 
craft could save a maximum distance of about 90 miles in proceeding from the 
vicinity of the Delaware Bay breakwater to Norfolk, Va. The current benefit-to 
cost ratio is 2.5 to 1. 
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UnNBuUDGETED ITEMS FOR ALASKA 


Senator ELLENDER. We will try to find the money somewhere. 

(ieneral, do you have table No. 6 before you 4 

(jeneral Irscuner. No, sir; I do not. 

Senator ELLENDER. You might get the information. I would like to 
§nd out, in respect to some of the unbudgeted items for Alaska. 

As you may rec ‘all, last year we put a few of them, 3 or 4 of them, 
in. in order to make starts ‘and I wonder if you would be good enough 
to look down the list of those under Alaska and give them to us in 
the order that you think they deserve being started, either by way of 
construction, planning, or any other way. 

General IrsCcHNER. “Y es, SIP, 

Senator Extenper. And as to each project, I wish you would indi- 
cate the estimated cost and the benefit-cost ratio. 

On these there are projects which are unbudgeted and we have quite 
a few here, probably almost a dozen, and it is not my purpose as 
chairman of the committee to try and put them all in because I know 
that the House would not stand for it, but if you will give us your 
views as to which you think are the most vital ones and the ones that 
ought to be taken care of in that area, I would appreciate it. 


KODIAK HARBOR, ALASKA 


eral IrscHner. Yes, sir; we have four projects in Alaska, sir, 
we place in a higher priority than the others on our list. Of 
I would say Kodiak Harbor in Alaska is a most. important 
project in Alaska. 
ator Extenper. All right. 
Ge neral Irscuoner. Then, of the others, I would not attempt to as- 
sign priority to them. 
itor ELLENDER. I notice that the cost of that project is $1,948,000 
and that a total of $500,000 has been requested. 
Do you think you could economically spend that much money ? 
General Irscuner. Yes, sir; we could economically spend $500,000 
in fiscal vear 1957. 
Senator ELtENDER. What is the benefit-cost ratio ? 


BENEFIT-COST RATIO 


General Irscuner. The benefit-to-cost ratio on that project is 1.36 
tol. 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate - $1, 948, 000 
Total appropriation to date None 
Amount that could be expended in fiscal year 1957___-----__-_- 500, 000 


{uthorization.—1954 River and Harbor Act. 

Location and description.—The authorized work is located at the north end of 
St. Paul Harbor adjacent to the city of Kodiak. The project provides for a small 
boat basin 12 acres in extent dredged to depths of 12 and 8 feet and protected 
by two rock mound breakwaters. 

Proposed operations.—The amount of $500,000 could be used for completion 


of preconstruction planning and for initiation of construction under a econ- 
tinning contract. 





2570 PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 


Justification.—The need for harbor facilities at Kodiak has been acute for 
many years. A large fleet of commercial fishing vessels are in constant danger 
from damaging, and sometimes disastrous, winter storms. Since submission of 
the project document in 1951, the king crab fishing industry in Kodiak has jp. 
creased from a catch of 200,000 pounds in 1951 to a catch of approximately 14 
million pounds during the first 4 months of 1954. Despite this increase, loc, 
interests feel that full development of the Kodiak fisheries is retarded becanse 
of the lack of adequate harbor facilities. The latest (November 1953) benetit-t,, 
cost ratio for the authorized improvement is 1.36 to 1. 


CRAIG HARBOR, ALASKA 


Senator ELLteNpER. What is the next? 

General Irscuner. The next three, sir, I would not like to give in 
priority, but I would like to tell you that they are all about in the 
same priority. They are Craig Harbor— 

Senator ELLeENpvER. That project would cost $365,000 and the request 
has been made for that sum ? 

General IrscuHnerR. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLenper. You think you could spend that whole amount 
economically this year? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir; we could spend that amount and com- 
plete the project during the fiscal year 1957. 


BENEFIT-COST RATIO 


Senator ELLENDER. What is the benefit-cost ratio? 

General Irscuner. The benefit-to-cost ratio in this case is 1.47 to 1. 
This is a very important small-craft fishing harbor. 

Senator ELLtenper. All right. 

Now, those projects, I presume, are primarily to assist the fishing 
industry in that area? 

General Irscuner. That is correct, sir, almost entirely for that 
purpose. There is some logging going on in that area, too. 

Senator ELitenper. But it is primarily for fishing, harbor facilities? 

General Irscuner. Commercial fishing, sir. 


Sumarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate $365, 000 
Total appropriation to date None 
Amount that could be expended in fiscal year 1957 365, 000 


Authorization.—1945 River and Harbor Act. 

Location and description.—Town of Craig is in southeastern Alaska, 200 miles 
south of Juneau, on a small island in the vicinity of Prince of Wales Island 

The project provides for a mooring basin in South Cove 11 feet deep at mean 
low water, 225 feet wide, and about 700 feet long, including an entrace channel 
of the same depth over a width of 100 feet. 

Proposed operations.—The amount of $365,000 could be used for providing full 
project dimensions in the harbor. 

Justification.—This harbor is one of a number of bases used by small boats 
engaged in the fishing industry in southeastern Alaska. Additional harbors are 
needed to provide shelter for the fishing fleet, and Craig Harbor is well located 
with respect to the fishing grounds to serve as one of the needed harbors. The 
fishing industry is the principal activity of the Territory, and the benefits of 
the proposed improvement will accrue both to the fishermen and to the consumers 
of Alaska fish throughout the United States. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 147 
to 1, based on January 1954 price levels. 
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ELFIN COVE, ALASKA 


Senator ELLenper. All right, what is the next one? 

General Irscuner. Elfin Cove. 

Senator ELLENDER. That project is estimated to cost $173,000 and 
a request has been made for that sum 4 

General Irscuner. That is correct, sir. 


Senator ELLenper. You think you could spend that amount eco- 
, 
nomic: ally ’ 


(General Irscuner. Yes, sir; we could spent it economically and 
sh this project in fiscal year 1957. 

Senator ELLENDER. What is the benefit-to-cost ratio in this case? 
General Irscuner. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.58 to 1. 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate___ ae : ; acne SR ee 
Potal appropriation to date__ ee peter to i 4 None 


Amount that could be expended in fise al year 1957 atts seat Aaa ae 173, 000 


juthorization—1945 River and Harbor Act. 

Location and description.—Elfin Cove is in southeastern Alaska about 100 iniles 
west of Juneau, on the south shore of Cross Sound. The project provides for a 

hannel 10 feet deep at mean lower low water and 60 feet wide through the 
enter entrance, and a channel 8 feet deep at mean lower low water and 40 feet 
wide through the inner entrance. 

p Reaanaa opcerations.—The amount of $173,000 could be applied to dredging 
operations to provide full project dimensions. 

Justification.—Ocean storms and swells are encountered in Cross Sound, and 
the need for a sheltered harbor for small boats in this part of the Alaskan 
waters is acute. There are no protected anchorages in the locality and this 
project will make available at all times an excellent landlocked harbor. Sheltered 
harbors are required to insure the safety of the thousands of small boats engaged 

the fishing industry in Alaskan waters. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.58 to 1, 
n January 1954 price levels. 


PELICAN HARBOR, ALASKA 


Now, the fourth project, sir, is Pelican Harbor. 

Senator ELLenpER. That project is estimated to cost $362,000 and 
someone has asked for that sum. Could you spend that and complete 
the project ¢ 

General Ivscuner. Yes, sir. We could spend that amount and com- 
plete the project during fiscal year 1947. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 
12tol, 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate_____-—~ ‘ $362, 000 
Total appropriation to date___ : et A . None 


Amount that could be expended in fiseal year +195 a sind sincn ee! Sg 


{uthorization.—1954 River and Harbor Act. 

Location and description —The town of Pelican is located on Lisianski Inlet 
near the northern end of Chicago Island. The project provides for dredging a 
small-boat basin to a depth of 12 feet and protected by a breakwater 1,000 feet 
long 

Proposed operations.—The amount of $362,000 would be used to dredge the 
basin and construct the breakwater 

Justification —The proposed hi irbor would provide a safe area containing some 
190,000 square feet for the mooring of about 170 boats. senefits to accrue are 
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prevention of storm damages to fishing boats, docks, floats, ete., savings in dis. 

mantling fish-handling facilities at cannery docks in the fall and erecting them 

again in the spring, savings in travel cost for fishermen, and prevention of delay 

in ore fish during adverse weather conditions. The benefit-to-cost ratio 
1.2 to 1 based on 1953 price levels. 


OTHER PROJECTS 


Senator Extenper. Now the other projects that are listed under 
Alaska, are there any others of a higher priority, not higher prior ity, 
but wherein the ratio of cost to benefit is greater than “the ones you 
have just given us? 

General Irscuner. I am sure, sir, there are some of those that have 
a higher benefit-to-cost ratio than the lower ones that I gave you, but, 
nevertheless, we feel that the ones I gave you are the projects needed 
the most for the economy of Alaska. 

Senator ELLENDER. Yes. 

General Irscuner. We also feel that those four projects, plus the 
other work underway, represent about our capacity to do work in 
Alaska. 

GOLD CREEK PROJECT 


Senator Ex.enper. I see. You want to complete Gold Creek this 
year ¢ 
General Irscuner. That is correct. 


KETCHIKAN HARBOR 


Senator Exnenper. With the amount of $ $393,000 allowed by the 
House and Ketchikan Harbor, you have asked for $500,000 for that 
facility ? 

General Irscuner. That is right, sir. 

Senator Exienper. And you say that with those 4, together with 
the 2 you are now working on, it is ‘about as much as you could do dur- 
ing the coming fiscal year? 

Gener “al Itsc HNER. Yes, sir; we think that is about the amount that 
we could use during the coming fiscal year. 


FUNDS FOR PLANNING 


Senator Extenper. Are there any projects in that locality on which 
we could spend some money for planning, in which construction may 
be in the offing a few years hence, and by starting the planning now 
we might get them re: ady for the near future? 

As I note from this table, No. 6, there are no funds provided for 
Alaska for planning of any character? 
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SITKA HARBOR 


(jeneral Irscuner. Yes, sir; I think we could use funds for plan- 
ning for some of these projects, particularly Sitka Harbor. 

Senator ELtenper. Sitka Harbor. How much could you use? 

I notice here someone has asked for construction funds for the en- 
tire amount ? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLeNpER. You would not be ready to start construction 
there, would you? 

General IrscHneR. No, sir; we would not be ready to start con- 
struction, considering the other programs we have in Alaska. We 
could use $31,000 on Sitka for planning in fiscal 1957. 

Senator Ettenper. Thirty-one thousand dollars for planning? 

General Irscuner. Colonel Allen will give you some other projects 
on which we could use funds for planning. 

Senator ELLENpER. Let me ask you this: 

Are there any projects listed on that sheet or any that you know 
of in which planning has already been started ? 


WRANGELL HARBOR 


[I notice here Wrangell Harbor, the entire amount of construction 
for this one, Federal cost is $556,000 and the amount appropriated 
to date is $220,000. No request is being made. I presume that if 
that project were of great importance, you could probably do some 
work on that one? 

General Irscuner. Sir, we have the funds for completion of that 
project out of savings that were made. 

Senator ELtenper. Yes, I remember that. 

Colonel Arten. The portion that was not provided last year, you 
will recall, Mr. Chairman, we made up from other projects. 

Senator Ettenper. Colonel Allen, are there any others in there that 
you can think of that might be worthwhile in planning so that when 
we get going next year, we might be able to get some construction 
money ¢ 

Colonel Atten. The Sitka Harbor project given you by General 
Itschner is one of the more urgent projects where the greatest amount 
of planning money will be required. The others require planning, 
but, for the most part, are small projects where planning and con- 
struction can be done in the first year. 

Senator Ettenper. In other words, there is no need for advance 
planning as to the other projects? 

Colonel AtteNn. For the most part, that is correct. 


Senator ELLENpER. Have you anything else you desire to add as 
to Alaska ? 


Colonel ALLEN. No, sir. 
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Required appropriations for active authorized navigation projects in Alaska 


Total estimated 
; Federal cost of | Benef 
>roiec t SU enent-to- 
Project | work remaining | cost ratio 
to complete 


Ketchikan Harbor . | $3, 670, 000 
Vaidez Harbor ; 2129. 000 
Kodiak Harbor 1, 948, 000 | 
Pelican Harbor 362, 000 
Craig Harbor-_. 365, 000 
Elfin Cove 173, 000 
Skagway Harbor 50, 000 
Dry Pass , : , 571, 000 
Sitka Harbor: 

(a) Dredge Crescent Bay Basin 959, 000 

(b) Dredge at Forest Service float 46, 000 
Seldovia Harbor 276, 000 
Gastineau Channel 1, 080, 000 
Neva and Olga Straits 283, 000 
Rocky Pass. -- ; 300, 000 
Wrangell Narrows : 894, 000 


1 Approved budget allowance for fiscal year 1957 includes $500,000 to initiate construction 
2 Included in approved budg ret allowance of $2 million for small authorized projects. 
Benefit of anchorage not evaluated, justified on basis of safety. 


ALABAMA Provgecrs 


Senator ee Any questions about Alaska ? 

Now, on page 1, table No. 6, we come down to Alabama. Are there 
any of the de ed in Alabama, General, that you would suggest that 
either planning money or construction funds be provided that you 
think are of importance? 


FORT GAINES LOCK AND DAM 


I notice here the Fort Gaines lock and dam in Alabama and Georgia. 

Here is a project with the total estimated Federal cost of $86,400,- 
000. We have spent $2,406,000 so far, and the budget for construction, 
budget estimate, is $3 million, and we have testimony requesting that 
that amount be increased to $6 million: in other words, an additional 
$3 million for construction ? 

General Irscuner. We feel, sir, that the amount that is in the budget 
is an adequate amount to take care of that project at an economical 
rate of construction during fiscal year 1957. 

Senator Ettenper. You do not feel you can use more money ? 

General Irscuner. We do not feel we can economically use more 
money. 

JACKSON LOCK AND DAM 


Senator ELttenper. I see. 

Now, we have the Jackson lock and dam, the cost of which is 
$23,600,000 ; the amount appropriated to date is $159,000, and a request 
for construction has been made for $1 million. 

What is your view on that, and, by the way, General, I wish you 
would put in the record, I suppose you have your justification sheets 
on al! of these projects, and you can put them in the record in peony 
tion with your testimony, even though you do not read them out, s 
we can have them available for the committee. 

General Irscuner. We will furnish them to you, sir. 

Senator Eitienper. All right. 

What is your suggestion as to Jackson lock and dam? 
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(jeneral IrscuneR. The question was, sir, whether we could eco- 
nomically spend $1 million. We could actually use a total of $750,000 
economically during fiscal year 1957. 

Senator iLLENDER. $750,000, and that would be for actual con- 
struction ¢ 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. 

Senator Extenper. And the project has sufficiently advanced to per- 
mit you to spend that amount ? 

General Ivscuner. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Extenper. All right. 

Now, the next is what / 

General Irscuner. I might say that the amount of construction 
would be rather minor. It is access roads, and that sort of thing, plus 
real-estate acquisition. 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate___- i ee , $23, 600, 000 
Total appropriation to date - : 159, 000 
Amount that could be expended in fiscal year 1957 i ak eo 750,000 


{uthorization—Section 6, 1909 River and Harbor Act. 

Location and description. Jackson lock and dam is to be located in Clarke 
and Choctaw Counties, Ala., approximately 120 miles above Mobile on the 
Tombigbee River. The project will replace existing docks and dams Nos. 1, 2 and 
3 with a modern structure having a lock chamber 110 feet wide by 600 feet long, 
and a maximum lift of 34 feet. Some supplemental channel dredging will also be 
required to provide project depth. 

Proposed operations.—The amount of $750,000 could be used for acquiring 
necessary lands for the construction area and the access road; and to construct 
the access road and initiate excavation for the lock. 

Justification—Jackson lock and dam will replace 3 obsolete locks and dams 
which have been in service from 41 to 47 years. It will eliminate the multiple 
lockages now required and considerably reduce the time of travel, consequently 
reducing the cost of navigating this reach of the river. The waterway is an im- 
portant transportation artery which connects industrial and mining centers of 
Alabama with the seaport at Mobile and the Intracoastal Waterway. The water- 
Way uniquely serves the needs of both the producers and the consumers of the 
South, with iron ore moving through the port of Mobile to the steel mills of 
Birmingham and steel products from Birmingham moving to shipyards and 
other industries at Mobile and along the gulf coast. The benefit to cost ratio is 
151 to 1. 


MOBILE HARBOR, ALA. 


Senator ELLENDER. Yes, sir. Now, the Mobile Harbor is in for the 
full amount of construction funds, and of course you recommend 
that ? 

(reneral IrscHNER. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLenper. That. is $2,543,000 ? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLenNpeR. General, I want to say this, that in looking down 
on this table, whenever we have a budget estimate and the request 
from witnesses is the same as the request made, why we will just pass 
those over because I presume that in all cases where you have made 
your request, that is, your budget request, that you would say that that 
amount of money should be appropriated ¢ 

General Irscuner. That is correct, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. So we will go over those. 
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ARIZONA PROJECTS 


In Arizona there are two projects. The planning is $125,000 fop 
Whitlow Ranch Reservoir. The House allowed $125,000 and the 
budget estimate for 1957 is $100,000. You can use the entire amount? 

General Irscuner. Colonel Penney ? 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir; we can use the $125,000. 

Senator ELLenper. That is $25,000 above the estimate ? 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. 

Senator Extenper. All right. Any time you gentlemen desire to 
ask questions, just do so. 


ARKANSAS RIVER PROJECTS 


The next is Arkansas. Here I note, for Arkansas River and tribu- 
taries, Arkansas and Oklahoma, emergency bank stabilization and 
channel rectification. 

The budget estimate for that, for continuation of that project, is 
$3 million. The House has allowed that sum but outside witnesses 
have asked for an additional sum of $2,850,000, that is, to make the 
total for that work $5,850,000 for this year. 

Will you tell us how much could be used? Could you use all of 
that, or exactly how much of that additional amount could you use 

Colonel Auten. We feel, sir, that the $3 million comprises our 
capability for any 1 year on this particular program. Our program 
for the last 2 years has been falling behind from the standpoint of 
expenditures, 

You will note from the record we have not been properly able to 
expend or obligate the funds appropriated thus far. Some “ ‘the 
work is going on from the savings so we are able to include in the pro- 
gram more work than we originally had contemplated. 

We feel that $3 million is the proper rate for this program. 

Senator Erienper. All right. In that connection, were you able to 
spend all of the money that we appropriated for you last year? 

Colonel ALLEN. No, sir. We will carry over some money that was 
appropriated into 1957. 

Senator Ettenprer. Were you able to do more work with the money 
that we gave you last year than you antic ips ated ? 

Coolnel Aten. In 1955 and 1956; yes, sir. 

Senator Exrenper. And you expect the same thing to happen this 
year ? 

Colonel Atten. We are hopeful. 

Senator EL.tenper. So that is your reason for stating that $3 million 
will be sufficient ? 

Colonel AtLen. Yes, sir. 

Colonel Eittenper. All right. 


BEAVER RESERVOIR, ARK. 


Now, the Beaver Reservoir. There was no budget estimate for 
that project. The cost is $46,700,000 and we have spent to date $25,- 
000, I presume for planning, and $100,000 is being asked for 1957 
for planning. Will you tell us about that project, General ? 

General Irscuner. Major Garrett? 
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Major Garretr. We feel we would economically use $250,000 for 
preconstruct ion planning. 

Senator Munpbt. That is what the House allowed ? 

Senator ELLENDER. $250,000 ? 

Major Garrett. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELtenper. Is this $250,000 exclusively for planning, Major? 

Major Garretr. Yes, sir. 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate * $46, 700, 000 
Total appropriations to date 25, 000 
Reasonable amount that could be expended during fiscal year 1957_ 250, 000 

Reflects the estimate prepared on the basis of the plan presented in the survey docu- 
ment utilizing July 1955 prices. 

{uthorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Location and description.—The dam site is 609 miles upstream from the con- 
fluence of the White River with the Mississippi River, 80 miles upstream from 
Table Rock Dam, and 30 miles northeast of Fayetteville, Ark. The dam will be 
a concrete gravity type structure across the main part of the valley, with a rolled- 
fill earth section on the left abutment. The project will provide for construction 
of a powerhouse at the base of the dam. The size of the power installation is 
currently under review. 

Proposed operations.—The $250,000 for fiscal year 1957 would be applied to 
continuing preconstruction planning. 

Justification.—Beaver Reservoir, as an integral unit of the system of 9 reser- 
yoirs in the White River Basin authorized for flood control and other purposes, 
is planned to operate in tandem with the Table Rock and Bull Shoals Reservoirs, 
all 8 acting as a single reservoir in storing floodwaters on upper White River 
intil releases could be made as the flood receded. Beaver Reservoir will have 
about 308,000 acre-feet of flood-storage capacity, or 9 percent of the total in 
the 3 projects. This tandem group of 3, when operated in the 9- 
reservoir system, would account for about half the flood losses prevented along 
White River between Bull Shoals Dam and the mouth of White River, and for 
reductions of flood crests from 1 to 7 feet, resulting in annual protection from 
overflow of an average of 31,000 acres of cleared land. In conjunction with Table 
Rock Reservoir, Beaver Reservoir would provide protection in the upper White 
River Valley to the towns of Hollister and Branson, and to improvements along 
Lake Taneycomo. The project would also function in the White River system to 
as in controlling major floods on the lower Mississippi River. The lake 

ed by the project will have a high public use value because of its location in 
he Ozark Mountains within easy reach of Tulsa, Kansas City, St. Louis, Mem- 
phis, and Little Rock, 

The project as contemplated in the survey document would provide 64,000 kilo- 

f dependable capacity. However, the final size of the power installation 
iscurrently under consideration. Although studies thus far made show economic 
justification, a benefit-to-cost ratio for this project is not now available pending 
final determination of the optimum power installation. In addition to the hydro- 
el ‘ power to be provided at the Beaver station, the operation of the project 
will also increase the dependable capacity of the downstream Table Rock and 
Bull Shoals projects with a slight increase in energy at the Ozark Beach plant 
(privately owned ). 


CALION, ARK., PROJECT 


Senator ELtenprer. Now, the Calion project. 

The House allowed $400,000 and outside witnesses before this com- 
mittee asked for $200,000 more for construction. 

What is your view as to that? 

General Irscuner. Four hundred thousand dollars, sir, is all that we 


can economically use during fiscal year 1957. The total cost of the 
project is $600,000. 
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Senator ELLeENpER. So that you could not complete it if you had the 
money ? 

General IrscHner. No, sir; not in fiscal year 1957. We would an- 
ticipate that we would complet e it early in fiscal year 195s. 

Senator ELtenper. That is one of the House projects that does not 
have any budget estimate ? 

General I7scHNEr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Extenper. And they allowed $400,000. 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate_____-_ ere a 
En aT UE ORNS 0 NO nai i ec main om geeimee win aie 40, 000 
Amount that could be expended during fiscal year 1957__----_------_-- 400, 000 


Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 

Location and description.—The Calion project is located between mile 306 and 
308 on the right bank of the Ouachita River in Union County, Ark. The project 
provides for construction of 2.9 miles of levee, a floodgate and pumping plant 
for discharge of interior runoff during high stages on the Ouachita River and 
au spillway to pass runoff in excess of the design flood. 

Proposed operations.—The $400,000 for fiscal year 1957 would be used 
initiate construction. The work would be advertised in September 1956, con- 
struction started in October 1956 and completed in fiscal year 1958. 

Justification.—The town of Calion, Ark., is subject to flooding from high water 
on the Ouachita River on the average of once every 2 years. The duration of 
these floods average 14 days (a maximum of 29 days in 1945), and the activities 
of the entire town are seriously disrupted. The residents of the town are forced 
to evacuate their homes and places of business. Severe damage is inflicted on 
real and personal property as well as various types of merchandise. The benefit- 
to-cost ratio is 1.33 to 1. 


DARDANELLE LOCK AND DAM 


Senator Ex.tenper. All right. 

The Dardanelle lock and dam. This project is estimated to cost 
$94,600,000. We have spent to date $701,000, the Corps of Engineers 
have asked for construction funds to the amount of $500,000, the House 
has abided by your request or provided for it. 

[ presume you could easily spend that sum / 

Major Garrerr. Yes, sir; $500,000. 

Senator ELLtenper. That is the total amount asked. 

Could you spend any more than that / 

Major Garrerr. No, sir; we feel that $500,000 is adequate to con- 
tinue that project. 


ARKANSAS RIVER COMPREHENSIVE DEVELOPMENT PROJECT 


The project for the improvement of the Arkansas River for navigation, flood 
control, hydroelectric power, and related multiple-purpose development was ap- 
proved by Congress in the River and Harbor Act of 1946, as recommended by the 
Chief of Engineers in his report dated September 20, 1945, and modified in 
subsequent acts. 

The authorized project is a large one for the improvement of the Arkansas 
River and its tributaries by the construction of dams and channels to serve 
navigation, afford additional flood control, produce hydroelectric power, and 
provide related benefits, such as recreation and wildlife propagation. 

The navigation project consists of a 9-fvot navigation channel up the Arkansas 
River from its confluence with the Mississippi River to the mouth of the 
Verdigris River in Oklahoma, a distance of 460 miles, and thence up the 
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Verdigris 52 miles to the town of Catoosa, Okla. Catoosa is only 12 miles from 
Tylsa and would serve as the river port for fhat important city. 

The Arkansas in its natural condition is completely unsuited for continuous 
navigation because of its extremely low flow during dry periods and because of 
the heavy load of sediment which it carries and deposits in the form of obstruc- 
tive bars. In recognition of these characteristics, the project was designed 
with three large reservoirs, Oologah, Keystone, and Eufaula, all in Oklahoma. 
The first of these, Oologah, is located on the Verdigris River a short distance 
above the planned head of navigation. It will store water for the purpose 
of augmenting the flow of the Verdigris and Arkansas Rivers during dry periods. 
It also produces substantial flood control and water supply benefits, the city 
of Tulsa having already agreed to pay for a large amount of the available water 
supply storage. Oologah Dam is justified by its flood control and water supply 
henefits alone, and its construction, which was started in 1950, is being resumed 
during the current fiscal year, 

Keystone Dam, on the Arkansas River a short distance above Tulsa, and 
Eufaula Dam on the Canadian River near its mouth in the Arkansas River, 
serve to store water for release during low flow periods and to trap the large 
amount of settlement carried by the Arkansas and Canadian Rivers. They also 
provide significant flood-control storage, and the installation of power at Eufaula 
Dam is considered to be justified. 

The river above Pine Bluff, Ark., would be improved by four large locks and 
dams in the upper portion of the Arkansas River. These are Dardanelle and 
Qzark locks and dams in Arkansas, and Short Mountain and Webber Falls 
locks and dams in Oklahoma, The installation of power appears justified at 
two of these, Dardanelle and Short Mountain Dams. The remainder of the 
Arkansas River above Pine Bluff would have 10 smaller locks and dams, and 
the Verdigris would have 3. Between Pine Bluff and the Mississippi, the 
authorized plan provides for 3 smaller locks and dams and a dam on the 
Arkansas, a canal with a lock to cut across country to the White River, and 
2 locks and dams and a dam on the White River. However, it now appears 
that a lateral canal on the north bank of the Arkansas River from Pine Bluff 
to the Mississippi would be a preferable solution, requiring a dam just 
downstream from Pine Bluff on the Arkansas River, and 1 on the White River, 
and probably 5 locks. Bank protection of the Arkansas River would be included 
in the project from the Mississippi to Short Mountain Dam. 

In addition to the features already described, the authorized project includes 
the installation of power at Oologah, Keystone, Ozark, and Webbers Falls Dams, 
but under the revised criteria currently in effect power at these projects would 
not be justified and therefore construction of power facilities at this time is 
not contemplated. 

The Arkansas River navigation project is an extensive development, estimated 
to cost $1,100 million for the reduced project without power at some sites and 
$1,250 million for the larger project which was authorized, including projects 
now under construction. 

The President stated in his budget message this year: 

“Funds were added by the Congress to the 1956 budget to begin construction of 
Eufaula Reservoir and Dardanelle lock and dam. This would, in effect, commit 
the Federal Government to a cost of over $1 billion for the development of the 
Arkansas River for navigation, since the major benefits from these two structures 
would not be realized until the entire navigation development is completed. I 
regard the development of the Arkansas River for navigation as not being 
of sufficiently high priority at this time to justify this large financial commitment. 
Therefore, I am not requesting funds for continuation of work on these two 
structures.” 

In view of the President’s statement, it is appropriate that the committee 
should have for its consideration the facts pertaining to the project. They are: 

(1) The program will take about 15 years to complete. 

(b) Funds requirements during this period will average over $70 million per 
year and exceed $100 million in peak years. 

(c) A large proportion of the navigation benefits of the project will be realized 
only when the entire project is completed. 

(d) Except for Oologah Dam and bank stablization on the Arkansas River the 
Segments of the project are justified only if the entire project is completed, al- 
though Keystone and Eufaula Dams independently will produce substantial 
flood-control benefits. 
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(e) The entire project is justified with a 1.19 to 1 ratio by estimating $495 
million average annual navigation benefits, which amount represents 63 percept 
of the assumed total benefits. This is the amount used in the corps’ reevaluation 
study which resulted in removing the project from the deferred-for-rest idy 
category. A benefit-cost ratio of 1 to 1 would result from using $30.7 mil! On 
average annual navigation benefits. 

The justification of the entire project, except for Oologah Dam and bank 
erosion protection, depends upon the validity of the estimate of navigation bene. 
fits. It is extremely difficult to estimate the amount of traffic the river wil] SUp- 
port during the development period, which will start 15 years from now, anq 
thereafter through the assumed 50-year economic life of the project. The areg 
will grow greatly as the Nation grows, and because of the fact that large portions 
of it are presently relatively undeveloped, the long-term growth in an ex anding 
economy will exceed the average in the United States. After carefully consid. 
ering the estimates of experts, the Chief of Engineers has assumed that 13 million 
tons is a proper average annual amount of commerce. This figure compares with 
the following actual tonnages on existing waterways, exclusive of corps traffic: 


{In millions] 








Tons of | 
traffic | 


(1955) 


Ohio River 

Lower Mississippi River (barge only) 
Upper Mississippi River 

Ilinois River 

Gulf Intracoastal 

Missouri River 


1 Not available. 
2 By 1980. 


Missouri River is included in the above table because it more nearly resembles 
the Arkansas than any other waterway listed, although there are major dif- 
ferences in the types of cargoes anticipated. For instance, the Missouri Basin 
produces very limited quantities of petroleum and no coal. It should be rev 
nized that the Missouri River is still in the construction stage and reliable 
depths below Kansas City have been only 6.5 feet as compared to a project depth 
of 9 feet. In spite of this handicap, commercial traffic increased 40 percent 
in 1955, and continued rapid increase in traffic anticipated. 

The nature of traffic on the Arkansas was estimated to be, in millions of 
tons per year: 


Petroleum products_- 8.81 Mour and feed... ........ 
Iron and steel products : Less-than-barge lots--___---~- 


I oS cast tiie s 
Wheat 


The known and proven petroleum reserves in Oklahoma and surrounding 
areas which are tributary to the navigation project on the Arkansas River 
have continued to increase year by year. In 1955 the known petroleum reserves 
in Oklahoma were greater than at any time previously. 

Eastern Oklahoma and western Arkansas coal reserves are extensive and 
the coal is of excellent quality. Production has been very small in recent 
years, probably because this coal is landlocked and not competitive with coal 
from other States having the benefit of water transportation. 

The average savings per ton of cargo is assumed to be $3.06. This figure 
was derived from extensive data on rail rates and experienced costs of operating 
barge lines. It compares satisfactorily with figures obtained from years 0 
operation of other waterways. 

There will undoubtedly be substantial recreational benefits derived from the 
conservation pools in the reservoirs that comprise the project. Thirteen exist- 
ing reservoirs in the general area had combined attendance of almost 8 million 
visitor-days in the last year of record. The Corps of Engineers recognize 
the value of recreational benefits, but ordinarily does not attempt to express 
them in monetary terms. 
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he Chief of Engineers recommended the construction of the Arkansas River 
ehensive development project in 1946 and upon a restudy reaffirmed its 
ention last year. 
the fiscal year 1956 appropriation bill for civil functions, Department of 
rmy, the Congress appropriated funds for the following unbudgeted proj- 
, the Arkansas comprehensive project: 


elle Dam, Ark... _.--. eae i bs _. $450, 000 
ey ae oa Tt . Oe __ 1, 000, 000 
a Dam, Okla a eee : . i . 450, 000 


ne Dam, Okla ENS eS ot 150, 000 


iled data for the Eufaula, Keystone, Dardannelle and Ozark projects, 
are units of the comprehensive plan of development for the Arkansas 
is as follows: 


EUFAULA RESERVOIR, OKLA. 
Summarized financial data 


gpnroven. momere! egtemnte. on ooh esse eck. _. $153, 000, 000 
ippropriations to date _____- NN a a aS 1, 400, 100 
int that could be expended during fiscal year Rea seaae 2, 000, 000 


horization.—1946 River and Harbor Act. 

yocation and description.—The project is located on the South Canadian River, 
“7 miles above its coniluence with the Arkansas River and 12 miles east 
faula, Okla. The plan provides for an earth-fill dam, a combined concrete 
ay and control works, and a powerhouse structure. 
posed operations.—The $2 million for fiscal year 1957 would be applied to 

land acquisition, initiating construction of highway and railroad re- 
cations, initiating and completing construction of the administration and 
tenance building and the access road to the dam site, and initiating construc- 

f first stage embankment and spillway excavation. 

Justification.—The Canadian River is one of the principal tributaries of the 
sas River and a principal contributor to the flood of May 1943, the maxi- 
flood of record in the lower Canadian and Arkansas River Valleys. The 

k discharge at the Eufaula Dam site was 281,000 cubic feet per second, com- 
| to the peak of 850,000 cubic feet per second on the Arkansas River at 
Buren, Ark. Eufaula Reservoir would have completely controlled this 

| at the dam site, thereby greatly reducing the magnitude of the flood on 
Arkansas River. Overflow areas that would be benefited from the flood 

| features of the project consist of 12,000 acres on the Canadian River 

nd over 800,000 acres of highly developed agricultural lands in the Arkansas 
Valley. The power development of three 30,000-kilowatt generating units 

d produce 380.6 million kilowatt-hours annually of electrical energy needed 

Southwest. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.19 to 1 for the entire develop- 
the Arkansas River Basin of which this project is a key unit. 


KEYSTONE RESERVOIR, OKLA. 
Summarized financial data 


approved Federal estimate__-_ ee eb $137, 000, 000 
appropriations to date ee en eee ae e 801, 300 
nable amount that could be expe nded during fise al j year 1957 1, 500, 000 


l\uthorization.—1946 River and Harbor Act. 

Location and description.—The project is located on the Arkansas River, 
ihout 5389 miles above its mouth and about 15 miles west of Tulsa, Okla. The 

in provides for an earth dam and an integral gate-controlled concrete spill- 
way, With a total length of 4,570 feet and a height of 121 feet, forming a reservoir 
of 1,879,000 acre-feet capacity primarily for flood-control storage. 

Proposed operations.—The $1,500,000 for fiscal year 1957 would be applied to 
initiate land acquisition and construction of railroad relocations, first stage 
embankment and spillway excavation, and access roads to the dam site. 

Justification—The Keystone Reservoir is a key unit in the comprehensive 
plan for flood control in the Arkansas River Valley. The project will provide 
essentially complete protection to the overflow areas in the Arkansas River 
Valley from the dam site to the mouth of the Verdigris River, and a lesser degree 
if protection to areas further downstream. This area totals over 868,000 acres 
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of highly developed agricultural land. Utilization includes the production of 
specialized truck crops in large areas near the populated centers of Tulsa and 
Muskogee, Okla., and Fort Smith and Van Buren, Ark. Flood damages resy)}t. 
ing from the maximum flood of May 1948 totaled nearly $20 million in the Arkap. 
sas River Valley. Estimated losses from a repetition of that flood, under pres. 
ent-day conditions of economic development and present-day prices, would he 
well over twice that amount. The city of Tulsa, Okla. has requested that ap 
allocation of 39,000 acre-feet of water supply storage be made in the reseryoir, 
and other towns in the area have indicated a desire for lesser amounts of water 
supply storage. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.19 to 1 for the entire Arkansas 
River system, of which this project is an integral unit. 


DARDANELLE LocK AND DAM, ARKANSAS River BAsIN, ARK. 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate 
Total appropriation to date____ 
Reasonable amount that could be expended in fiscal year 1957 


. O00, 000 
701, 000 
500, 000 

Authorization.—1946 River and Harbor Act. 

Location and description—tThe site of the dam is on the Arkansas River in 
Pope and Yell Counties, Ark., 5 miles southwest of Russellville, Ark. The 
project provides for a concrete gravity type dam, a navigation lock, and a power 
house which would contain four 30,000-kilowatt generating units. 

Proposed operations.—The amount of $500,000 will be used for continuation of 
advance engineering and design, for acquisition of lands for an access road and 
work areas, and for initiation of construction of the access road and service 
buildings. 

Justification —The Dardanelle lock and dam is a unit of the overall compre 
hensive plan of development of the lower Arkansas River Basin and provides 
for navigation and generation of hydroelectric power. The navigation plan for 
the Arkansas River will provide a dependable waterway for transportation 
of iron and steel products, general commerce, and will open commercial navi- 
gition to one of the most important regions in the United States for the pro- 
duction, processing, and shipment of petroleum and its products. Many exist- 
ing industries are being relocated and numerous new industries are being estab- 
lished in the tributary area. The power-generating capacity of the Dardanelle 
lock and dam will total 120,000 kilowatts, all of which would be installed ini- 
tially. All of the energy to be generated at this project can be economically 
absorbed by the Southwest power pool system and used in this area. The 
benefit-to-cost ratio for the multiple-purpose plan for the lower Arkansas River 
3asin is 1.19 to 1.0. 


OzaRK LocK AND DAM, ARKANSAS RIVER BASIN, ARK. 
Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate__-__ __. $31, 300, 000 
Total appropriation to date sae casin Secteatinc : None 
Amount that could be expended in fiscal year 1957 None 


Authorization.—1946 River and Harbor Act. 

Location and description.—The site of the dam is on the Arkansas River in 
Franklin County, Ark., 9 miles upstream from the town of Ozark, Ark. The 
project provides for a concrete and earthfill dam, a navigation lock, and a powe! 
house which would contain four 6,000-kilowatt generating units. Construction 
of the power generating capacity is deferred initially and the cost thereof is not 
included in the above estimate. 

Proposed operations.—None. It is considered advisable that construction of 
the upstream silt-retaining reservoirs, Keystone and Bufaula, and the Darda- 
nelle lock and dam be initiated prior to initiation of advance engineering and 
design on Ozark lock and dam. 

Justification.—The Ozark lock and dam is a unit of the overall compresensive 
plan of development of the lower Arkansas River Basin and provides for naviga- 
tion and generation of hydroelectric power. The navigation plan for the 
Arkansas River will provide a dependable waterway for transportation of iron 
and steel products and general commerce and will open commercial navigation 
to one of the most important regions in the United States for the production, 
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processing, and shipment of petroleum and its products. Many existing indus- 
tries are being relocated and numerous new industries are being established in 
the tributary area. The benefit-to-cost ratio for the multiple-purpose plan for 
the lower Arkansas River Basin is 1.19 to 1.0. 


DE GRAY RESERVOIR, ARK. 


Senator Extenper. All right. 

De Gray Reservoir: The total cost of that project is $26,900,000. 
We have spent so far $70,000 and there is a request for an additional 
sum of $20,000 for planning. 

What have you to say about that project in justification of it? 

Major GARRETT. Sir. there has been a recent interest. in water supply 
for the De Gray Reservoir. We could use the $20,000 for planning 
to develop the water supply features of the project. 

Senator ELtenper. When you say “develop” it, is that request from 
local communities 4 

Major Garrerr. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENpDER. How many communities are there in that area 
that would assist or who would be interested in the erection of that 
project ¢ 

Major Garrerr. I do not have that information with me here, sir. 
Could I supply that for the record ? 

Senator ELLeENDER. Would you supply it for the record so that we 
can use that as a basis if we intend to put in the $20,000? 

Major Garretr. All right, sir. 

(The information referred to follows :) 


The communities involved are as follows: Arkadelphia, Ark.; Reynolds Metal 
Co. at Arkadelphia ; Gordon, Ark.; Prescott, Ark. ; Hope, Ark; Magnolia, Ark. ; 
Fl Dorado, Ark.; Camden, Ark.; and International Paper Co. near Camden. 


Senator Extenper. Is that all you could spend ? 
Major Garrett. Yes, sir; $20,000. 
Senator ELtenper. All right. 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate * $26, 900, 000 

Total appropriations to date ; 70, 000 

Amount that could be expended during fiscal year 1957 20, 000 
Based on July 1954 prices. 


{uthorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 

Location and description—The De Gray Reservoir is to be located 8 miles 
above the confluence of the Caddo River with the Ouachita River, in Hot Spring 
and Clark Counties, Ark., approximately 10 miles north of the town of Arka- 
delphia. The project described in the survey document provides for an earth 
dam approximately 216 feet high and 9,700 feet long to form a reservoir of 
670,000 acre-feet for flood control, hydroelectric power, and related purposes. 

Proposed operations.—The project is being restudied in the light of current 
conditions and prices, with funds in the amount of $70,000 appropriated for fiscal 
year 1956. That study is presently confined to an analysis of benefits from power, 
flood control, recreation, and land use as contemplated by the survey document. 
An analysis for providing storage for water supply and pollution abatement has 
been requested by local interests for which they have indicated willingness to 
assume costs, and this study may be a deciding factor in the overall economic 
justification of the project. The $20,000 for fiscal year 1957 would be applied 
to Studying the feasibility of providing reservoir storage for municipal and indus- 
trial water supply and pollution abatement. 

75008—56—pt. 2——-78 
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Justification—The project is carried in a “deferred for restudy” category, 
As stated above a restudy of economic justification is now underway. It now 
appears that an adequate restudy should include an analysis of providing storage 
for water supply and pollution abatement for which funds could be utilized jp 
fiscal year 1957. 

GREERS FERRY RESERVOIR, ARK. 


Next is Greers Ferry Reservoir. The cost of that project is $49. 
200,000. You spent so far $390,000. The House has allowed, on 
account of construction, $180,000 and a request has been made for a 
total of $750,000 by outside witnesses. 

What are your views? 

Major Garrett. Sir, we feel we could profitably utilize $750,000 
for this project. It will take an additional $109,000 to complete 
the preconstruction planning. 

Senator ELLeNpEr. You mean in addition to the $750,000? 

Major Garrett. The $109,000 for preconstruction planning is in- 
cluded in the $750,000 which we could economically use in fiscal year 
1957. 

Senator Extenper. What is the least amount of planning funds that 
you could request so as to be ready next year to continue planning 
and start construction, if necessary 

Major Garrerr. The amount required to complete preconstruction 
planning is $109,800. 

Senator ELLENpER. You are being given $180,000 ? 

Major Garrerr. That will complete the preconstruction planning. 

Senator ELLtenper. So that any additional sum over and above the 
$180,000 you could apply to construction ? 

Major Garrett. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpr. Let me ask you why nothing shows up in this 
column “Corps of Engineers estimate, 1957.” It does not look as 
though you asked for anything. 

Major Garrerr. No, sir; we did not. At the time our budget esti 
mate was prepared and submitted to the Bureau of the Budget, this 
project was being reanalyzed. This economic reanalysis of the proj- 
ect was not completed until April of this year. 

Senator Exienper. This is another project in which the House 
added funds without a budget estimate? 

Major Garretr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpr. In fact, this was never submitted to the Budget 
Bureau ? 

Major Garretr. No, sir. 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate . * $48, 700, 000 

Total appropriations to date_ 390, 200 

Reasonable amount that could be expended during fiscal year 1957__ 750, 000 
1 Reflects current estimate based on prices expected to prevail July 1956. 


Authorization. —1938 and 1954 Flood Control Acts. 

Location and desc ion. ‘t is Little Red River, a tributary 
of the White River, 3 miles northeast of Heber Springs, Ark., and 55 miles north 
of. Little Rock, Ark. At the time of authorization, the project plan proposed a 
conerete gravity-type structure. Subsequent detailed studies disclosed the nec- 
essity for shifting the axis of the dam upstream to obtain more suitable founda- 
tion conditions. At the new site, it is planned to construct, at materially less 





PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 2585 


ost than a concrete dam an embankment-type dam, about 1,700 feet long, with 
ervious rolled-filled earth core within an earth and rock structure. Based 
tudies performed in conjunction with the Federal Power Commission, it has 
heen determined that three units of 32,000 kilowatts each should be constructed 
illv in lieu of two units as originally contemplated. 
Propose d operations.—The $750,000 for fiscal year 1957 would be applied to 
pletion of preconstruction planning and initiation of construction to include 
the 2 quisition of lands and the construction of a access road and construction 
facilities. 
Justification—The Greers Ferry Reservoir will regulate flows from 1,147 
yvare miles of drainage area of the Little Red River, one of the larger con- 
tors of flood flows to the White River. The project will eliminate most 
the present flooding of the Little Red River between the dam site and Searcy, 
and will annually protect about 3,500 cleared and 3,800 wooded areas, 
flood crests at Searey reduced an average of about 7 feet. Along the 
ite River downstream from the mouth of Little Red River, the project will 
ually protect about 3,900 cleared and 11,800 wooded areas. When operated 
the integrated system of 9 reservoirs authorized for flood control and other 
ses in the White River Basin and to assist in controlling major floods 
the lower Mississippi River, the project would prevent about 18 percent of the 
i losses along the White River below the mouth of the Little Red River. 
iximum flood of record overflowed 886,000 acres below the dam site along 
Little Red River and the White River. In this flood plain, 26,000 residents 
and about 2S miles of Federal highways and 48 miles of railroad will receive 
e flood protection from the project. Power produced will be fed into the 
terconnected system serving a wide region. The reservoir at power pool level 
| form a scenic lake of about 50 square miles in area, available for public 
and within easy reach of Tulsa, St. Louis, Memphis, and Little Rock. 
ease of water during power generation would improve flows during the 
y season for various water supply needs. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.1 to 1 
rch 1956). 


MCKINNEY BAYOU AND BARKMAN CREEK, ARK, AND TEX, 


Senator Ertenper. All right. 

Next is McKinney Bayou and Barkman Creek in Arkansas. The 
House has provided $25,000 for planning and that amount has been 
asked by outside witnesses, 

| presume you could use that amount? 

Colonel Penney. $25,000; yes, sir. 

Senator ELLeNpeER. Is that sufficient ? 

Colonel Penney. That is the amount that we could economically 


ise 
{ 


Summarized financial data 


| approved Federal estimate___ 
RU TOTINTAOUE TO GCE os i et re _ 0 
unt that could be expended during fiscal year 1957_ 25, 000 


sala a Th ‘ ‘ $1, 050, 000 


\uthorization.—Public Law 218, 84th Congress, 1st session, approved August 
1955 


Location and description.—The project is located in the Red River Basin nerth 


nd east of Texarkana, Ark., and Tex., and provides for the construction of 


and channel improvement of McKinney Bayou and Barkman Creek, a 
ibutary thereof. 

Proposed operations.—The $25,000 for fiscal 1957 will be applied to the 
initiation and completion of preconstruction planning during which time it is 
expected that assurances of local cooperation will be firmed up. 

Justification—The project will provide flood protection for about 26,000 
acres of cropland along McKinney Bayou and 4,000 acres along Barkman Creek. 
"he benefit-to-cost ratio is 2.4 to 1. 
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MURFREESBORO RESERVOIR 


Senator ELLeENpER. Now, in the Murfreesboro Reservoir, $30,000) 
has been asked for planning, and I notice that the House has not 
added anything to that but outside witnesses have suggested $30,000, 
What is the stor y on that one? 

General, will you put in the record your views? 

General Irsciiner. That project has been deferred for restudy and 
any amount used would be to restudy the project. 

Senator Exvtenper. I see. Will you put that in the record when 
you come to it? 

General IrscHner. Yes, sir. 

(The information referred to is as follows :) 

The amount of $30,000 is included in the budget request for restudy of the 


Murfreesboro Reservoir to determine whether it is economically justified. With 
this amount the restudy will be completed. 


OUACHITA AND BLACK RIVERS, ARK, 


Senator ELLeNpER. Now, the Ouachita and Black Rivers, Ark.. | 
notice the House allowed $130,000 and outside witnesses have asked fo: 
that, so that you can safely use that amount. 


OZARK LOCK AND DAM 


The Ozark lock and dam: This project would cost $31,300,000 and we 
have had a request for $300,000 for planning. 

What is the score on that project ? 

(The justification was inserted at p. 2582.) 

General Irscuner. The Ozark project is part of the Arkansas Rive: 
comprehensive plan. With the work that we have or will have under- 
way next year on Dardanelle, Eufaula, and planning for Keystone 
and Oologah Dams, we feel that this project cannot be put under 
design until a subsequent year. 

Senator ELLENDER. So you would not recommend the $300,000 ? 

General Irscuner. No, sir. 


RED RIVER LEVEES AND STABILIZATION 


Senator ELLenper. Red River levees and stabilization below Deni 
son Dam. 

As you know, General, this project has been lagging for quite sone 
time. We have been asking every year for a wood “des ul more than the 
vs saw fit to permit us to have, and the budget this year has allowed 

$500,000 as against $525,000 last year, and there has been a request 
made for $1 million, or $500,000 additional. 

Will you tell us whether or not you could use that whole sum or any 
apprec iable portion of the additional amount 

Colonel Penney. Sir, we feel that we could use one hundred fifty 
to two hundred thousand dollars additional. 

Senator ELLeEnpER. More than the $500,000 ? 
C olonel Penney. Yes, sir. 
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WALNUT BAYOU, ARK. 


Senator ELLENpDER. Walnut Bayou. We have been asked for $25,000 
for planning. 

Colonel DaLrymrpie. We feel we could economically use $25,000 in 
the next fiscal year to initiate planning there, sir. 

Senator Munpr. Let me ask you the same question on that one. 

[ presume the answer is a different one as to why you did not make 
a request of the Budget Bureau for that amount ? 

Colonel Penney. We were not able to include it, sir, within the 
overall amount that we were limited to. 

Senator Munpr. It was not because you did not know the project 
was there? 

General Irscuner. We are quite aware of the need for the project 
and the desire of the local people that it be constructed, but we did not 
feel we could get within the budget ceiling for this year. 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate__ 
Total appropriations to date____- 
Amount that could be expended during fiscal year 1957 

{uthorization—Public Law 218, 84th Congress, Ist session, approved August 
8, 1955. 

Location and description. Walnut Bayou is a left-bank tributary of Red River, 
located in Little River County, Ark. The work consists of clearing and enlarging 
the channel of Walnut Bayou from the Arkansas-Oklahoma State, line down- 
stream to mile 7, and diverting the stream into Red River at that point. The 
improved channel would be about 19.2 miles long. 

Proposed operations.—The $25,000 for fiscal year 1957 would be applied to 
initiation and substantial completion of preconstruction planning. 

Justification.—The clearing and enlarging of the Walnut Bayou Channel will 
provide much-needed flood protection to 15,800 acres of agricultural lands and 
to numerous county highways and roads now subject te inundation. The benefit- 


to-cost ration is 1 to 1. 

Senator ELLENpER. I presume that that applies to all of these 
projects in which there are no budget estimates, at least a good many 
of them ? 

General ItscuHNer. Almost all of them, unless there is a special 
reason such as Greers Ferry. 

Senator ELLENDER. You were given so much money to spend for 
planning and for construction, and you looked over all the projects 
and apportioned them in proportion to what you think ought to be 
spent for each project ? 

General IrscHNER. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Munpr. I think they should explain the reason each time 
because it is not necessarily the same in each instance. Sometimes 
local interests come in and suggest $1 million may be spent and the 
Army engineers are not ready to use it, as they demonstrated in some 


Cases, 


Where they have failed to ask the budget for the money, where 
either it is not within the budget ceiling or they are not ready to 
proceed, it would help if they would let us know the full story. 

Senator ELLenper. Senator, that is why I am going over each of 
the projects. 
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Senator Munpr. I mean if they would include that in their answe 
General ItscHNER. We will endeavor to do that. 


AMERICAN RIVER LEVEES 


Senator ELienDer. American River levees, $400,000 more is being 
asked over and above the budget estimate. 

What have you to say about that one? 

Colonel Penney. Mr. Chairman, the budget estimate is $400,009, 
We could not use the whole additional $400,000. We feel that we 
could use an additional $300,000. 

Senator ELttenper. Make it $700,000 altogether ? 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELtenper. All right. 


BLACK BUTTE RESERVOIR 


The Black Butte Reservoir. The amount asked for planning is 
$150,000 and the budget allowed $125,000. Could you use the extra 
$25,000 there ? 

Colonel PeEnnEy. No, sir; we feel that the $125,000 is about all that 
we could use, sir. 

Senator Eiuenper. All right. 


CARBON CANYON DAM AND CHANNEL 


Carbon Canyon Dam and Channel. I notice that there has been 
asked $1 million for construction and the budget allowed $59,000 for 
planning. 

Are you able to proceed with the construction as to that. project ? 

( ‘olonel PENNEY. . es, sir; we feel that we could use economically 
$500,000 in fiseal 1957 

Senator Fuso. Half of the request ¢ 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. 


CRESCENT CITY IfARBOR 


Senator ELtenper. Crescent City Harbor. The House has allowed 
the budget estimate and you can use that ? 
Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir. 


DEVIL EAST TWIN, WARM, AND LYTTLE CREEKS 


Senator Extenper. Devil East Twin, Warm, and Lyttle Creeks. 
The budget estimate for construction, $1,150,000, and outsiders have 
asked for $2 million. 

Colonel Penney. Sir, that is all that we feel we can use, $1,150,100. 

Senator ELLtenper. You could not use any more than that ? 

Colonel Penney. No, sir. 


HALF MOON BAY HARBOR 


Senator ELLenprer. Now, the Half Moon Bay Harbor. The House 
has given the budget estimate. 
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HOGAN RESERVOIR 


Next is Hogan Reservoir, wherein the House has provided for 
993,000 for planning and $300,000 is asked for. 

Colonel Penney. Sir, the $293,000 will complete the preconstruc- 
tion planning, and that is all we feel we can do. 

Senator ELLENDER. That is all you need. 


Los ANGELES County DratnaGE AREA PROJECTS 


Now the next is the Los Angeles County drainage area, in which the 
House has allowed $16,500,000, and the budget estimate is for that 
amount, and outsiders have asked for a total of $23,356,500. 

Colonel Penney. Sir, we feel that we could economically use an 
additional $2 million. 

Senator Ertenper. All right. 


MIDDLE CREEK PROJECT 


I notice here the Middle Creek project. The budget estimate for 
planning was $70,000, the House allowed $270,000 for planning, and 
outsiders have asked for $70,000. 

(Juite a difference there. What isthe story on that? 

Colonel Penney. The cost of preconstruction planning is $70,000, 

That is what was requested and that is all we can use. I believe 
hat is what the House allowed. 

Senator ELLeENDER. This must be an error in the table, table No. 6 
on page 2, because the column on planning, it is $270,000 for this 
project. 

Senator Munpr. I imagine that “2” should not be there. 

Senator ELLenper. So that all you could use would be $70,000? 

Colonel Penney. That is correct, sir. 


NEW MELONES RESERVOIR 


Senator ELLteNpER. Now the New Melones Reservoir. The amount 
owed by the budget for planning is $100,000 and the House allowed 
that, and outside witnesses have asked for $500,000. 

What about that project ? 

Colonel Penney. Mr. Chairman, the $100,000 would be used for 
preconstruction planning and it is necessary on that project to prepare 
a report for the Public Works Committees as to the economic feasi- 
bility. We feel that the $100,000 would be suflicient for that. 

Senator ELtenper. That is all you could use ? 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. 

_ Senator ELLenper. Colonel, you understood that you will put a 
ee for each project in, because I do not want to go into 
caetail now. 


General Irscuner. Yes, sir, wherever they are not aJready in the 
TeX ord. : 


REDONDO BEACH HARBOR 


_ Senator Exrenper. The next project is Redondo Beach Harbor, 
in which the budget estimate was $1,500,000 and the House allowed 
that, and outside witnesses have asked for $3 million. 
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What do you say about that project 

Colonel ALLEN. I feel we could go to the $3 million on this project, 
Mr. Chairman. The major contract is underway. It is essentially 
a breakwater job. 

Senator ELtenprer. You could use that or anything additional to 
that economically ¢ 

Colonel ALLEN. We could use something additional to the $1,500, 
000 but I am not sure we could go to the full $3 million. 

Senator Extenper. All right. 


RIVERSIDE PROJECT 


Next we have Riverside. The budget estimate is $750,000 and the 
House allowed that amount, and outside witnesses have asked fo 
$250,000 more, a grand total of $1 million. 

Colonel Penney. Sir, we feel that the $750,000 represents all we 
can economically use. 

Senator Etitenper. All right. 


RUSSIAN RIVER RESERVOIR 


Next is Russian River Reservoir. They have asked for $100,0(4) 
more than the budget estimate. 

Colonel Penney. Sir, the amount that has been allowed is $2,150,000, 
and that represents our economical capability. We cannot use any 
additional funds. 

Senator ELLeNpEeR. You could not use more than what you have! 

Colonel Penney. No, sir. 


SACRAMENTO RIVER PROJECT 


Senator EL.tenprer. Now the next is the Sacramento River. The 
House allowed $3 million and the budget $3 million, and the outside 
witnesses have asked for $5 million. 

What have you to say about that one? 

Colonel Penney. We do not believe that we can use additional 
funds on that project, sir. 

Senator ELLtenper. Now, the Sacramento River, major and minor 
tributaries. The budget allowed $250,000 for construction, the House 
allowed that amount, and outside witnesses have asked for $1 million. 

Colonel Penney. We feel that $250,000 is our capability on that 
project, sir. 

Senator Extenper. You have asked for all you can use ? 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. 


SACRAMENTO RIVER DEEPWATER CHANNEL 


Senator Exitenper. Sacramento River deepwater channel. The 
Budget allowed $2,200,000, the House allowed that, and outside wit- 
nesses have a&ked for $6 million. 

Colonel ALLEN. That is too fast a rate, Mr. Chairman. We could 
go up to $4.2 million. 

Senator ELLENDER. $4.2 million is the limit? 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir. 

Senator Exrenper. All right. 
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SAN ANTONIO AND CHINO CREEKS 


Next is San Antonio and China Creeks. The House allows $2 
million, the Budget was $2 million, and the outside witnesses have 
asked for $3 million. 

Colonel PENNEY. We believe that the $2 million is sufficient, Mr. 
Chairman. 

SAN JOAQUIN RIVER PROJECT 


Senator ELvtenper. The next is the San Joaquin River, Stockton, 
deepwater channel, in which $450,000 was allowed, and the budget 
was for that, approved budget, and outside witnesses have asked for 
&?.760,000. 

How about that? 

Colonel Atten. The $450,000, Mr. Chairman, contemplates the 
initiation of bank revetment work on the San Joaquin River. That 
is the amount of money that we could spend in 1957 on that feature 
of the work. 

[I am not aware of what the features of the work were that the 
local interests requested, but the $450,000 is the amount that we 
could use on the bank revetment feature. 

Senator ELLenpeR. Would you kindly look into the testimony as 
to what the basis of the $2,760,000 was? 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELtenper. And put your views in as to whether the amount 
requested or for a portion thereof? 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLeNperR. Because I told the people that the committee 
would consider all these projects. 

(The information requested follows :) 


The request of local interests for $2,760,000 included the following: 


Levee protection work 


pee 5 : _.... $2, 075, 000 
Silting basin_- 


s a ae — = ‘ 600, 000 
Turning basin near Rough and Ready Island___- ; : * 85, 000 
‘Estimated cost at time of authorization. 


The Budget amount of $450,000 is the total that could be used in fiscal year 
1957 for levee protection. Additional funds in the amount of $116,000 could be 


used in fiscal year 1957 for providing the turning basin near Rough and Ready 
Island. 


SANTA CLARA RIVER PROJECT 


Next is Santa Clara River. The House allowed without a budget 
estimate $50,000, and outsiders have requested $135,000. Can you 
give us something on that one? 

Colonel Penney. Mr. Chairman, we feel that we could economically 
expend $50,000 in fiseal 1957. ; 

Senator ELLenper. Not more than what the House has allowed? 

Colonel Penney. That is correct, sir. 
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Summarized financial data 


Dotel mumpovel Peserel CstAAte ont tenga ee ngs = PO, 010; 000 
Total appropriations to date 0 
Amount that could be expended during fiscal year 1957 50, 000 


Authorization.—1948 Flood Control Act. 
Location and description.—The project is located along the Santa Clara River 
in Ventura County, Calif., and provides for a paved levee along the left side 
of the river from the west end of South Mountain to U. 8. Highway No. 10] 
bridge near Montalvo. 


Proposed operations.—The $50,000 in fiscal year 1957 will be applied to the 
initiation of planning. 

Justification.—The project is justified by the benefits that will result from 
the flood damages that will be prevented in the overflow area of lower Santa 
Clara River. Floods have caused serious damage along the lower Santa (Clara 
River. All classes of urban and agricultural property incuding important milj- 
tary installations, the main coastal route of the Southern Pacific system, and 
important arterial highways, are subject to damage from large floods and danger 
of loss of life is appreciable. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.5 to 1.0. 


SANTA MARIA RIVER PROJECT 


Senator E.Ltenper. What about Santa Maria River? They are 
asking, therefore, $50,000, with no budget estimate nor has the House 
put anything in. What could you do about that project ? 

General Irscuner. We could economically expend $50,000 on the 
Santa Maria project in fiscal 1957, sir. It would be for the initiation 
of planning. 

Senator Munpr. Let me ask you why you did not ask for that. 

General Irscuner. It was primarily, because there was some ques- 
tion about a Bureau of Reclamation project in the same area. 


Colonel Penney. That is correct, sir. This project was in an area 
that was not a flood affected area but also, it is tied in with the Vaquero 
Reservoir project of the Bureau of Reclamation. There has been 
recent indication that the Bureau intends to initiate that project, so 
we feel that it would be appropriate to initiate planning on these 
related protective works. 

We could use $50,000. 


Summarized financial data 


Dotal Approved: Medora) CeO sc 6 ek ns $10, 300, 000 
Total appropriation to date 
Amount that could be expended during fiscal year 1957 


Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Location and description.—The project is located in Santa Barbara and San 
Luis Obispo Counties, Calif., about 125 miles northwest of Los Angeles, and pro- 
vides for the construction of levees, and channel improvements along the Santa 
Maria River and Bradley Canyon, a tributary thereof. 

Proposed operations.—The $50,000 for fiscal year 1957 would be applied to the 
initiation of planning. 

Justification —Vaquero Reservoir (authorized for construction by the Bureau 
of Reclamation) and the Santa Maria Valley levee and channel improvements 
are coordinate parts of the overall plan for flood control and water conservation 
in Santa Maria Valley. Construction of the levee and channel improvements, 
together with Vaquero Reservoir, would prevent nearly all flood damage that 
would occur in Santa Maria Valley under existing conditions. Flood damage 
would be prevented to residential, commercial, and highly developed agric ultural 
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lands including the main business district of Santa Maria. A minor flood occur- 

ring in January 1952 caused damages of about $250,000 and stressed the ex- 
tremely hazardous flood condition of the Oso Flaco area, at the lower end of 
Santa Maria Valiey. In July 1953, a large fire occurred in the drainage area Poe 
the Santa Maria River affecting over 70,000 acres of land in the Los Padres Na- 
tional Forest and private land adjacent to the forest area. This fire, stated to be 
the largest to have occurred during the past 30 years, has further aggravated the 
flood problem by destroying the cover and thereby increasing the rate of runoff 
in Santa Maria Valley. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.86 to 1 (Vaquero Reservoir 
and Santa Maria River levees). 


STEWART CANYON 


Senator ELLenpeER. The next project is Stewart Canyon debris ba- 
sin, Calif. Request has been made to the committee for $30,000 plan- 
ning funds. Could you use this amount of money ? 

Colonel Penney. We could utilize $25,000 to resume the planning 
which would include a complete economic reanalysis. 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate *$1, 460, 000 
Total appropriations to date 
Amount that could be expended during fiscal year 1957 

1 July 1954 prices. 


{uthorization.—1944 Flood Control Act. 

Location and description.—The project is along Stewart Canyon, Wash., a trib- 
utary of the Ventura River, about 13 miles northeast of Ventura, Calif. The 
project consists of a debris basin at the mouth of Stewart Canyon and a concrete 
hannel extending from the debris basin through the city of Ojai to a natural 
channel near the southern limits of the city. 

Proposed operations.—The $25,000 for fiscal year 1957 would be applied to the 
resumption of planning which would include a complete economic reanalysis. 

Justification.—Construction of the Stewart Canyon debris basin would pro- 
ide protection to the city of Ojai, Calif., where major floods could result in large 
loss of life and damage to private property, highways, streets, and railroad facil- 
ities in a rapidly growing business and residential area. The benefit-to-cost ratio 
cannot be determined until completion of the economic reanalysis. 


SUCCESS RESERVOIR 


Senator Eittenper. Now the Success Reservoir. They have asked 
for only $10.000 more than the House allowed. 

Colonel Penney. Mr. Chairman, the $2,490,000 represents our 
capability for 1957. 

Senator Ex,enper. The full amount. 


TERMINUS RESERVOIR 


‘he Terminus Reservoir. The amount allowed by the House is 
eaten and that was the budget estimate, and outsiders have asked 
for $1 million. 

Colonel Penney. We feel, sir, that the $558,000 is about what we 
will be able to use in fiseal 1957. 
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EIGHT MILF RIVER 


Senator ELLENpER. Next is Connecticut. 

Senator Munpr. What kind of business is this Eight Mile River? 

There is nothing along the line to indicate that you have an est. 
mated Federal cost. 

Senator ELLenperR. That is under $150,000. That comes under that 
category, does it not, where you can proceed on your own ¢ 

Colonel Atten. That is in the category of the small authorized 
projects under $150,000. 

Senator ELLeNperR. Well, a request has been made from outside wii 
nesses for $57,000. 

Would that complete that project ? 

Colonel ALLEN. For Eight Mile River, sir? 

Senator ELLENDER. Yes. 

Is this a project in which you could proceed if you desired with the 
lump sum ? 

Colonel Anten. Yes, sir: Eight Mile River is included in the small 
authorized projects for accomplishment with the lump sum of % 
million. 

Senator Munpr. In other words, these with the figure “12” \ 
not have to go into because you have the lump sum ? 

Greneral Irscuner. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLenper. If we desire to raise the $2 million and we can 
do so, it will be that many more projects? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. 


Senator Eitenper. I think we have in the record from you, General, 
that you could use a little more than $2 million. 

General Irscirner. I think we can. 

Senator Erie nper. Whatever that is, we will consider that rather 
than the individual project. 


NORTH COVE AT OLD SAYBROOK 


Next ne is the North Cove at Old Saybrook. Request has bee: 
made for $373,000, which would complete this project. 

Colonel AtLEN. The North Cove at Old Saybrook is carried as 
estimated cost of $373,000. 

Senator ELtenper. Right. 

Colonel Aten. That was authorized in the 1945 Rivers and Ta 
bors Act and it was justified primarily as a harbor of refuge and im- 
proved anchorage facilities to small vessels. There was no benetit- 
to-cost ratio evaluated for that project when it was authorized. 

Senator Extenper. Well, request has been made for $373,000 to 
finish it. 

Colonel ALLEN. That amount could be used, sir, to complete the 
job. 

Senator Eitenper. How important is that project in contrast to 
the many projects that have been authorized, and for which we will 
prov ide money this year ? 

Colonel ALLEN. Well, it is hard to evaluate a, harbor of refuge. Mr. 
Chairman, because you cannot evaluate human life in dollars and 
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ceyts. When this was authorized in 1945, as I pointed out, there was 
no bene fit-to-cost ratio established. 

It is primarily a harbor of refuge for pleasure boats—and fisher- 
men inthe Long Island Sound area 

Senator ELLENDER. I see. 


CONNECTICUT RIVER BELOW HARTFORD, CONN., NORTH COVE AT OLD SAYBROOK 
Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate 
Total appropriation to date ees ce None 
Amount that could be expended in fisc al year 1957 iT 373, 000 


j\uthorization.—1945 River and Harbor Act. 

Location and description.—North Cove, in the town of Old Saybrook, is on 
the west side of the Connecticut River about 2 miles above the mouth. This 
modification provides for an anchorage area in North Cove of about 29 acres 
12 acres to be 11 feet deep and 17 acres to be 6 feet deep, connected with dee p 
water in the Connecticut River by a channel 11 feet deep and 100 feet wide. 

Proposed operation.—The amount of $373,000 could be used to initiate and 
complete the work of dredging to provide full project dimensions. 

Justification.—North Cove is well located for a convenient and safe harbor 

the north shore of Long Island Sound between New London and New Haven 
and had been long considered to be needed as a harbor of refuge. It has easy 

cess from Long Island Sound, is entirely landlocked, and is conveniently located 

shore facilities for supplies and maintenance. Pleasure cruising has in- 
creased greatly since the authorization of this improvement, and it may reason- 
ably be expected to become one of the most used harbors of refuge for small 
boats in the northeastern part of the sound. Provision of the project would 
accrue benefits through convenience to small craft from improved anchorage 
facilities, reduction in hazardous conditions, and safe shelter in adverse weather. 

No benefit-cost ratio has been evaluated. 


NEW HAVEN HARBOR, CONN, 


Well, is the next one in that same category, New Haven Harbor? 

Colonel AnLEN. No, sir. 

Senator Exuenper. They asked $536,000, which is the cost of that 
project. 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir. Weconsidered New Haven Harbor. The 
work required to complete the project is in the Quinnipiac River. 
lhe shippers that use that channel are using vessels which can be ac- 
ommodated very readily on the existing channel of 18 feet, and we 
cannot see any immediate need for provision of the 22-foot channel 
nd, consequently, it was not included in our program. 

Senator ELLENpDER. I see. 

(roing back to the previous one, North Cove, do you see any necessity 
of proceeding with that one at present ¢ 

Colonel AtteNn. I think with the increased use of small recreational 
craft, Mr. Chairman, that we have the requirement to provide these 
harbors of refuge where they are authorized and this would come in 
that category. 

Senator ELtenper. And you can use the amount requested ? 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, we can, sir. 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate___ __..-. $3, 393, 000 
lotal appropriation to date : : be .- 2, 804,000 
Amount to complete peertaus ; 536, 000 
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Authorization.—1946 River and Harbor Act. 

Location and description—New Haven Harbor is on the north shore of Long 
Island Sound, about 67 miles to the east of New York City. The 1946 modification 
of the project provides for a 35-foot main channel; a 16-foot anchorage; a channe 
in Quinnipiac River, 22 feet deep and 250 to 400 feet wide to a point about 1,009 
feet above Ferry Street; and a turning basin, 22 feet deep, 200 to 800 feet wide 
and 700 feet long at the mouth of Mill River. The work remaining to be done js 
the 22-foot channel and turning basin in Quinnipiac River. 

Comments.—Recent investigation discloses that the vessels now using the 
Quinnipiac River have a maximum draft of 14 feet. The previously authorized 
depth of 18 feet has been provided in the Quinnipiac River and the channe| js 
being maintained to a depth ranging from 16 feet to 18 feet. Since the principa| 
shippers using the channel have not indicated any immediately prospective need 
for the 22-foot channel, deepening of the channel from 18 feet to 22 feet is not 
considered necessary in the interest of navigation at this time. 


THOMASTON RESERVOIR 


Senator E.Lenper. Next is Thomaston Reservoir, in which the 
House allowed $1 million for construction, the budget estimate was 
$360,000, and outside witnesses are asking for $6 million. 

Colonel Penney. Mr. Chairman, we feel we could use the $1 mil- 
lion, but that is all, sir. 

Senator ELLENpeER. Just the amount allowed by the House ¢ 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. 


DELAWARE PROJECTS 


Senator ELLENpDER. Now the next is Delaware, the Summit Bridge. 
You could use that $1 million, of course ? 
Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir. 


Districr oF CoLUMBIA 


Senator ELtenper. Now, the District of Columbia, and you could 
use that also. Iam not going to ask you about that. 


Fioripa Prosectrs 
ST. GEORGE ISLAND 


Now the next is Florida, the channel across St. George Island. You 
could complete construction of that with the amount ? 


te 


Colonel ALLEN. The $313,000 will complete the project. 


EAST POINT AND SCIPIO CREEK 


Senator ExLenper. Now the 6-foot channel in East Point and 
Scipio Creek. 

I notice the House has provided for construction $45,000 and there 
is no budget estimate and outside witnesses are asking for $98,000. 

Can you tell us about that project ¢ 

Colonel Atten. The $45,000 carried in the House report will com- 
plete the work in both of those channels. The funds requested by local 
interests include an amount necessary to repay them for work which 
they did in the Federal project in advance of any Federal appropria- 
tions. We are not authorized to repay local interests for work done 
on their own in a Federal project unless Congress specifically takes 
notice of that fact. 
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Senator Extenper. Was the work done under your super vision ? 
Colonel AnteN. Work was done on the project-to-project dimen- 
sions and would be acceptable to the project. 

Senator ELtenper. How much would you recommend be repaid? 

Colonel Atnen. I think the figure is the difference between $45,000 
and the amount which the local interests requested, but I would like 
the opportunity to put that in the record. 

Senator ELteNper. Do put that figure in the record and find out 
how much, in your opinion, should be repaid—that is, of the project 

that you yourself have supervised and that was done under orders 
th at were authorized. 

Senator Munptr. What you feel they are entitled to receive ? 

Senator ELLENpDeER. Yes. 

As I understand, under these projects as a rule the Congress does 
not make appropriations for them until the work is actually done 
under your supervision by the local authorities ? 

Colonel AttEN. Yes, sir; and in those cases in the past it was felt 
necessary for the Public Works Committee to authorize the repayment 

where work has been done by local interests in the Federal project. 


APALACHICOLA BAy, FLA. (CHANNELS AT EAST POINT AND IN Scrpro CREEK AT 
APALACHICOLA ) 


1954 River and Harbor Act authorized navigation improvements at Fast 
t and Apalachicola, Fla., to provide as follows: (a) At Fast Point, a main 
‘| 6 feet deep, 100 feet wide, and about 1.1 miles long parallel to the shore, 
ha channel 6 feet deep and 100 feet wide connecting the center of the main 
hannel to St. George Sound; (0b) at Apalachicola, a small boat basin 500 feet 
uare and 9 feet deep with a connecting channel 9 feet deep and 80 feet wide 
rough Scipio Creek to the Apalachicola River. The total estimated Federal 
of these improvements is $98,000 and no funds have been appropriated by 
ngress to undertake these improvements. 
Local interests have dredged the channel at Fast Point and they are seeking 
reimbursement for the work accomplished, which is reported to have cost $53,000. 
1 reimbursement is not authorized. 
improvements at Apalachicola and East Point were recommended and 
horized because of the benefits they would provide to the fishing fleet operating 
the area. The improvement at Fast Point will permit the use of larger fishing 
vessels and will result in increased seafood production and greater economy of 
operations. The improvement in Scipio Creek at Apalachicola will relieve con- 
gested conditions on the waterfront and will provide a harbor of refuge during 
rms for the numerous fishing vessels operating in that vicinity. The benefit- 
ist ratio for the channel to Fast Point is 1.75 to 1, and for the channel and 
ng basin in Scipio Creek is 1.34 to 1. 


Senator Munpr. Mr. Chairman, Senator Welker is here and he has 
anumber of outside witnesses interested in an Indian matter. 

Senator Exnienper. I thought we had gone through the Indian 
matter, 

Senator Munpr. There are four tribes. 

General Irscuner. This is the Nez Perce. 

Sen: itor Munpr. I wonder if you could not take that up. I do not 
think they want to testify but they want to listen to the hearing. 

Senator ErtENpER. You mean as to what? 

Senator WeLker. I would like to ask a few questions. 

Senator ELLENDER. You mean of those witnesses ? 

Senator Munor. Of the engineers. 

Senator ELLENpDER. Yes. 
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Senator Munpr. If you are prepared to do that and they can go 
ahead, then we can release Senator Welker. 

Senator ELtenper. What was that last project ? 

Senator Munpr. We were down here and had just started Floridy. 


NorTHWEST Provects 


DALLES DAM 


Senator ELLeNpeR. In order to accommodate my good friend, Sena- 
tor Welker, from Idaho, who I understand has other engagements, 
General, we will skip a little bit and proceed to permit him to ask 
some questions about The Dalles. 

Senator Munopr. It has to do with the four Indian tribes. 

Senator ELLenper. Preceding Senator Welker’s question, I wish to 
place into the record at this point a letter addressed to me togethe: 
with a memorandum that is attached. 

(The information referred to follows :) 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
May 28, 1956 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Appropriations, 
Committee on Appropriations, United States Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

Drar Mr. CHAIRMAN: I am attaching a brief summary of the Dalles Dam 
Celilo Falls Indian fishery matter I would like you to review for the hearings 
this afternoon. I am particularly interested since the Nez Perce Tribe in 
my State has valid treaty rights not recognized by the engineers. 

I believe your committee should give careful consideration to this matter t 
prevent double payment by the United States. 

With kind regards, I am 

Sincerely, 
HERMAN WELKER, 
United States Senator, Idaho 


MEMORANDUM RE THE DALLES DAM, CELILO Faris INpIAN FISHERY 


Four tribes (Nez Perce, Yakima, Umatilla, and Warm Springs) claim fishing 
rights at Celilo Falls under four treaties made with the United States in 1855 
The Corps of Engineers has negotiated proposed contracts with three of these 
tribes, but not the Nez Perce. 

The three proposed agreements are not binding upon the United States 
unless Congress approves the request for appropriations pending before this 
committee. The contracts specifically provide that: “All the obligations of the 
Government * * * shall be subject to action by the Congress either authorizing 
payment * * * or * * * appropriating project funds.” 

The engineers are requesting $24,108,000. An additional $1 million in part 
payment already has been given to the three tribes, making a total of $25, 
108,000 in settlement for destruction of the Indian fishery at Celilo Falls. In 
1952, again in 1953, the engineers informed this committee that they appraised 
the Indian fishery in excess of $23 million (1952 hearings, p. 214; 1953 hearings, 
p. 1523) ; in April 1956 they informed the House subcommittee that the appraisal 
was $24 million (hearings, p. 838). In any event, the three proposed contracts, 
if approved by Congress, would total $23,265,440, plus about $150,000 to 
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¢200,000 for individual Indians at Celilo Falls, plus a possible $916,000 in addi- 
tion as “equalization” payments, 


fhe contract with the Warm Springs Indians, providing for a payment of 
er $4 million, is invalid. It is invalid because that tribe relinquished all 
treaty rights in the Celilo Falls fishery by the Huntington Treaty of 1865 (14 


Stat. 751) and has no compensable property rights in the fishery which the 
gineers are authorized to purchase. 


The Nez Perce Tribe never has relinquished its treaty rights at Celilo Falls 
if the Nez Perce are forced to go to court seeking just compensation, the 
United States will be required to pay twice for the same fishing rights to the 
xtent of the tribe’s judgment. 


INDIAN FISHING RIGHTS AT CELILO FALLS 
Senator WreLker. General, I shall address these questions to you. 
We understand you have already paid out $1 million to the Indians. 
or much more are you asking to pay out for the Indian fis Shing rights 
t Celilo Falls? 

General Ivscunrr. I believe we have actually paid $200,000 to each 
of 3 tribes—the Warm Springs, Umatillas, and Yakima Tribes. The 
mill lion dollars comes about. from the fact that if we paid off 5 tribes 

the initial payment would be 5 times $200,000, or $1 million. 
tor Wetxer. How is this sum to be divided among the four 
es IS ¢ a aiming rights at Celilo Falls? 
Mr, Kimpen. You are speaking of the total sum ? 
Senator Weiker. I will go for the total sum; yes, sir. 
General IrscuNeR. One moment. 


TRIBES INVOLVED 


Senator Munpr. Are there five tribes involved ? 
General Irscrrner. Let me explain the situation, sir. There really 
ir tribes—the Yakima, the Nez Perce, the Warm Springs, and 
matilla—and then there is a group of unenrolled Indians called 
e Celilo group. That constitutes the five different tribes or groups 
Senator Welker was speaking of. 


ov? 
il 


proposal is to pay to the Yakima Indians $14,420,000, plus 
) which has already been spent. 


That was an error in my prior 
,sir: there has been a million dollars spent. I was not aware 
extra $400,000 paid to the Yakimas. That is a total of $15,020,- 
Our budget for fiscal year 1957 includes $4,251,800 for the Warm 
es. This includes an amount for a claim which has not been 
O85 in addition to the amount in the agreement with the tribe. 
iave been paid $200,000, That will be a total of $4,451,800. The 
also includes $4,417,000 for the Umatilla Tribe. This also in- 
an amount for a claim which has not been resolved. The Uma- 
aie been paid $200,000, making a total of $4,617,000. That 
two tribes for which settlements have not been yet reached. 


lhis arises from a provision in the Warm Springs and Umatilla contracts that, if the 
were paid a higher per capita than the Warm Springs and Umatilla, the latter 

) receive a corresponding increase. Without ever considering the Nez Perce rights, 
ineers, in 1952, decided to divide $21,763,500 among the other 3 tribes, using 
tion figures of 3,600 Yakimas, 1,118 Umatillas, and 1,078 Warm Springs—total of 
ndians, $3,754.91 each. It later developed there were 4,000 Yakimas. Instead of 
ioning the total value figure, the engineers added $1.501,964 (400 $3,754.91) 
Yakimas, thus arbitrarily increasing the value. The Umatillas and Warm Springs 


claim this amounted to increasing the per capita by $417.21 each and are asking 
193.16 in “equalization.’ 


75008—56—pt. 2——-79 
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BASIS OF DISTRIBUTION 


Senator We.ker. I agree with you on that. 

What was the basis for the distribution to the three tribes with 
which contracts were negotiated ? 

General Irscuner. The payments are being made to the Indians for 
the damage that they are going to suffer because of the inundation of 
their natural and accustomed fishing places by the raising of the pool 
back of the Dalles Dam. As you know, they now fish with nets at the 
Celilo Falls, and because of the nature of the falls they are able to 
scoop up a large number of fish as they go by. They will not be able to 
lo this when the dam is completed. 

The method of determining the payments to be made to the Indians 
was as follows: The number of fish that were caught by the Indians 
over a 5-year period, from 1947 to 1951, was determined. The value 
of those fish, based upon the price that they were obtaining for the fish 
each year and for each species of fish was determined, and a total 
amount was obtained, which was capitalized at 3 percent. 

Senator Munpr. Is this determined tribe by tribe, or is this the total 
number of fish ? 

General Irscuner. This was initially determined by a total, sir 

Senator ELLenper. For all tribes ¢ 

General Irscuner. For all the tribes. 

Senator ErnenperR. What was that total amount ? 

General Irscuner. Capitalized at 3 percent, sir, it came out to a 
value of $23,274,000. This amount has been agreed to as a propel 
amount by the three tribes that I mentioned who have already been 
settled with, and the attorneys for the Nez Perce Tribe have stated 
that they feel that this total amount is just and adequate. So the 
dispute that we now have with the Nez Perce Tribe is not with regard 
to the total amount, but it is the division of that total amount among 
the tribes. 

Senator Munpr. In other words, it is agreed all around that $23, 
274,000 was the proper amount of damages that the Government 
should pay for the fish that were taken out by the Indians. Now 
the question is how to divide the pie, the $23,274,000 among the 
Indians, and who gets what, is that right? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. That is the problem with regard to 
the Nez Perce Tribe. 

Senator Dworsuak. Has that total reached $24,088,000, rather than 
$24 million? Is there not a differential in there? 

General Irscuner. That is correct, sir. That total 1s $24,088,800, 
as we compute it, because of an increase in the enrollment of one of 
the tribes which we are paying on a per capita basis. 

Senator Munpr. How would that change the value of the fish? 

General Irscuner. I was just going to say that really doesn’t in- 
crease the value of the fishery we are destroying. We determined that 
$23,274,000 to be a proper figure, and that doesn’t change. But, ac- 
tually, the payments that we now see we are going to be faced with 
total a little more than the amount that we computed as an equitable 
adjustment. 

Senator Munpr. Why would there be that differential? I don't 
see how a change in the number of Indians has anything to do with 
the value of fish taken from the river. 
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General Irscuner. It has nothing to do with it, sir, but in settling 
this matter we were obliged to pay more to one tribe, because they 
had more people in the tribe, when it came time for the settlement, 
than we contemplated. In other words, to be frank about it, our 
distribution problem was not quite correct, because we did not realize 
there were as many individuals in the tribe at the time we made the 
distribution or cut up the pie. 

Senator ELLENDER. Are we to understand that you paid them more 
than they should have had ¢ 

General IvscuNner. Certainly we are contemplating, sir, that at the 
resent time, the total of payment to all the tribes would be more than 
could be justified based upon our determination of what the value of 
that fishery was. 

Senator Wreiker. In other words, you have sort of flown over the 
Nez Perce, have you not / 

(General IrscuNER. No, sir. We feel that the Nez Perce are entitled 
to a fair and equitable share of the total amount which we have 
estimated to be the value of the fishery. 

Senator Werker. I received a memorandum this morning and I 
was very distressed about it. I happen to know that the Nez Perce 
lish there. I am quite sure that you will agree with me, General. 


PERCENTAGE VALUE OF NEZ PERCE RIGHTS 


General IvscHNER. Sir, we recognize fully that some of the Nez 
Perce Indian Tribe fished at Celilo Falls. 1 might say that the Nez 
Perce Tribe is one of the finest tribes in the whole country. We 
named one of our largest dams, the Chief Joseph Dam, after the chief 
of thistribe. Itisa very honorable tribe. However, the tribe resides 
at some distance from Celilo Falls, and based upon the best records 
that we could obtain over the 5-year period for which we made our 
analysis, 1947 to 1951, they accounted for only somewhere between 
415 percent and 5.6 percent of the total use of that fishery. The 4.5 
percent figure is the amount obtained by Mr. Davidson, a consultant 
for the Yakima Tribe at the time that he was serving them and made 
a report for that tribe. 

Senator WELKER. He got $15 million; did he not ? 

General Irscuner. I don’t know, sir. 

Senator WELKER. It is something along that line. 

General Irscuner. The 5.6 percent figure was also obtained by Mr. 
Davidson at the time he was employed by the Nez Perce Tribe. It is 
very difficult to determine exactly how much use each tribe makes of 
the fishery, but we feel it is somewhere between 4.5 percent and 5.6 
percent. If you take 5.6 percent and multiply it by $23,274,000, which 
we feel represents the value of the fishery, which is pretty generally 
concurred in, we come out with a figure of $1,303,000. 

Senator Munpr. For the Nez Perce? 

General Irscuner. For the Nez Perce. 

Senator ELLenper. That money has actually been kept out for 
them ? 

General Irscuner. We have made them an offer, sir, and of sub- 
stantially more than that amount, because they would not accept that 
amount. 


Senator WeLxer. What offer did you make to them ? 
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General Irscuner. The division engineer in Portland made them an 
offer of $2,800,000 in an endeavor to reach a settlement. 

Senator WELKER. In my conversation with you last week, I think 
we agreed on $3.2 million; is that right ? 

General Irscuner. No, sir, I didn’t agree to that figure. 

Senator Wetker. I did, and you did not. 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. You mentioned that figure. 


TRIBAL TREATY RIGHTS 


Senator Wetxer. Are these tribal treaty rights or individual 
rights? 

General Irscuner. The rights are treaty rights and, therefore, are 
tribal rights. 

Senator Mcunpr. What kind of settlement do you get from each of 
these tribes, General, when you finally conclude the payment? Does 
this pay off all the treat cite of the Indians, or does this simply pay 
damages on fishing rights? binging 

General Irscuner. It really pays damages, sir. It subordinates the 
treaty rights to the right of the Government to flood the accustomed 
fishing places. 


Mr. Kime. Within the Dalles Dam area only. 


CONTINGENT LIABILITY 


Senator Munprt. Does it leave a contingent liability on the Govern- 
ment, then, that they will get additional money for additional pur- 
poses in settlement of additional treaty rights or obligations? 

Mr. Kimpet. Outside of the effect of the Dalles Dam; yes, sir. 

Senator Wetxer. May I have your name, sir? 

Mr. Kimper. Joseph W. Kimbel, special assistant to the Chief of 
Engineers on legal matters. 

Senator Wexiker. I am sorry, but I entered the hearing room late 
today, Mr. Kimbel. 

Senator Munpr. This takes care of all the damages incurred by 
the dam? 

Mr. Kimpet. That is right, so far as the fishing rights of the In- 
dian Tribes are concerned. 


OTHER TREATY RIGHTS 


Senator Munpt. How about other treaty rights that might involve 
burial places and places of residence, and religious or ceremonial 
points? There are a lot of other contingencies that unless you con- 
sider them now may come back to plague us. 

Mr. Kimeex. Relocation of buildings, homes and so forth, are 
expressly kept out of this. That is to be dealt with with the owners. 

Senator ELtenper. Let me ask you this question: When you made 
an estimate of the entire cost of $23 million plus, did you consult 
with all the tribes, and did they agree that the amount that you had 
reached was a proper amount ? 


PROCEDURE IN PREPARING ESTIMATE 


General Itscuner. We prepared that estimate, sir, based upon data 
furnished us by the Fish and Wildlife Service and the Oregon State 
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Fisheries Commission, and the Washington State Fisheries Commis- 
sion, who in turn obtained the census, you might say, of fish, and the 
values thereof from the Indians, canneries, and other sources. They 
were quite aware that we were making it. After obtaining this amount 
we negotiated with each tribe in turn, sir. 

Senator ExLLeNpER. Is the amount that you are permitting each 
tribe to have in proportion to the amount devoted by each of the tribes 
to the local fishery ¢ 

General Irscuner. It is not exactly proportionately, sir. 

Mr. Kimpex, That is right. 

Senator ELLENDER. What authority did you have to go beyond it, 
to give to one more than the other ? 

Mr. Kimpev. The evaluation of the fishery is necessarily an ap- 
proximation, the best approximation that could be made of the value 
of this overall fishing right of the Indians of the area. They evalu- 
ated this, and obtained information on the number of fish taken, the 
values during that time, and so on, and came up with a figure, which, 
after all, is an appraisal. 

Senator WeLKerR. Yes; it is. I happen to live ont in that country, 
and I happened to have been there many times when our Nez Perce 
people were fishing there. I am going to say this to you, that in my 
opinion it is a rank guess. 


INABILITY TO NEGOTIATE WITH ALL TRIBES 


Mr. Kimpen. After we arrived at that figure, we were unable to 
get all four tribes together to negotiate at one time. The Nez Perce 
and the Yakimas, initially, were represented by the same attorney. 
He was opposing the construction of the dam at that time. He was 
trying to induce the Congress not to appropriate funds for construc- 
tion. Because we could not get them all to sit down together, negotia- 
tions were undertaken with the two tribes, the Warm Springs and the 
Umatillas, and agreements were first reached with them. 

Senator WeLtker. With the Umatillas? 

Mr. Kompet. With the Umatillas and the Warm Springs. 

Senator WELKER. How do you distinguish the Nez Perce treaty 
from the other three % 

Mr. Kimpex. The language of the treaties are all identical, Sena- 
tor. There is no question about that. 


AMOUNT ALLOTTED TO WARM SPRINGS INDIANS 


Senator WeLtker. How much did Warm Springs get out of this? 

Mr. Kimber. Warm Springs got four-million-and-some dollars, sir. 

Senator WeLker. As a matter of fact, they gave up their fishing 
rights there; did they not? 

Mr. Krmapex. There was a later treaty, in 1865, that purported to 
relinquish those rights. That is quite correct, sir. 

General IrscHneER. $4,047,800 to the Warm Springs. 

Senator WeLtker. Warm Springs got 4 million what? 

General Irscuner. $4,047,800. 
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AMOUNT RECOMMENDED FOR NEZ PERCE 


Senator We.xer. And you recommended the Nez Perce get what? 

General Irscuner. The division engineer recommended $2,800,000, 

Senator WeLker. I want to ask you this: What treaty rights did the 
Warm Springs have that the Nez Perce do not have? 

Mr. Kimpex. The question of treaty rights with the Warm Springs 
is a matter on which there is quite a lot of room for argument. 5 

Senator We.ker. There is no argument, is there, Mr. Kimbel? 

Mr. Kimpet. The Government, through the Bureau of Indian Af. 
fairs, has continued to recognize the right of the Warm Springs to 
fish at this site, notwithstanding the 1865 treaty. The Warm Springs 
have been included in the Fishing Committee which was set up in the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs to govern the fishing at the Celilo site. The 
original approach by our office and our Department was not to ap- 
proach this from a strictly legal but from an equitable standpoint, 
and on the basis of the advice which we received from the Bureau 
of Indian Affairs, the history of the use there, we felt that the Warm 
Springs were entitled to a settlement on an equitable basis. The 
initial authorization in the appropriations act which was for the 
fiscal year 1954, expressly mentioned it. We were authorized to use 
funds appropriated therein for payments to the Warm Springs, the 
Yakima, Umatillas, and other recognized tribes. 


POSSIBILITY OF COURT JUDGMENT FOR NEZ PERCE 


Senator Wetker. I am sure the chairman and the rest of the com- 
mittee will be interested in this next question. 

I will ask you if it is not a fact that to the extent the Nez Perce 
recover in the courts, the United States Government will be paying 
double ? 

Mr. Kiapet. I suppose that question is directed, Senator, to the 
point that they will be paying more than the original estimate of $23 
million, is that correct 

Senator Wetker. I am speaking now about the Nez Perce, what 
they get. 

Mr. Kiueet. Whatever we pay the Nez Perce now, you say we will 
be paying double ? 

Senator WELKER. Yes. 

Mr. Kimeet. I do not understand the question, unless it is directed 
to that point, that it is going to be 

Senator We.ker. Is it true that to the extent the Nez Perce re- 
cover in courts of law, the United States will be paying double for 
that treaty right? 

Mr. Kimset. I do not think so. 

General Irscuner. I do not see how we can anticipate what the 
courts will award. 

Senator Wetker. I am mindful, General, of the fact that you do 
not anticipate it. But I do. 

General Irscuner. We cannot say what the courts are going to 
do. 

Senator E.itenper. General, as I understand what the Senator 1s 
driving at, it is this, that you have estimated all of the damages for, 
let us say, $23 million plus, and that division was to be made under 
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a certain formula which would indicate how much each of these four 
tribes lose. If you paid more than you should to the Yakima, the 
Umatillas, and the Warm Springs, and there is not enough money 
left to pay the Nez Perce, that means 

Mr. Kimpev. It is quite true that we may pay more. 

Senator ELLENDER. It may be three times more than what you have 
left. One thing I cannot understand, and I think we developed it 
when the matter was first brought to our attention, was how could 
you undertake to pay that to the various tribes unless you dealt with 
the Nez Perce also? In other words, you have a fixed ceiling here 
of so many million dollars. 

General IrscHner. The ceiling is not fixed, sir. We determined 
the value of the fishery to be $23,974,000, and th: at was intended to 
include payments to all of the tribes, including the Celilo group. 

Senator ELLENpeER. Is that a ceiling? 

General IrscnNer. I do not think that should be considered a ceil- 
ing, sir, for this reason: It is very, very difficult to determine what 
the real value of that fishery is. The counts of the fish that were 
caught and so on are certs ainly subject to a good deal of doubt. We 
feel that the settlements with the three tribes with which we have 
settled so far are just and equitable. 

Senator ELLENDER. How much of the $23 million plus did it require 
to pay them ¢ 

Senator Munpr. 24 million of the 23 million will have been spent, 
according to my figures. 

General ITtscHNER. Not spent, but committed. 

Senator Munpr. That is the same thing. That answers the ques- 
tion. Of the 23 million they have spent 24 million dollars, or com- 
mitted it. 

Mr. Kimpen. Let me say this, if I may: The overall evaluation of 
your fishing site there is similar, in my opinion, to the overall ap- 
praisal of the lands within a reservoir site. You make a gross 
appraisal of the whole area but there is no ceiling there that when you 
come to dealing with the individual landowners within that area if 
you cannot acquire their holdings within the overall appraisal, that 
you cannot pay them whatever is the just compensation for their 
particular share of the property. 

Senator Kerr. Whatyou are saying amounts to this, does it not, 
that the ceiling that has been fixed on the basis of the estimate of 
the engineers was the best judgment they had, but it is not binding 
on the Indians? 

Mr. Kimpexr. That is right. 

Senator Kerr. That is, any more than your estimate of the cost 
of the land in a reservoir could be binding on the owners of the land. 

Mr. Kimpen. That is right. 

Senator Kerr. If you were able to negotiate it out within that, you 
did, and otherwise they exercised their. rights and put you in court 
and then you are bound by the action of the court. 

Mr. Kimeen. That is right. 

Senator Kerr. Here you are dealing with treaty rights. 

Mr. Kimpex. And something very hard to evaluate. 

a nator Kerr. And with reference to which you were not the final 
arbiter. 


Mr. Kimpen. That is right. 
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EVALUATION OF NEZ PERCE TREATY RIGHTS 

Senator WELKER. Treaty rights are not very hard to evaluate with 
respect to the Nez Perce, are they, Mr. Kimbel ? 

Mr. Kimeet. Our feeling was this, Senator: The Nez Perce haye 
the same language in their tres ity as any of the other Indians here, and 
that is that they shall have the right ‘of taking fish at all usual and 
accustomed places in common with the citizens of the territory. The 
only ae in our minds here at the Chief of Engineers level was 
whether the Nez Perce, because of the geographic al location, being 
much further away from this fishing location, and by the history that 
we were able to develop, not having made a comparable use to the 
tribes who were more closely located, whether they were entitled to 
oe same payment, and an equal payment, for instance, on per ¢ apita 

a population basis, as these tribes who were closer to this fishing 
site. Regardless of whether or not they have a treaty fishing right o 
what they have, on equitable principles they are entitled to some 
compensation. 

We feel that, because of the greater distance that they had to travel, 
the fact they had not made the same use over the past years, that 
because of the action of the Bureau of Indian Affairs in not including 
them in the fishing committees, because of the action of the Gover 
ment in not including them in some litigation that was filed by ." 
Government on behalf of the Indians, all of these things tend, 
seemed to us, to support a conclusion that the Nez Perce were not 
participating and would not be expected to participate in the future 
to quite the same extent, or at least not to the same extent as these three 
tribes who are located in close proximity. 

Senator E..tenper. How far are they removed from the Celilo 
Falls? 

Mr. Kimeex. Roughly, I think it is 225 miles, or something of that 
kind. 

Senator Ettenper. And the others are what ? 

Mr. Kimepex. A couple of them are within 50 miles and one tribe is 
around 100 miles removed, perhaps. 

Senator DworsHak. Mr. Kimbel, you said you did not include the 
Nez Perce in your original alloeations of funds under the $23,274,000. 
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INCREASE IN SUM INCLUDED FOR NEZ 





PERCE 


Mr. Krupev. We did include an arbitrary sum that we set aside. 
We actually set aside a sum of $1 million as a sum to be held for futur 
negotiations. hae 

Senator Dworsnak. In addition to or included in the original 
$23.274.000 ? 

Mr. Krwpet. Yes; included in the $23,274,000. 

Senator Dworsnak. Now I under stand your engineers of the dis 
trict have offered $2,800,000 ? 

Mr. Kimpet. That is right. 
Senator Dworsuak. What has transpired in the last few weeks that 


would indicate that at one time you thought the Nez Perce were 


entitled to a settlement of $1 million and now you think they 0 yught 
to get $2,800, 000: but not any more? What is responsible for that 
change in your conclusions ? 
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Mr. Kuaeet. On a more detailed review and analysis of the Nez 
Perce claim, on a review of some of their figures, they have submitted 
some figures which would justify on a use basis $1,542,000 capital- 
ized in the same way. 

Senator DworsHak. Did you not offer them $2,800,000? 


EFFORTS TO REACH COMPROMISE 


Mr. Kimeev. As a matter of an attempt to compromise, the Indians 
are claiming something around 5 to 6 million dollars. They are claim- 
ing that because the balance was apportioned by us on the basis of 
population to these three tribes who are in closer proximity to the 


fishing site, that they are entitled to the same per capita payment as 


we have mi ade to the other tribes. 

Senator Dworsuak. You have not put them in exactly the same 
category as the Warm Springs, Umatilla, and Yakima Tribes, but 
you have cut down this differential that you considered first ? 

Mr. Kimeex. That is quite right, and only on the basis of compro- 
mise could that figure be justified at all. 

Senator KiLeENpDER. Any compromises reached with these Indians 
would in no manner affect the amounts previously paid to the three 
other tribes? 

Mr. Kampen. No, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. That is just going to be an additional amount 
that Congress will have to provide if we are to settle with the Indians? 

Mr. Kimpex. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpr. Here is the part I cannot understand. You start 
out with $23,274,000 as the value of the fishery, which you owe the 
Indians, and then you conclude that you are $1 million short, so you 
come up with $24 million, and you have wisely gone back to the 
mo and found that 5.4, or a certain percentage of this, should go to 
the Nez Perce, because they were further removed and did not use this 
as much, so you figured out they should get that much of a settlement. 
I do not know what happened to your bookkeeping : after that. It looks 
like then, regardless of your own ‘determination that they were entitled 
to 5.4 percent, and you went ahead and overshot your mark and com- 
mitted $24 million to other tribes and did not hold anything out at 
all for the Nez Perce. How did that happen? What. happened to 
the 5.4 percent that you should have figured against the total and 
assigned to the Nez Perce ? 

General Itscner. What happened is this: We had to pay them 
an wnount which we finally agreed to in order to get a settlement with 
these tribes. 

Senator Kerr. What you are saying is that if you had not made the 
settlements, all 4 would be before this committee instead of 1 of them? 

Mr. Kimpen. At least the two of them. That figure that we are 
talking about includes $1 million for the Nez Perce, so actually what 
has been committed is $23 million plus. 


CONTRACTS WITH THREE TRIBES 


Senator Werker. Mr. Kimball, I am going to say something to you, 
because I happen to know Celilo Falls better than most people in 
this hearing room. When anyone tells you the Nez Perce did not 
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fish there, when they fished there since I was a little boy, I would like 
to hold hearings upon that matter. I think the Nez Perce have bee) 
slightly cruelly treated in this matter, and I am making myself clear 

I did to the general the other day. Is the Appropriations Com. 
mittee now in a position where we are obligated to appropriate $94 
million because the United States is bound by a legal contract wit) 
these three tribes? 

Mr. Kimper. All three of these contracts that have been signed 
had a provision in them that expressly says they are subject to appro 
priations by Congress. To that extent you are not bound. 

Senator Kerr. And the total is a million dollars less than the 24 

Mr. Kimpen. The total is $23 million. 

Senator Munpr. Not according to the figures you gave me. Yo, 
get $24 million for the three tribes. 

General Irscuner. The total amount is $24,239,000, including 
$150,200 for the Celilos and a reserve of $823,000. 

Senator Munpr. But you have a total of over $24 million without 
anything for the Nez Perce? 

General Irscuner. That is correct. 

Senator Munpr. And your former statement that that included 
$1 million for the Nez Perce was based on a mistaken assumption / 

General Irscuner. Yes; however our project estimate does include 
an amount of $1 million for the Nez Perce in addition to the resery 
mentioned prev ious sly. 

Senator Munpr. What impact is this going to have on the total? 
It says the total estimated Federal cost for the Dalles is $270 million, 
When you arrived at that how much did you allocate for Indians/ 

Mr. Kimpet. If this figure were to be accepted by the Government, 
it would be just the difference between $1 million and the figure 
finally determined on as the increase in the estimated cost of the 
Dalles project. In other words, one million eight, or two million two. 

Senator Munpr. In other words, if I understand your arithmeti 
the total estimated figure is at least $271 million if Congress approves 
your settlement with the three tribes. So you are up over a million 
dollars now; right? 

Mr. Kivpen. Yes. 

Senator Munpr. And whatever you give to the Nez Perce will be 
added to top of that as an addition to the total estimated Federal 
funds? 

General Irscuner. We have every reason to believe that the total 
cost of the Dalles Dam will be substantially below that figure. 

Senator Munpr. When you gave us the $273 million figure, you 
assumed it would be $23 million plus for Indian property ? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. 


QUESTIONS BEFORE COMMITTEE 


Senator Weixer. Mr. Chairman, it seems to me there are two main 
points which are not satisfactorily explained. First, they are asking 
us to approve payment of over $4 million to Warm Springs, although 
they had no treaty rights—once they did, but they gave them up— 
and, second, they are asking us tc approve expenditures in excess of 
the total appraised value at the same time, leaving the United States 
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subject to double payment to the extent that the Nez Perce recover 
incowrt. Am I right, Mr. Chairman? 

Senator ELLENDER. It looks that w ay. Ido not know about double 
the amount, but it is certainly far in excess of the total amount that 
the folks agreed upon was the value of the damage. 

As a matter of fact, I think it was quite a surprise some time ago 
when we had this ms tte r before us that you proceed to pay off the three 
tribes and had nothing for the Nez Perce. I am wondering why it 
was, why you did not ‘deal with them as as you did with the others. 
You will remember that that question was raised. 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Why was it you did not deal with them as you 
did with others ¢ 

COUNCIL FOR INDIAN TRIBES 


Mr. Kimpen. The reason, I believe, was this, as I mentioned before: 
The Nez Perce and Yakima Tribes were at that time represented by 
Mr. Simmons, representing the two tribes. He was advising his 
client to not negotiate with us but to oppose the construction of the 
Dalle Dam. He was trying to persuade this committee not to appro- 
priate for the construc tion of the dam. He would not sit down and 
negotiate with us. There were two tribes who were willing and ready 
to negotiate. 

Senator WELKER. Who were those two tribes? 

Mr. Kimeet. The Warm Springs and Umatillas. They were 
anxious to negotiate. Our feeling was that if we could get a settle- 
ment with some of these Indians, it would be an indication that at 
least some of the Indians were not opposed to the dam. 

Senator Munpr. Why did Mr. Simmons change his mind and nego- 
tiate for the Yakima and not the Nez Perce? 

Mr. Kimpet. I believe he died before the negotiations were ended. 

Senator Dworsnak. He did not continue to represent the Yakimas 
throughout the negotiations ? 

Mr. Kimern. I think he was out before the negotiations with the 
Yakimas. 

Senator ELLeEnperR. Is there anything else, Senator Welker ? 

Senator WeLker. I want to say this, there are four tribes, the Nez 
Perce, the Yakima, the Umatillas, and the Warm Springs, claiming 
fishing rights at Celilo Falls, under four treaties made with the 
United States in 1855. The Corps of Engineers has negotiated pro- 
posed contracts with three of these tribes but not with the Nez Perce. 

General Irscuner. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Wetker. I would certainly like the chairman of this com- 
mittee to know why you have not tried to negotiate with the Nez 
Perce people, because, after all, I think history is pretty well known. 
They have fished there not since 1949 to 1955. or whatever you named, 
but they have fished there for 40 years that I personally know of. 

Mr. Kimpen. I think the record will show that our field people 
have contacted the Nez Perce over the period of years that the nego- 
tiations were going on, and they were given to understand that. at 
any time we were willing to negotiate with them. 

Senator WELKER. I do not think the Genet ‘al will deny that I have 
tried as a representative of the sovereign State of Idaho to nego- 
tiate with you people, the Corps of Engineers. I do not want to 
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get into a lawsuit in this, and my senior Senator here does not want 
to, either. But I think we are entitled to a little equity in this matter, 
Mr. Kimpeu. We feel so, too. 


DATE NEGOTIATIONS INITIATED 


General Irscuner. On October 22, 1951, the negotiations began. 
That is a good long time ago. Letters were addressed to the chair- 
man or the chief of all five tribes. Ever since that time efforts have 
been made to negotiate with the Nez Perce Indians just as with the 
other tribes. We have never questioned their treaty rights. We have 
endeavored to negotiate with them. The reason we do not have a 
contract with them today, and the only reason, is that we could not 
come to an agreement. 

Senator We.ker. From the memorandum you sent to my office 
this morning, I certainly would not, as a practicing attorney, want 
to negotiate with you very much, General, because I was losing ground 
all the time. 

It seems to me, Mr. Chairman, that I will do everything I can 
to protect our Nez Perce people, because they are a friendly people, 
and they had the fishing rights down there as I know as a young 
boy 45 years ago, when I first saw them coming to Celilo Falls, 
through my country. 


WARM SPRINGS TREATY RIGHTS 


You have admitted they fished there since 1945, or 1949, whatever 
the date might have been. It seems to me that the Umatillas got 
a very, very nice break, because they live close, they live near there. 
And for Warm Springs, I just cannot imagine how you arrived at 
that figure. I cannot imagine. Once they had a treaty right and 
they gave up that treaty right, and yet you were very warm to nego- 
tiate with Warm Springs. They had no more rights than I do. Is 
that not a fact, General ¢ 

General Irscuner. No, sir. I realize that the Warm Springs had 
a treaty originally, at about the same time as the others, and that 
they signed a subsequent treaty, I believe, in 1865, which abrogated 
the original treaty. 

Mr. Kimpet. That is so far as fishing rights are concerned. They 
have alleged that the consideration paid for that relinquishment was 
grossly inadequate, that actually the Indians did not understand what 
they were doing when they signed the treaty. 

Senator WeLKeER. I am quite sure the Nez Perce do not understand 
what is going on, either. 

Senator ELLenper. On what authority did you have to pay them, 
if they had no treaty rights? 

Senator Krrr. Did not the enabling act direct you to settle with 
them as though they had a treaty? 

Senator ELLtenper. You paid them already. They lost their rights. 
What authority did you have to negotiate with them after the treaty 
was enacted ? 
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1954 APPROPRIATIONS ACT TEXT 


Mr. Kimpet. That was approved by the Congress in the 1954 
Appropriations Act. I believe I have a copy here, sir. The lan- 
guage was carried in last year’s Appropriations Act, and carried in a 
couple of prev ious Appropriations Acts. 

Senator ELLenper. We usually follow what you state. 

Mr. Kimpet. The language was presented to the committee by at- 
torneys representing the various Indian tribes, particularly the Warm 
Springs and Umatillas: 


The funds appropriated herein may, at the discretion and under the direction 
of the Chief of Engineers, be used in payment to the accounts of the Con- 
federated Tribes of the Yakima Reservation, the Confederated Tribes of the 
Warm Springs Reservation, the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Reserva- 
tion, or other recognized Indian tribes and those individual Indians not enrolled 
in any recognized tribe, but who through domicile at and in the immediate 
vicinity of the reservoir and through custom and usage are found to have an 
equitable interest in the fishery, all of whose fishing rights and interests will 
be impaired by the Government incident to the construction, operation, or main- 
tenance of the Dalles Dam, Columbia River, Wash. and Oreg., and must be 
subordinated thereto by agreement or litigation. 


We felt that the Warm Springs did have an equitable claim to com- 
pe nsation. It was presented to the Appropriations Committee, and 


e Appropriations Committee apparently approved of that by incor- 
a ating the language in the act. 


PRESENTATION OF NEZ PERCE CASE 


Senator Werxer. Nez Perce are ee their case today. The 


Nez Perce Tribe has an agreed population of some 1,714, or something 
like that. If the $23,265,440 were treated as the total value of the 
fishery, and 1,714 Nez Perce were added to the 8, 196 other Indians, the 
per capita woul | be reduced 2,941,027, and the Nez Perce would be 
entitled to $5,041,033.78. You are acquainted with that, General. I 
think I brought that to your attention. 


Senator Exienver. Is there anything further? 


DATES NEGOTIATIONS WERE CONCLUDED 


Senator Dworsuak. Just one brief question. 
On what date was the final negotiations concluded with the three 
ribes, Warm Springs, Umatillas, and Yakima, as to the amounts thay 
were to receive under the settlement? Do you remember the date 2 

a Kiser. The Warm Springs is dated the 10th of March 1953, 

ith the Umatillas aig same date, March 10, 1953, and Yakima is the 

lith day of December 1954. 

Senator Dworsuak. ‘When you made those agreements, these three 

bes were represented by counsel ? 

Mr. Kimpen. Yes, sir. 

Senator Dworsnax. At that time were any negotiations in progress 

ith the Nez Perce Tribe ? 

"Me. Krupet. No active negotiations. 

Senator Dworsuak. Was that because the Nez Perce at that time 
had no counsel¢ Were they represented at that time? Up to that 
point, had the Nez Perce conferred with the Army engineers concern- 


ing any claims they may have for the Celilo fishing rights, at that 
point ? a 
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Mr. Kimpet. There had been no formal conferences, I believe, at 
that time. There had been contacts. Our field people had written 
some letters to them and had gone up to the reservation to talk to them, 

Senator Dworsuak. Up to that point, then, it is reasonable to 
assume that the Nez Perce had not gotten into the picture because they 
had not been represented by counsel as the other three tribes had? ~ 

Mr. Kimeex. That is probably correct. 

Senator Dworsuak. The Army engineers were aware of the fact 
that the Nez Perce, even though they had no representation of counsel, 
were directly involved in those proceedings 

Mr. Kimpex. Yes, sir. 

Senator Wetker. In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I have talked with 
the gener: Pe personally over the phone, and told him the Nez Perce 
people : - anxious to settle this lawsuit. By a like token, we are not 
alae: re get the business, as it looks like we are getting. I think, 
as a practicing attorney, no one can win in a lawsuit. I hope and 
pray that this committee will listen tous. Asa matter of fact, I have 
a witness here who knows of the Nez Perce fishing rights at Celilo 
Falls. I do not want to argue this matter, but by a like token, it 
seems rather unholy to me that they have completely gone over the 
Nez Perce people. The Nez Perce people, I need not remind the 
chairman, were our finest friends in the West, and they had a treaty 
right. Here we give this money to the Warm Springs people. If we 
want to be high and technical in this matter, they had no more right 
to it than the chairman or the Senator from Idaho. 

Senator Exvtenper. I cannot understand that either, Senator. It 
does look peculiar that the Warm Springs Indians that did not have 
any rights at all were recognized. They must have had some sharp 
lawyers to represent them, to be able to come here and get the money. 
And those that were entitled to it were denied it. I cannot follow 
that. 

Senator Wevxer. In closing, Mr. Chairman, I beg that equity be 
done in this matter, because certainly equity has not been done up to 
now. The information I have received from the general this morn- 
ing indicates that equity will not be done. I want to get along with 
everyone. I am not going to let them fly by my Nez Perce people. 

You may write that down in your book, General. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator ELLenper. You are welcome. We are glad to have had 
you. 

(Further information on the payment to the Warm Springs Indians 
and negotiations with the Nez Perce Indians is included in the 


following :) 


PAYMENT TO THE WARM SPRINGS INDIANS FOR LOSSES DUE To INUNDATION OR 
DESTRUCTION OTHERWISE OF FISHING SITES AS A RESULT OF THE CONSTRUCTION 
OF THE DALLES DAM, COLUMBIA RIVER, WASH., AND OREG. 


The Indians affected by the loss of fishing sites as a result of the construction 
of the Dalles Dam include the Nez Perce, Yakima, Umatilla, and Warm Springs 
Tribes and a group of unenrolled Indians at Celilo Falls. Fishing rights of the 
Nez Perce, Yakimas, and Umatilla Tribes are reserved in treaties of 1855 which 
provide the right of taking fish at all usual and accustomed places in common 
with citizens of the Territory. The Warm Springs Tribe had reserved similar 
fishing rights in a treaty of 1855, but this reservaton was ostensibly relinquished 
by a treaty in 1865. The Government, through the Bureau of Indian Affairs, 
however, has continued to recognize the right of the Warm Spring Indians to 
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fish in the Dalles area, notwithstanding the 1865 treaty. The States also have 
recognized that right. The Warm Springs Indians have been included in the 
comnrittee of Indians to supervise the Celilo Falls vicinity Indian fishing grounds. 
fhe Corps of Engineers did not approach the matter of settlement with the 
Indians for their fishery losses from a strictly legal basis. It was felt that all 
five groups were entitled to settlement on an equitable basis. On that basis an 
agreement dated March 10, 1953, was completed with the Warm Springs Tribe. 
However, that agreement provides in part that “All of the obligations of the 
Government under this agreement shall be subject to action by the Congress 
either authorizing payment to the Confederated Tribes (of the Warm Springs 
Reservation) for destruction of the fishing stations covered by this agreement 
or an act appropriating funds for this purpose as shown by the language of such 
act or acts or the entire legislative history thereof.” 

The question of settlement with the Indians for their fishery losses has been 
presented to the appropriation committees of Congress a number of times in the 
past, The Senate Committee on Appropriations in its report on the Civil Fune- 
tions, Department of the Army Appropriation Bill, Fiscal Year 1954 (Rept. No. 
i56, S8d Cong., Ist sess.) made the following recommendation: 

“The committee is informed that some of the Indians that would be affected by 
the construction of the Dalles Dam are unorganized, and not specifically covered 
by a treaty. Since these Indians are especially dependent on the fishery it is con- 
sidered a matter of equity that the corps be permitted to compensate them for the 
loss of their fishery sites to which they have rights established by custom and 
usage. The committee therefore recommends that the following be added to the 
bill: 

“: Provided further, That funds appropriated herein may at the discretion and 
under the direction of the Chief of Engineers be used in payment to the accounts 
of the Confederated Tribes of the Yakima Reservation ; the Confederated Tribes 
of the Warm Springs Reservation; the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Res- 
ervation; or other recognized Indian tribes, and those individual Indians not 
enrolled in any recognized tribe, but who through domicile at or in the immediate 
vicinity of the reservoir and through custom and usage are found to have an 
equitable interest in the fishery, all of whose fishing rights and interests will be 
impaired by the Government incident to the construction, operation, or mainte- 
nance of the Dalles Dam, Columbia River, Wash. and Oreg., and must be subordi- 
nated thereto by agreement or litigation.” 

The recommended language was included in the Civil Functions Appropriations 
Act, 1954 and subsequent Civil Functions Appropriations Acts. 


NEGOTIATIONS WITH THE NEZ PERCE TRIBE AND OTHER INDIANS FOR LOSSES DvuE To 
INUNDATION OR DESTRUCTION OTHERWISE OF FISHING SITES AS A RESULT OF THE 
CONSTRUCTION OF THE DALLES DAM, COLUMBIA RIVER, WASH. AND OREG. 


Funds for initiation of construction of the Dalles project were included in the 
Civil Functions Appropriations Act, 1952, which was approved October 24, 1951. 
By separate letters dated October 22, 1951 to the five groups of Indians affected, 
including the Nez Perce Tribe, the district engineer, Corps of Engineers, Portland 
District informed the Indians that (a) money was available for initiating con- 
struction, (b) the dam would submerge traditional Indian fishing grounds at 
Celilo Falls with attendant loss to Indian Tribes and individuals, (c) it was the 
ntention to negotiate with affected Indians in a spirit of good faith to make them 
whole for actual losses suffered, (d@) and it was desired and the intention to bring 
the negotiations to a mutually satisfactory conclusion as soon as can be intelli- 
gently done. By letter dated February 21, 1952, the Indians were informed of 
suggested broad policies to be followed in the negotiations, that active negotia- 
tions were expected to start in the next month or two, and each tribe was re- 
quested to appoint members to represent it in the negotiations, 

The Nez Perce Indians appointed a committee to represent them in the nego- 
tiations and the first formal meeting was held in April 1952. A number of meet- 
ings were held at various times with the Nez Perce Indians, however, the nego- 
tiations with this tribe did not progress as rapidly as the negotiations with the 
Warm Springs, Umatilla, and Yakima Tribes. Until the meeting on June 1-2, 
1955, the Nez Perce Tribe was not represented by legal counsel. The following is 
taken from the statement of the chairman, Nez Perce tribal delegation at the 
June 1955 meeting : 

“As Mr. Othus well knows, negotiations with the other tribes proceeded while 
the Nez Perce Tribe did not have legal representation in this matter. Mr. Othus 
was kind enough to assure us that there was no deadline in the presentation 
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of our material and that he would keep an open mind until all the evidence was M 
in. In passing, I shall point out that our legal counsel failed to represent us in nom 
these early years of the negotiations because he also represented the Yakimas 
who claimed exclusive rights at Celilo Falls. 
“We finally did retain counsel, and early in 1954, the job of assembling a|| 
the necessary information was begun.” 
At the meeting in June 1955, the representatives of the Indians and members 
of the tribe presented oral arguments at the meeting, and subsequently a written 
claim was submitted in support of their position. The Indian representatives 
expected an immediate decision and offer on this extensive material but repre 
sentatives of the Government stated that further time would be required. 
The entire matter was referred to the Office, Chief of Engineers in September 
1955, at which time the division and district engineers expressed the view that 
the Nez Perce Tribe had failed to establish a basis for a claim for damages 
against the United States. After extensive review of the case, including memo 
randum and supplemental record submitted by the law firm of King, Noble & 
Sonosky, the Chief of Engineers, on March 20, 1956, authorized and directed 
the division engineers to resume negotiations with the Nez Perce Indian Tri! 
with the view to arriving at mutually satisfactory settlements based on equitable 
principles since the Indian attorneys had agreed to this basis of further dis mea 
cussion of the matter. This resulted in the negotiation of the North Pacifi: ovel 
Division Office on April 25 and 26, 1956. \ 
Information available to the Corps of Engineers indicates that the capital 9 
value of the use being made of the fishery by the Nez Perce Indians amounts to be . 
from about $1,300,000 to about $1,500,000. s 
The final settlement with the Nez Perce by negotiation, however, involves many 
matters that are not subject to precise determination. In an effort to be co 
operative and reach settlement of this difficult matter, our division engineer at 
Portland, Oreg., offered to settle for the sum of $2,800,000. It was understood, 
however, that the offer was subject to the approval of the Chief of Engineers and 
others. The acceptance of that amount by the Nez Perce Indians is contingent 
upon a contract provision which would permit the Indians to sue for additional 
compensation. The legal representatives of the Nez Perce Indians were in- 
formed that it is the position of the Chief of Engineers that no settlement can 
be approved which will reserve to the tribe any right to seek additional recovery 
through judicial proceedings. If there is to be litigation the whole problem should 
be left for consideration and determination by the court. 


OKLAHOMA PROJECTS 


Senator Kerr. Could I get the indulgence of the chairman and ask 
him if he could address himself to the Oklahoma projects here? 

Senator ELttenper. I thought you were an ex officio member of tlie 
committee, Senator. 

Senator Kerr. I do not want to do it if it will in any way incon- 
venience the chairman. Otherwise, I do have some responsibility on 
the road bill up on the floor. 

Senator ELitenper. All right. 

Senator Kerr. It would be a great favor if it could be done. If it 
could not, I will wait until we get there. 


EUFAULA RESERVOIR 


Senator ELtenper. We will proceed on page 7 of the table No. 6, 
the Oklahoma projects. The first project is the Eufaula Reservoir. 

Senator Kerr. I believe the first project is Enid, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Extenper. The total cost of the Eufaula project is $15° 
million, and the Corps of Engineers suggested a budget estimate of 
$92 million, the House allowed $500,000. Outside witnesses have asked 
for a total of $4,800,000. 

Will you advise us as to that, General ? 
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Major Garretr. Mr. Chairman, we feel like we could use eco- 
nomically $2 million on the project in 1957. 

Senator ExLtenper. That is the same amount that you recommend 
to the Bureau of the Budget ? 

Major Garrett. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Why was it the Bureau of the Budget left this 
out? Do you know? 

Major Garrerr. Sir, the Eufaula project is part of the overal) 
Arkansas River comprehensive plan of development. 

Senator ELLeNpER. Did you use the $450,000 that was provided last 
vear ¢ 

' Major Garretr. We have used all but about $200,000 of it for pre- 
construction planning. We plan to request release of that $200,000 
during the month of June. 

Senator ELLenper. Why so late? Why do you not use it now? I 
mean why have you not previously used it? We appropriated this 
over a year ago. 

Major Garretr. We just found that there was more planning to 
be done on that project than we originally anticipated. 

Senator Ex,Ltenper. Have the plans been sufficiently advanced so 

hat you can st art construction immediately ? 

Major Garrerr. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLenper. All you can use, you say, is $2 million? 

Major Garrerr. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENpER. What would that be used for? Relocations? 

Major Garretr. That will be applied to acquisition of land, to 
nitiate construction of the first-stage embankment and spillway exca- 
vation, to initiate contracts for the relocation of railways and high- 
ways, and for engineering and design. 

(The justification statement was inserted at p. 2581.) 


KEYSTONE RESERVOIR 


Senator E.ienper. The Keystone Reservoir, that will cost $137 
million. We have spent so far $801,000 for planning, and requests 
lave been made from outside witnesses totaling $1.5 million. Can 
you give us a briefing on that one? 

Major Garrerr. Yes, sir. The preconstruction planning of the 
Keystone Reservoir is essentially complete. We could use economi- 
cally $1.5 million on that project to initiate construction during 

seal year 1957. 

Senator ELLenpER. Would that money be used to acquire lands or 
actually do some of the construction w ork? 

Major Garrett. Yes, sir, it will. It will be used to initiate land 

quisition, initiate relocation of railroads, initiate construction of 
the first-stage embankment and spillway excavation, and the building 
of access roads to the dam site. 

Senator ELLenper. And that is all you could use? 

Major Garretr. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Senator Kerr, did you want to ask any ques- 
tions? 

Senator Kerr. No, sir. 

(The justification statement was inserted at p. 2581.) 

75008—56é—pt. 2 g0 
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OKLAHOMA CITY FLOODWAY 


Senator ELienper. The Oklahoma City Floodway is next. In that 
project, the budget estimate was $2 million, the House approved $2 
million, and outsiders have asked for $3,410,000. 

Colonel Datrymp.Le. We believe that the $2 million is a figure that 
we could economically expend during the fiscal year. 

Senator ELtenper. You cannot use more than that ? 

Colonel DAaLrymrpLe. We do not feel we can, sir; no, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Why is that ? 

Colonel Datrymete. There has been some slowness on that job due 
to some relocation problems, and the scheduling of the projeet- con- 
struction was slowed down. As a consequence, we will not be able to 
utilize any more. 

OOLOGAH RESERVOIR 


Senator Exrenver. The Oologah_ Reservoir, $31,400,000. The 
budget estimate was $4 million, the House allowed $ 33 million, and 
outside witnesses have asked for $5,900,000. 

Colonel Datrymptr. Yes, sir. We feel we can support and eco- 
nomically use $4 million for fiscal year 1957. 

Senator Ettenper. And that is all you could use? 

Colonel DatryMe.e. Yes, sir. 


ENID, OKLA., PROJECT 


Senator Kerr. The first project in the list, Mr. Chairman, was Enid. 

Senator ELLtenper. Senator, I am sorry. It was not marked here. 
There was no request, unless the Senator from Oklahoma desires that. 

Senator Kerr. The Corps of Engineers had indicated they could 
use $38,000 to complete the planning. We would hope that if that 
is the case, that it would be provided. 

Senator ELLenper. Well, ves, in the Enid project, there were no 
outside witnesses to testify for any planning. 

Senator Kerr. We were satisfied with what we thought was the 
request of the engineers. 

Senator ELLeNper. I understand. 


PLANNING FUNDS 


General, you have asked for $38,000 for planning. I presume you 
could use that if allowed to you ? } 

Colonel Datrympie. Mr. Chairman, after we had submitted our 
budget request we found there was some local opposition to this -proj- 
ect which would require some study and, therefore, we deleted it. 

Senator Kerr. Before sending it to the budget ? 

Colonel DaLrympte. No, after sending it to the budget, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Let’s leave it there until I get further information, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Senator ELitenper. You have to get the information mighty soon, 
because we will be marking this bill up, Senator. 

Senator Kerr. I will get it to you soon. 

Senator ELLENDER. Is that the only difficulty? Have you tried to 
iron out the differences, or has anything been done along that line? 
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General Irscuner. Yes, sir. We have tried to iron out the differ- 
ences. I don’t know how successful we have been. If you will permit 
us to insert it in the record, we will obtain the information. 

Senator ELLenpeR. I wish you would do that, and obtain from Sen- 
ator Kerr’s office such information as he may have so we can have it all 
at one place. 

(The information referred to follows :) 

Local interests have been unable to agree on either of two plans of improve- 
ment which are considered the more feasible from engineering and economic 
viewpoints. One property owner, who owns approximately one-third of the 
required rights-of-way, is strongly opposing the project, and local officials 
believe it will take considerable time to effect an agreement among property 
owners involved. 

Senator Kerr. As I understand it, the House put in $15,000 for 
planning at Hugo. 

[ do not see that project listed. 

Senator ELtenper. That is a survey, Senator. 

Senator Kerr. That would not be in this part? 

Senator ELLENDER. It would not be earmarked. If it has been in- 
cluded in the House figures, we will take care of it at this end. 

General Irscuer. Yes, sir. The House added $15,000 specifically 
for the Hugo study. 

Wiuis Briner, Trex. 


Senator Kerr. Would it be appropriate here to refer to the request 
of the Senator from Texas, Mr. Johnson, with reference to an appro- 
priation for the Willis Bridge, authorized under Public Law 164 of 
the 84th Congress? 


LETTER FROM CONGRESSMAN WRIGHT 


Senator ELLeNpeER. I have a letter here from Congressman Wright. 
(The letter referred to follows:) 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., May 28, 1956. 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Chairman, Senate Appropriations Subcommittee. 


DEAR SENATOR ELLENDER: This letter is respectfully submitted in behalf of the 
proposal by Senator Kerr for the appropriation of additional funds for prelimi- 
nary surveys and planning for the Willis ferry site bridge. 

Details of the bridge are familiar to you already so I will not unnecessarily 
repeat them here. May it suffice to say that the obvious need for the structure 
has been recognized by both local authorities and the United States Corps of 
Engineers for more than 10 years. It was needed badly immediately after com- 
pletion of the Texhoma Dam, but due to the war emergency and the steel shortage 
it was postponed for the duration. Meanwhile increased costs made earlier appro- 
priated funds altogether inadequate. 

The project has the unqualified endorsement of the State engineering services 
and the highway departments of both Oklahoma and Texas, as well as that of 
the United States Corps of Engineers. 

Last year, as you know, Congress enacted Public Law 164 providing for con- 
struction of the bridge on condition that the two States would provide substantial 
moneys to assist in building of approaches and to defray the total costs. These 
funds have been provided and the only thing now halting construction is money 
for these surveys and planning. 

I want to endorse this request on behalf of my congressional district and my 
State. The States involved have been more than cooperative in this matter and 
it does not appear to me to be in the interests of either economy or equity for the 
project to be further postponed. 
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Anything you can do by way of obliging this request will be deeply appreciated 
Thank you very much for your consideration. 
Sincerely, 


Jim WRIGHT?. 


Senator Kerr. I understood Senator Johnson had written one. 

Senator ELLENDER. We inserted three letters a moment ago from 
Senator Johnson into the record. 

Senator Kerr. Would this be the appropriate time to ask about that 

Senator ELLENpeR. Surely. 


WILLIS FERRY SITE BRIDGE 


What about that project, the Willis ferry site bridge ¢ 

Major Garrett. Sir, we could profitably use during fiscal year 1957, 
$800,000. 

Senator ELtienper. Is that for planning? 

Major Garrerr. Yes, sir. That is for the completion of a general 
design memorandum, preparation of construction plans and specifi 
‘ations, and to actually initiate the construction of the crossing. 

Senator ELLenpER. What is the estimated cost of that project? 

Major Garrett. $6,090,000, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Of which the States agree to pay $606,000. 

Major Garrerr. Yes, sir; each State is to pay $606,000, for a total 
of $1,212,000. 

Senator ELitenper. General, I wish you would look up the three 
letters that Senator Johnson wrote me and add such information as 
you think will be of help to the committee with respect to those projects, 
so that we will have the whole thing before us. 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. I thank the chairman very much. 

(The information referred to follows :) 


HIGHWAY BRIDGE aT WILLIS SITE, DENISON RESERVOIR (LAKE TEXOMA) 
TEx. AND OKLA, 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate_____.___________ : __... $6, 090, 000 
Total appropriation to date__- 0 
Amount that could be expended during fiscal year 1957 800, 000 


Authorization.—Public Law 164, 84th Congress approved July 15, 1955. 

Location and description.—The improvement consists of a highway bridge im- 
mediately south of Willis, Okla., across Lake Texoma, the reservoir formed by 
Denison Dam, to replace the crossing of Texas State Highway 91 and Oklahoma 
State Highway 99. 

Proposed operations.—The $800,000 for fiscal year 1957 would be applied to 
the initiation and completion of preconstruction planning, and to the initiation 
of construction of the bridge. 

Justification.—Justification of the proposed bridge is not based on economic 
benefits, but is warranted only by the circumstances resulting from wartime 
restrictions which prevented construction under conditions anticipated by the 
States of Texas and Oklahoma at the time of execution of the flowage agree 
ment, and by subsequent changed physical and economic conditions. 

Remarks.—The States of Texas and Oklahoma are required to make cash 
contributions of $606,000 each, which is equal to payments made to the States 
for abandonment of road prior to impoundment of water in the reservoir. 
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VICKSBURG, MISS., HARBOR CHANNEL IMPROVEMENT 


Senator ExLenper. Senator Stennis? 

Senator Stennis. Mr. Chairman, I would appreciate 1 minute. I 
want to bring up one project, the Vicksburg Harbor Channel improve- 
ment. This is a matter where they reduced the project from about $5 
million to $3.5 million. They recently finished the planning. Gen- 
eral Hardin was here and he testified about this. He is really anxious 
to get it started. ‘ 

General Itschner, would you make a statement about that, as to being 
ready to proceed ? 

General IrscHner. That is estimated to cost $3,220,000 with the 
decreased scope, which has been agreed upon by local interests. We 
have spent already to date $97,500, and we consider this project very 
meritorious, and a badly needed one, to serve the people in that part 
of Mississippi. They have no harbor there at all at the present time. 


BENEFIT-COST RATIO 


Senator Stennis. Do you remember what the cost ratio was, the 
benefits ? 

General Itscuner. The benefit-cost ratio is extremely high, 4.4 to 1. 

Senator Stennis. And this is reduced cost. You have a better plan 
there, and it reduced the estimate from $5.5 million to $3.5 million; 
did it not? 

General Itscuner. Yes, sir. The local people are willing to forego 
the larger project to get this underway. 

Senator Srennis. How much could you profitably use in fiscal 
1957? 

General Irscuner. We could use $500,000 in fiscal 1957 profitably 
and economically. 

Senator Stennis. I believe you will recall General Hardin’s testi- 
mony on the record, Mr. Chairman, and I am sure he wants to get 
started on it soon. I will submit the project to you, Mr. Chairman, 
and the committee on the testimony of General Itschner and General 
Hardin. You have personal knowledge of it, too. 

Senator Ettenper. Yes. I stopped there and we were almost unable 
to land there some time ago. 


FLooD CONTROL, MISSISSIPPI RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, VICKSBURG HARBOR, MIss. 


Summarized financial data: 
Tomi suprored Pederai estimate. $3, 220, 000 
Total appropriations to date 97, 800 
Amount that could be expended during fiscal year 1957 


Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Location and description.—The Vicksburg Harbor is located immediately north 
of the city of Vicksburg, Miss., along the north bank of Lave Centennial, and con- 
nects with the existing Vicksburg Canal about 2%4 miles from its confluence with 
the Mississippi River. The project consists of a navigation channel, with ample 
space for slackwater anchorages, and an industrial fill constructed from the 
dredged spoil material. 

Proposed operations.—The $500,000 for fiscal year 1957 will be applied to initia- 
tion of construction of the harbor channel and industrial fill. 

Justification.—The project will provide an adequate harbor, free from the 
dangers of high-velocity flow, which will supplement the present inadequate facili- 
ties and will be within easy access of the Mississippi River through the existing 
Vicksburg Harbor Canal. There are presently no adequate facilities available 
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for the transfer of waterborne commerce to highway and railroad transportatioy 
for inland distribution. Despite this lack of adequate transfer facilities, the 
waterborne commerce of the port of Vicksburg in 1954 was 523,700 tons. An 
analysis indicates that a total average increase of 223,000 tons may be expected 
as a result of the proposed harbor development. The dredged spoil materia] 
resulting from construction of the harbor will be used to place a needed indus. 
trial fill adjacent to the harbor to an elevation such that it will not be subject 
to overflow by floodwaters. Local interests will provide rail and highway ter- 
minal facilities, and thus commerce using the harbor will be provided with the 
necessary means for the expeditious loading and unloading of waterborne ship 
ments. The area to be served by the proposed development is situted in west 
central Mississippi and a relatively small portion of northeastern Louisiana 
The area consists of approximately 6,000 square miles within a radius of about 
45 miles from Vicksburg. Important industries in the area are sawmills, cooper. 
age mills, furniture and box factories, plants for processing cotton and fabricat 
ing steel, and the manufacture of cement, fertilizer, and electric power. Timber 
eattle raising, and dairying are also important industries. During the past few 
years oilfield development in this vicinity has been rather extensive and industria] 
growth has been active. The harbor and new industrial area will be an importan 
supplement to a major waterway and is justified by a total annual saving 
about 700,000 in transportation costs that may obtain as a result of an adequat 
harbor and industrial area. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 4.4 to 1. 


Soutn Dakota Prosects 
BIG BEND RESERVOIR 


Senator Munpr. Mr. Chairman, while we are page hopping around 
I wonder if you would mind taking over the South Dakota projects 
I have this Interior conference that I must attend this afternoon. 
This ison page 9. That is also table 6, the Big Bend project. 

Senator ELLENpDrR. We have under South Dakota the first one, Big 
Bend Reservoir. The total cost is $73 million, the engineers recom 
mended $50,000 for planning and $1 million has been asked for by 
outside witnesses for planning. What is the story on that, Major? 

Major Garretr. The Big Bend Reservoir, sir, as you have indicated, 
the estimated cost of that project is $73 million. We feel that we 
could economically expend for planning on that project $150,000 
during fiscal 1957. 

Senator ELLEeNpeER. I see. 

Senator Munpr. Does that give you enough so that you can make 
a final determination between the two sites which are under considera 
tion? 

Major Garrett. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpr. I understand that you have two proposed sites and 
it is quite important to the people in the area that we button down the 
site so that youngsters coming along, planning to make improvements 
on their ranches and farms will know what site you are going to take, 
because one would inundate certain land and the other would inundate 
different acres. We would like to resolve that part of it. 

Major Garrett. Yes, sir. We believe this amount will permit us to 
determine that. 

Senator Munpr. You think $150,000 would enable you to do that? 

Major Garrett. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpr (presiding). You will not need any more than that? 

Major Garrett. No, sir. 
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Stemmarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate __--_---~-- tes paetiasiapei eis to eka acca $73, 000, 000 
‘otal appropriations to date se 0 
Amount that could be expended du 150, 000 


Authorization.—1944 Flood Control Act. 

Location and description.—The authorized plan provided for dam 45 miles 
upstream from Chamberlain, 8. Dak. An alternate site near Fort Thompson, 
S. Dak., approximately 20 miles upstream from Chamberlain, is currently under 
consideration. ‘This site is located in the upstream reach of the Fort Randall 
Reservoir, and the reservoir extends upstream to just below Pierre, 8S. Dak. 
The plan provides for a rolled earth-fill dam, a chute-type gated spillway, and 
a powerplant. The reservoir, with a storage capacity of 1,570,000 acre-feet, 
will be operated as a unit in the comprehensive plan for flood control, navigation, 
conservation, power development, and other uses. 

Proposed operations.—The $150,000 for fiscal year 1957 would be applied to 
nitiate planning. 

Justification —The Big Bend project is primarily a power project to develop 
the otherwise unused head between the Oahe and Fort Randall projects. The 
Big Bend power installation will be connected to all major systems in Nebraska, 
South Dakota, and North Dakota, and through interconnections, will be avail- 
able to increase the power supply in load centers as far away as Minneapolis, 
St. Paul, Des Moines, Kansas City, and Wichita. Unrestricted peaking opera- 
tions will be feasible for year-round operations; thus the project will contribute 
materially to the rapidly growing power needs in this area. While the Big 
Bend project can be justified entirely on the basis of power production, further 
studies may indicate the desirability of inclusion of flood control functions. 
Great floods of record have discharged as high as 281,000 cubie feet per second 
in 1948, 250,000 in 1950, and 440,000 cubic feet per second in 1952 in 
the vicinity of the proposed Big Bend site. The drainage area between Oahe 
Dam and the proposed Big Bend Dam made considerable contributions to these 
discharges. The maximum flood potentialities will be considered in the final 
design of the project. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.36 to 1, with all benefits 
attributed to power. 

No planning funds have been allocated to the Big Bend Reservoir since its 
authorization. A small amount of planning had to be accomplished on the 
project in connection with the Oahe Reservoir project since the two projects 
are sO closely related that the power installations at Oahe could not be planned 
on a sound basis without a general knowledge of the possible power develop- 
ments at Big Bend. These very preliminary studies of Big Bend indicated a 
strong possibility that a more favorable site for the dam exists below the Bend 
in the general vicinity of Fort Thompson. At this site, the Niobrara chalk of 
the basin is at a favorable elevation for the foundation of the spillway and 
powerhouse, whereas at the upper site the foundation would be founded 
ona less suitable formation. However, more detailed studies would be required 
to permit making a final site selection. Funds in the amount of $150,000 can 
he utilized in fiscal year 1957 to complete the studies required for final site 
selection, which will require approximately 1 year. Funds in addition to the 
$150,000 cannot be used until the site studies are completed. 


FORT RANDALL RESERVOIR 


Senator Munpt. Fort Randall Reservoir is next. Will you com- 
ment on that? I notice you did not ask for any money and none was 
appropriated. I wonder what the outside interests want the $2,042,- 
000 for. Has that to do with the fish hatchery ? 

General Irscuner. We have all the money we need to complete that 
project. 

Senator Munpr. I was wondering what the $2,042,000 was requested 
for. 





2622 PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 


General Irscuner. I believe they must have requested that money 
feeling that we still had work to do. But we do have funds which wil] 
permit us to complete it. 

Senator Munpr. The clerk will look that up and put it into the 
record, with the analysis. 

(The information referred to follows :) 


The request made by local interests was to provide completion funds for the 
Fort Randall Reservoir project. The estimated Federal cost of the project is 
$189,300,000. The appropriations to date have been $187,258,000. The balance 
of the project estimate ($2,042,000) has been reserved for downstream bank 
stabilization which is under study to determine its need. The Corps of Engi- 
neers believes that should this work be determined to be necessary, it could 
be accomplished within the funds that have been appropriated through fiscal 
year 1956. Accordingly, no additional appropriations are required in fiscal 
year 1957. 

Senator Munpr. I believe there was a reduction of cost. 

General IvscHner. Yes, sir. 


KENSLER’S BEND AND MINER’S BEND 


Senator Munpr. Next we come to the Missouri River, Kensler’s 
Bend, Nebr., to Sioux City. Wh: it do we have there? 

Colonel Datrympte. That is under Nebraska, sir. The project has 
a cost estimate of $11 million, and the requested appropriation for 
1957 is $1,100,000. 

Senator Munopr. 11 million. You requested 1,100,000 and the ap- 
propriations was $1,100,000. My only question about that is we have 
always considered in this committee Kensler’s Bend and Miner’s Bend 
as one hyphenated project. If that is this way, I see no mention here 
of Miner’s Bend. Will you comment for the record on what your 
plans are for those two bends? I think you have always taken them 
up together, working on one at one time and another at another time. 
I do not like it to appear that one has been dropped from consideration. 

General Ivscuner. This project is Kensler’s Bend to Sioux City in- 
cluding Miner’s Bend. It will be included in the project. 


Senator Munpt. This includes the continuation of the work on 
Miner’s Bend ? 


General IrscuHNeErR. Yes, sir. 


OAHE DAM 


Senator Munpr. Now we will go back to the South Dakota sheet 
and come to Oahe. Your request is for $27,500,000 and the budget 
approved that, and the House approved that, and the local interests 
have requested $30 million. As I recall earlier testimony in past 
years, you had anticipated spending in the next fiscal year $30 million 
in the stepped-up program. Is there some reason why you ean get 
by with less? We do ver ~ pe to get a closing date delayed on this. 

Major Garretr. The $: 7,500,000 figure represents what we can 
economically spend in 1957. We can meet our power on the line date 
as previously contemplated with the $27.5 million figure. 

Senator Munpr. This will not ret: rd | in any way the closing of the 
powerlines or anything like that ? 

Major Garrert. No, sir; it will not. 
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Senator Munpr. It will mean that you will have to ask for a larger 
ammount in the next fiscal year than nor ‘mally expected ? 

Major Garrerr. I do not believe so, sir. I believe a good portion 
of that is contained in savings in fiscal year 1956. I anticipate there 

ll be an adjustment on the total estimated cost of the project. 

Senator Munpr. In other words, your hope and theory is that the 
27,500,000 will do what you formerly expected to be done by the 
$30 million ? 

General Irscuner. We feel sure, sir, with the balance remaining on 
June 30, that we can continue our schedule. 


SIOUX FALLS 


Senator Munpr. There is one more, Sioux Falls, but there is no 
question about it. 

Senator ELLenper. No, I do not believe so. 

Senator Munpr. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

We have a separate item for investigations. 

General Irscunrr. All of the projects you are interested in, Senator, 
would come under the surveys. 


PROJECT LIST 


Senator ELLeENpER. General, what you can do, as all of this is in- 
cluded in a lump sum, is that you might give us how you expect to 
spend this money, and then aside from that, you might give us a list 
of projects in the order in which we might be able to provide the funds. 
In other words, if you added another couple of million dollars, tell us 


how you would use it. Just give us a list of projects in order, you see, 
as to how they would be treated in the event that more funds were 
added on the survey. 


VERMILLION RIVER SURVEY 


General Ivscuner. I might say, sir, we do not have the Vermillion 
River survey in the fiscal 1957 program at this time. 

Senator Munpr. We had some local interest witnesses on that who 
presented a good case on that, General. If you look at the hearing, 
you will find it fits in with the Pick-Sloan program nicely. I would 
hope that when you put in the list that the chairman has in mind, if it 
did not come within your ceiling, that you can find a place to put it 
under the ceiling, very close. 


Fioripa Prosecrs 
CENTRAL AND SOUTHERN FLORIDA 


Senator ELLENDER. Now we will go to the Florida project, central 
and southern Florida. The House allowed $8,750,000 for the Florida 
project, and the outside witnesses have asked for $10 million. I 
thought a good case was made for the $10 million. 

Colonel Penney. The $8,750,000 includes repayment of an advance 
of $2,900,000. That figure includes $5,850,000 for construction. We 
have a capability to use an additional $4 million to that $5,850,000 for 
construction, or approximately $10 million. 

Senator ELtenper. That is the amount asked ? 
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Colonel Penney. That is the amount that local interests have men- 
tioned ; yes, sir. 

Senator ELLenper. You could economically use that ? 

Colonel PENNEY. We feel we could; yes. 


HORSESHOE COVE 


Senator ELienper. The next is Horseshoe Cove, in which outside 
witnesses have asked for the amount of the estimated cost, of $244,000, 
What is the importance of that project! 

Colonel ALLEN. Horseshoe Cove is a project in Florida costing 
$244,000, with a benefit-cost ratio of 1.4. The benefits accrue largely 
{o elimination of the lost time for fishermen, elimination of damages, 
and reduction in damage to vessels and spoilage of fish and oy sters; it 
is for the improvement of the general small boat picture in that area 

Senator ELLENpER. Do you feel it is important ¢ 

Colonel Auten. I think it isa well justified project of that type. 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Mederal estimate... : $244, 000 
Total appropriation to date_ sree etree 3 = None 
Amount that could be expended in fise al 3 year L957. a ; _.. 244, 000 

Authorization —1950 River and Harbor Act. 

Location and description.—Horseshoe Cove is an indentation in the gulf coast 
of Florida, about 1S miles northwest of the mouth of the Suwannee River. The 
project provides for a channel 6 feet deep and 75 feet wide from the gulf to an 
irregular-shaped basin of like depth at the village of Horseshoe. 

Proposed operations.—The amount of $244,000 could be used to initiate and 
complete plans and specifications and to initiate and complete dredging to provide 
project dimensions. 

Justification.—The proposed improvement is the most practical and economical 
method of adequately providing for the particular needs of navigation at Horse- 
shoe. The improvement would eliminate substantially all difficulties attending 
present navigation, and permit use of larger boats suited to more diversitied 
fishing, including charter boats for sport fishing. The evaluated benefits are 
based on elimination of lost fishing time, increased oyster production, reduced 
boat maintenance, and reduction in spoilage of fish and oysters. The current 
benefit to cost ratio is 1.4 to 1. 


TAMPA HARBOR 


Senator ExLeNverR. Next is Tampa Harbor. The amount budgeted 
and provided by the House is $2,500,000. Outside witnesses have asked 
for a total of $4 million. They have taken the position that amount 
would complete this channel from the gulf. I thought that a good 
case was made on that project. What is your view on it? 

Colonel ALLEN. That project is going very well, Senator Ellender, 
and the amount of $4 million could be used to expedite that — 
and bring it to completion sooner. The contractor is mobilized and 
has been making good progress. 

Senator ELLenper. From what I could understand, if this money 
were provided, it might in the long run save a lot of money in that 
the dredges are there now, and could simply keep on without stopping. 

Colonel AtiEen. That is correct. 

Senator ELLenper. Next is Georgia. We do not have any requests 
for Georgia. 
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Georcia Prosecr 
BUFORD DAM 


Senator Munpt. There is a request there for $3,300,000 for Buford 
Dam. 

Senator E.tenper. We are not going to question whether or not it 
is above what the outside witnesses ask. On this project, what amount 
you can use ¢ 

Major Garrerr. The $4,553,000 included in the President’s budget 
will physically complete the project. 


Inurors Prosects 


HUNT AND LIMA LAKE DRAINAGE DISTRICTS 


Senator Eiienper. As to the first one in Illinois in which there is 
a request made over what the Budget asked for it is the Hunt Drainage 
District, and Lima Lake Drainage District. The House allowed 
$75,000 for planning. That is an unbudgeted item. Outside requests 
have been for $100,000. Could you do with the $75,000 or would you 
suggest more ¢ 

Colonel Penney. Mr. Chairman, there is an additional capability 
for $150,000 planning funds for units in the Guttenberg to Hamburg 
reach, of which this is one. There is the $75,000 added by the House 
for this one and the $75,000 added by the House for another one, 
Fabius—— 

Senator Ettenper. Do you mean in the same bill? 


Colonel Penney. Yes, sir; in this appropriations bill. 
Senator ELLENpER. Which one is that, the $75,000 more? 


FABIUS RIVER DRAINAGE DISTRICT 


Colonel Penney. That is the Fabius River Drainage District in 
Missouri. 

Senator ELLenpER. That comes under Missouri? 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLeNpER. Have you allowed for both? 

Colonel Penney. That takes up the capabilities. 

Senator ELLenper. Do you mean for both? 

_ Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. Either for these two or whatever units 

n that reach might be desired. 

Senator ExteNprr. We do not want to give you more money than 
you can spend, you understand, but we want to give you the money 
that you can spend, economically, if it is possible. So the Fabius 
River Drainage District, if we allowed $75,000 for that and $75,000 
for this one, it will cover about what you can use? 

General Irscuner. That is the limit of our capabilities. 

Senator Eititenper. All right. 
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Hunt DRAINAGE DISTRICT AND Lima LAKE DRAINAGE DisTRIcT, ILLINOIS 
Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate $3, 400, 000 
Total appropriations to date () 
Amount that could be expended during fiscal year 1957 *75, OO 

1Remarks: The amount which can be utilized in fiscal year 1957 for design work in the 


Guttenberg to Hamburg reach of the Mississippi River, in addition to funds included in 


the President’s budget estimate, totals approximately $150,000 for design on another 2 or 
8 units. At the request of, and in cooperation with the upper Mississippi Valley Flood 


Control Association, it was determined that the next 2 units to which priority should ty 
given in initiating design were the Hunt and Lima Lake Drainage District and the Fabius 
River Drainage District. The amount of $75,000 could be utilized on each of these units 
in fiscal year 1957. Should funds be made available for only 1 additional unit, as much ax 
$100,000 might be utilized on this project during fiscal year 1957. 

Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Location and description.—The Hunt Drainage District and the Lima Lake 
Drainage District are located on the left bank of the Mississippi River, between 
miles 358.7 and 341.7 in Hancock and Adams Counties, Ill., upstream from the 
city of Quincy. The project provides for the improvement of the agricultural! 
levees in those districts. 

Proposed operations.—The $75,000 for fiscal year 1957 would be applied to the 
initiation of planning on the project. 

Justification—The project would provide a high degree of flood protection for 
approximately 24,500 acres of productive lands, including about 60 sets of im 
provements on about 170 operating farm units. Flood damages of approximately 
$904,000 (1955 price level), which occurred during the May 1944 flood, would 
have been prevented by the project. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 2.89 to 1. 


Fasius River DRAINAGE Districr, Missouri 
Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate_........_-.-._--~_ $2, 220, 000 
Total appropriations to date 0 
Amount that could be expended during fise al yes 9§ 175, 000 

1 Remarks: The amount which can be util'zed in fiscal year 1957 for design work in the 


Guttenberg to Hamburg reach of the Mississippi River, in addition to funds included in 
the President’s budget estimate, totals approximately $150,000 for design on another 2 or 


3 units. At the request of, and in cooperation with the upper Mississippi Valley Floo 
Control Association it was determined that the next 2 units to which priority should be 
given in initiating design were the Hunt and Lima Lake Drainage District and the Fabius 
River Drainage District. The amount of $$75.000 could be utilized on each of these units 
in fiseal year 1957. Should funds be made available for only 1 additional unit, as much 
as $100,000 might be utilized on this project during fiscal year 1957. 


Authorization. 954 F ontrol Act. 

Location and Description.—The Fabius River Drainage District is located on 
the right bank of the Mississippi River, in Lewis and Marion Counties, Mo. 
opposite Quincy, Ill. The project provides for improvement of existing levees 
in the district. 

Proposed operations.—The $75,000 for fiscal year 1957 would be applied to 
the initiation of planning on the project. 

Justification.—The project would provide a high degree of flood protection 
for approximately 14,200 acres of productive farm lands, including 75 sets of 
improvements (farm buildings) on about 70 operating farm units. In addition, 
many residents of Quincy, Ill, and vicinity, work in the area. Other develop- 
ments within the area include United States Highway No. 24 and the main 
line of the Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Railroad, together with a recently 
constructed freight marshaling yard and passenger terminal facilities. Com- 
mercial and manufacturing development of the area is progressing at a rapid 
rate. It is estimated that between $1,500,000 and $2 million has been invested 
in these improvements during the past few years with additional construction 
underway and contemplated. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 2.15 to 1. 
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MISSISSIPPI RIVER BETWEEN OHIO AND MISSOURI RIVERS 


The next is the Mississippi River vetween the Ohio and Missouri 
Rivers. You have $200,000 for construction there. What do you 
say about that? How much would you use? Could you use more than 
$200,000 you asked for ? 

Colonel Atten. That is correct, sir; we did request $200,000. We 
could go as high as $1 million for work on the regulating works on 
the Mississippi between the Ohio and the Missouri. That work is 
essentially one of dikes and revetments to further aid the stabilization. 

Senator ELLeNper. Could you use between $200,000 and $1 million ? 

Colonel Atten. That is correct, sir. 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate $58, 400, 000 
UCT a i a i ee mi erwinnie 42, 083, 500 
Amount that could be expended in fiscal year 1957 


tuthorization.—1927 and 1930 River and Harbor Acts. 

Location and description.—The project provides for obtaining and maintaining 

hannel in the Mississippi River 9 feet deep and not less than 300 feet wide, 
with additional width in bends, from the mouth of the Ohio River to the northern 
houndary of the city of St. Louis, a distance of approximately 191 miles; thence 
200 feet wide, with additional width in bends, to the mouth of the Missouri 
Kiver, a distance ot 4 miles. 

Proposed operations.—The amount of $1 million will be used for the construc- 
tion of dikes and revetments at the most critical reaches in the river between the 
Ohio and Missouri Rivers. 

Justification —The Mississippi River is a major artery of the inland waterway 
system and the section between the Ohio and Missouri Rivers is essential for the 
levalopment of through commerce. The estimated annual cost for channel 
maintenance dredging is $750,000, and for regulating works (dikes and revet- 
ments) and miscellaneous maintenance is $885,000. It is estimated that upon 
completion of the project these costs will be reduced to $300,000 annually for 

annel maintenance dredging, and $500,000 annually for maintenance of regu- 
lating works. Thus, there will be an estimated annual savings of $835,000 in cost 

f maintenance. In view of the great increase in tonnage on this reach of the 

er and the anticipated continued further increase, it is important that work 

be resumed and the project works installed as soon as practicable after the 
esired alinement for the navigation channel has been attained. ‘The commerce 

on the waterway has steadily increased from 38 million tons in 1942 to over 
17,663,000 tons in 1954. The current benefit-to-cost ratio is 3.96 to 1. 


LEVEE UNIT 5, WABASH RIVER, IND. 


Senator E.tenper. The next is the levee unit 5 in Indiana, the 
Wabash River. Outside witnesses have asked for $25,000 for plan- 
ning. What about that one? 

Colonel Penney. Sir, we feel that we could economically expend 
$25,000 for planning this next year. 


Summarized financial data 


lotal approved Federal estimate___ pein a _. $8, 600, 000 
lotal appropriations to date__- screen ah Bepidstecaa sts hikes 88, 400 
(mount that could be expended during fiscal year 1957___---_~~_- 25, 000 


{\uthorization.—1936 Flood Control Act. 

Location and description.—The project is located in Gibson and Posy Counties, 
n southwestern Indiana, extending 45.2 miles along the left bank of the Wabash 
River from mile 58.3 to mile 94.5, and along two tributary streams, the Black and 
Patoka Rivers. The project consists of earth levees and appurtenant drainage 
structures, and involves alterations to three railroad bridges, State and county 
highways and utilities. 
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Proposed operations.—The $25,000 for fiscal year 1957 would be applied to 
completion of preconstruction planning. 

Justification.—The project will provide major flood protection to approximately 
48,500 acres of good agricultural land, and to the villages of Lyles, Skelton, and 
Griffin, Ind. This area which now has no flood protection, has suffered flood 
damages in 1943, 1944, and 1945 amounting to more than half the estimated 
cost of the project. A considerable acreage of good cropland is permitted to lie 
idle each year because of the flood threat. Recently, valuable oil-producing fields 
have been developed within the area to be protected. The benefit-t6-cost. ratio 
is 1.6 to 1. 


MARKLAND LOCKS AND DAM 


Senator Exienper. The Markland locks and dam. The budget 
estimate is $5 million, the House allowed that figure, and outside 
witnesses have asked for $7 million. 

Colonel Aruen. Five million is our capability in 1957, Mr. Chair 
man. 

MASON J. NIBLACK LEVEE 


Senator Excenper. The Mason J. Niblack levee, a request has been 
made for $1 million on that. That isin Indiana. What have you to 
say about that one? 

Colonel Penney. Sir, that project has an estimated cost of $2,680, 
000. We feel that we could use $300,000 on that project. 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate__- Ae a i s SZ. GSO, OUD 
Total appropriations to date_ — sg nat 94, O00 
Amount that could be expended during ‘fise al year 195 ae ? 300, 000) 


futhorization.—1946 Flood Control Act. 

Location and description—The project is located in Knox and Sullivan 
Counties, Ind., on the left bank of the Wabash River, between river miles 134.8 
and 151.8. It consists of 5.8 miles of new earth levee and 12.2 miles of levee 
improvement, drainage outlets, ramps, and appurtenant structures. 

Proposed operations.—The $300,000 for fiscal year 1957 would be’ applied to 
initiating construction of the project. 

Justification The existing Mason J. Niblack and Leona Prather levees 
have proved to be inadequate in height and cross section. <A section of the 
existing levee is also endangered by caving banks along the Wabash River. The 
need for additional protection has been demonstrated by past floods. Floods 
have damaged these levees many times, and after the floods of 1948 and 1950-51 
the Federal Government repaired the levees at a cost of $271,800. In 1945 
the existing levees were overtopped during the cropping season, with damages 
then estimated at $336,000. The proposed levee, in addition to providing pro 
tection for the area now included in the original and inadequate protection 
works, will extend protection to an additional 1,900 acres, bringing the total 
area protected from cropping season floods to 15,620 acres, most of which is in 
cultivation. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.3 to 1. 


VINCENNES PROJECT 


Senator ELLeNpER. On Vincennes, the House allowed the budget 
estimate of $100,000, and outside witnesses have asked for a total of 
$433,000. What have you to say : about that ? 

Colonel Penney. The $100,000 in the budget represents all we can 
use next year. 

LITTLE SIOUX RIVER, IOWA 


Senator ELtenper. In Iowa, the Little Sioux River, the budget esti- 
mate is $2 million, the House allowed that figure, and outside wit- 
nesses have asked for $500,000 more. 
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Colonel Datrymrte. We can use $3 million, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. So you are going above what the outsiders 
have asked ¢ 

Colonel DALRYMPLE. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. You could easily use $3 million ? 

Celonel DatrympLe. Yes, sir. 


MISSOURI RIVER AGRICULTURAL LEVEES 


Senator Ettenprer. Next is the Missouri River agricultural levees, 
in lowa, Kansas, Nebraska, and Missouri. The budget estimate is 
$1,700,000, the House allowed $2,850,000, and outside witnesses have 
asked for $4 million. What do you say about that one? 

General IrscHNnER. $2,800,000 1s our capability, sir. 

Senator ExLenper. And that is what the House allowed ? 

General IrscuNner. Yes, sir; that is what the House allowed. 


MISSOURI RIVER, KANSAS CITY TO OMAHA 


Senator ExiLenper. Then on the Missouri River, Kansas City to 
Omaha, the approved budget was $3,300,000. The House gave you 
that. Outside witnesses have asked for $6 million. What about that ? 

Colonel ALLEN. That is a little more than we could use, sir. We 
could increase the $3.3 million by a small amount, perhaps another 
quarter of a million dollars. 

Senator ELLENDER. $3.5 million ? 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir; something on that order. 


MISSOURL RIVER, OMAHA TO STOUX CITY 


Senator Ertenper. On Omaha to Sioux City, the budget estimate 
was five million four, the House allowed five million six fifty, and 
outside witnesses have asked for $9 million. How much of that can 
you use 4 

Colonel ALLEN. We feel that we could use up to $7.4 million on that. 
That is in the Omaha to Sioux City reach. 

Senator ELLeNper. That is right. 

Senator Munpr. Will that get navigation to Sioux City ? 

Colonel ALLEN. Not entirely ; no, sir. 

Senator Munpr. They are talking about a 4-foot navigation. 

Colonel ALLEN. No, sir. Ultimately, when the program is com- 
pleted, this will provide for a 9-foot channel to Sioux City as au- 
thorized. 

Senator Munpr. I understand that, but I hear them talking about 
getting navigation started with a 4-foot dredge this year. I was won- 
der ing whether this would « ‘omplete it to that extent. 

Colonel Auten. I think 4-foot n: wigation could be pretty reliably 
counted on now. There is a controlled depth of about 3% feet. In 
most stages, I think that 314- to 4-foot navigation could use the river 
without too much improvement. This work is not directed entirely 
at the 4-foot depth. It is directed at the comprehensive development. 
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MUSCATINE ISLAND LEVEE DISTRICT 


Senator Ex_tenper. The next is on page 4, table 6, the Muscating 
Island Levee District and Muscatine-Louisa County Drainage Dis. 
trict No. 3. You asked for $75,000 for planning, the House allowed 
that, but outside witnesses have asked for $100,000. 

Colonel Penney. Sir, that is one of those units in the Guttenburg 
to Hamburg reach that I spoke about. $75,000 represents a reason- 
uble amount. 

RATHBUN RESERVOIR 


Senator ELLenver. Rathbun Reservoir, there they have asked for 
double what you have been allowed for planning. 
Colonel Datrympie. That $50,000 is all we feel we can use in fis- 
cal year 1957. 
RED ROCK RESERVOIR 


Senator ELLenper. The Red Rock Reservoir is next. The House 
provided $50,000 without a budget estimate. Can you use that 
amount ¢ 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. Actually we could use $200,000 eco- 
nomically in fiscal year 1957. 

Senator ELLENDER. $200,000 ? 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. 


Summarized financial data 


Total estimated Federal cost wwarerieeniene Spy ee, 000 
Total appropriations to date ec acces tea es 1, 295, 000 
Amount that could be expended during fiscal year 1957 200, 000 


Authorization.—19388 and 1944 Flood Control Acts. 

Location and description.—The Red Reck Reservoir is located on the Des 
Moines River, with the dam site approximately 142.9 miles above its mouth. 
The reservoir will be chiefly in Marion County, but will extend into Jasper, 
Warren, and Polk Counties, Iowa. The plan consists of the construction of a 
rolled earth-fill dam to provide a reservoir for flood-control purposes. 

Proposed operations.—The $200,000 for fiscal year 1957 would be utilized to 
continue preconstruction planning. 

Justification.—The project is a unit of the comprehensive plan for the Upper 
Mississippi River Basin. It will provide almost complete reduction of the aver- 
age annual flood damages to 65,000 acres of highly developed land in the Des 
Moines River flood plain below the dam, and will supplement the local protection 
works for 215,700 acres in the Mississippi River flood plain between the mouth 
of the Des Moines River and Hamburg Bay, Ill. Almost complete flood protec- 
tion will be provided for the urban centers of Ottumwa, Eddyville, Eldon, and 
Keosauqua, Iowa. Also the several other small communities of Bonaparte, Farm 
ington, Bentonsport, Douds, Leandro, Selma, and Chillicothe, lowa, will receive 
like reduction in flood damages. At Ottumwa, the project would provide major 
benefits to most of the industrial and commercial facilities as well as to a largt 
portion of the residential area. On the Mississippi River, industrial and commer- 
cial facilities located in Keokuk, Iowa, Quincy, IIL, and Hannibal, Mo., wil! 
receive important benefits from the project. Likewise, 10 railroad and 9 State 
highway crossings over the Des Moines River will be benefited as well as those 
rail lines which are located in the valley and parallel to the Des Moines River 
Damages, based on 1955 price levels, along the Des Moines River below the dam 
from the floods of May-June 1944 and June 1947, amounting to $4,696,200 and 
$16,393,300, respectively, would have been essentially eliminated had the project 
been in operation. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.21 to 1. 
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CEDAR POINT RESERVOIR 


Senator ELtenver. The next is Cedar Point Reservoir, $50,000 be- 
ing asked by outside witnesses. 

Colonel Datrympte. Sir, I would like to answer that question by 
taking Cedar Point, Marion, Council Grove, Elk City, and Strawn 
Reservoirs as a group. 

Senator ELLENpER. Which ones? 

Colonel Datrympie. Cedar Point, Marion, Council Grove, Elk 
City, and Strawn as a group. They are the reservoirs for control of 
he Grand (Neosho) and Verdigris River Basins in that area, and they 
Man all be planned by one district. That district has a certain capa- 
bility for planning and, therefore, we will have to distribute our plan- 
ning money among these reservoirs. To answer your question, we 
can use approximately $50,000 for Cedar Point. 

Senator ELtenper. $50,000 for Cedar Point? 

Colonel DaLryMp.e. Yes, sir. 


COUNCIL GROVE RESERVOIR 


Senator ELLENpER. What is the other one? Council Grove Reser- 
voir, how much for that ? 


Colonel DatrymMpLr. We could use $150,000 on Council Grove. 


MARION 


Senator ELLENDER. How about Marion ? 
Colonel Datrympte. $50,000. 


STRAWN 


Senator Eittenper. How about Strawn? 

Colonel DatrymMpLe. We could use a total of $750,000 on Strawn. 

Senator Ex.enper. Could you use any money for construction on 
that ? 

Colonel Datrympte. Yes, sir. That $750,000 will complete pre- 
construction planning and initiate construction on Strawn. 

Senator ELLENpER. Do you mean the $750,000? 

Colonel Datrymp.e. Yes, sir. 

Senator Eiienpver. Fifty thousand dollars has been asked for plan- 
hing by outside witnesses and the House allowed that, and $100,000 
for construction. So if we provide $750,000 you can complete the 
planning sufficiently to start construction ? 

Colonel Datrymrte. That is correct, sir. 


ELK CITY RESERVOIR 


Senator ELLENpDER. Now we go to Elk City Reservoir. Outsiders 
have asked for $75,000. 

Colonel Datrympete. Sir, that is a reservoir which would also be 
planned by the Tulsa District. We could utilize $75,000 on the Elk 
City project ; however, we would not be able to utilize more than a total 
of $225,000 on any 2 or 3 of the reservoirs for planning, that is, of the 
t projects—Council Grove, Cedar Point, Elk City, and Marion. 
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CouNnciIt GROVE RESERVOIR, KANS. 
Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate 
Total appropriations to date : ( 
Amount that could be expended_____--__--_----------- ; eae * 150, 00U 


1The amount which can be utilized in fiscal year 1957 for engineering and design o 
the following reservoirs in Kansas: (1) Elk City, (2) Marion, (38) Council Grove, 
(4) Cedar Points totals $$225.000 on any 2 or 3 of these reservoirs. 

3ased on the above, the $150,000 in estimated expenditures on this reservoir is sul 
to not exceeding a total of $225,000 for the 4 reservoirs. 


in 


Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 

Location and description.—The Council Grove Dam site is located on th: 
Grand (Neosho) River about 450 miles above its mouth and 47 miles southwest 
of Topeka, Kans. The dam will be earth-fill with a concrete spillway. 

Proposed operations.—The $150,000 for fiscal year 1957 would be applied 
the initiation of planning. 

Justification—The Council Grove Reservoir is a unit in a four reseryoii 
system and would be operated in conjunction with Marion, Cedar Point, and 
Strawn Reservoirs on the upper Grand (Neosho) River primarily for flood cou 
trol with supplemental water supply for municipal and industrial uses, and loy 
flow regulation. The flood-plain area consists of 340,000 acres of fertile and 
highly developed agricultural lands which sustained crop losses of $12,446,000 
during the June—July 1951 flood. Located within the area are 21 municipalities 
and unincorporated villages, consisting of 3,758 residential units and 761 com 
mercial and industrial units. During the flood of June-July 1951, the urbar 
areas sustained damages estimated at $9,325,000 and the rural area damazes 
estimated at $21.106,000. A source of water supply is of major importance t 
a number of municipalities and a large rural area in the Grand (Neosho) Rive: 
Basin. During the past few years local interests have expended large sums 
in unsuccessful attempts to alleviate water shortage due to prolonged drough: 
periods. The benefit-to-cost ratio for the four reservoir systems is 1.27 to 1 

CEDAR POINT RESERVOIR, CEDAR CREEK, KANS. 
Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate : _ $5, 320, 000 
Total appropriations to date () 
Amount that could be expended during fiscal year 1957 *50, 000 

1The amount which can be utilized in fiscal year 1957 for engineering and design 
the following reservoirs in Kansas: (1) Elk City, (2) Marion, (8) Council Grove, u 
(4) Cedar Point totals $225,000 on any 2 or 3 of these reservoirs. 

Based on the above, the $50,000 in estimated expenditures on this reservoir is sub) 
to not exceeding a total of $225,000 for the 4 reservoirs. 

Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 

Location and description—The dam site is about 4 miles above the mout) 
of Cedar Creek, a tributary of Cottonwood River in the Grand (Neosho) River 
Basin, and about 45 miles northeast of Wichita, Kans. The dam will be an 
earth-fill embankment, with a maximum height of 83 feet and a total length 
of 3,580 feet, and with spillway and control works combined in a concrete stru 
ture near the center of the embankment. The reservoir is primarily for flood 
control. 

Proposed operations.—The $50,000 for fiscal year 1957 would be used to initiate 
preconstruction planning. 

JUSTIFICATION.—The project is a unit in the authorized four-reservoir system 
on the upper Grand (Neosho) River, for flood control, supplemental water suppl) 
for municipal and industrial uses, and low-flow regulation. This potential source: 
of water supply is of major importance to a number of municipalities and a largt 
rural area in the Grand (Neosho River Basin. During the past few years, local 
interests have expanded large sums in unsuccessful attempts to alleviate water 
shortages due to prolonged droughts. The benefit-to-cost ratio, based on a system 
operation, is 1.27 to 1. 
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MARION RESERVOIR, KANS. 
Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate___- im .. $6, 270, 000 
otal appropriations to date aes ce 0 
Amount that could be expended during fiscal year 1957 és 750, 000 


rhe amount which can be utilized in fiscal year 1957 for engineering and design on 

following reservcirs in Kansas: (1) Elk City, (2) Marion, (3) Council Grove, and 

(4) Cedar Point totals $225,000 on any 2 or 3 of these reservoirs. 

Based on the above, the $50,000 in estimated expenditures on this reservoir is subject 
to not exceeding a total of $225,000 for the 4 reservoirs. 


{uthorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 

Location and description—The project is located on the Grand (Neosho) 
River, about 127 miles above its mouth and 8 miles northwest of Marion, Kans. 
The plan provides for an earth-fill dam and a combined concrete spillway and 
control works with a total length of 7,480 feet and a maximum height of 58 feet, 
to form a reservoir primarily for flood control storage. 

Proposed operations.—The $150,000 for fiscal year 1957 would be applied to 
nitiation of planning. 

Justification.—The project is a unit in a four-reservoir system and would be 
operated in conjunction with Council Grove, Cedar Point, and Strawn Reservoirs 
on the upper Grand (Neosho) River for flood control, supplemental water supply 
for municipal and industrial uses, and low flow regulation. A source of water 
supply is of major importance to a number of municipalities and a large rural 
area in the Grand (Neosho) River Basin. During the past few years, local 
interests have expended large sums in unsuccessful attempts to alleviate water 
shortage due to prolonged drought periods. Based on a system operation, the 
henefit-to-cost ratio is 1.27 to 1. 


ELK Crry (TABLE MOUND) RESERVOIR, ELK RIVER, KANS. 
Summarized financial data 


rotal approved Federal estimate____-__~- Seat eng eeanes ce a ee 
fotal appropriations to date__---_- ia ee ias 89, 900 


Amount that could be expended during fiscal year 1957____- 175, 000 


The amount which can be utilized in fiscal year 1957 for engineering and design on 
» following reservoirs in Kansas: (1) Elk City, (2) Marion, (8) Council Grove, and 
(4) Cedar Point totals $225,000 on any 2 or 3 of these reservoirs. 
Based on the above, the $75,000 in estimated expenditures on this reservoir is subject 
not exceeding a total of $225,000 for the 4 reservoirs. 


juthorization.—1941 Flood Control Act. 
Location and description.—The dam site is on Elk River, a tributary of 


+} 


Verdigris River, about 7 miles northwest of Independence, Kans. The dam will 
he a rolled earth-fill embankment 3,900 feet long, with a maximum height of 95 
feet. The spillway and control works would be combined in the concrete struc- 
ture near the right abutment. A dike 20.250 feet long would be constructed 
along the southeast side of the reservoir, which is primarily for flood control. 

Proposed operations.—The $75,000 for fiseal year 1957 would be applied to 
continue preconstruction planning. 

Justification.—The project is a unit of the authorized six-reservoir system in 
the Verdigris River Basin. Operation of Elk City Reservoir in conjunction with 
the other projects of the system will provide urgently needed fiood protection 
for farmland and communities in the Verdigris and Arkansas River flood plain. 
Further, during prolonged drought periods, critical water shortages can be 
relieved through low flow releases from the reservoirs. ‘The benefit-to-cost 
ratio, on a systemwide basis, is 1.22 to 1. 


KANSAS CITY, KANS. AND MO. 


Senator ELLenpver. Next is Kansas City, Kans. and Mo. 

The House allowed $800,000, the Budget allowed $1 million, 
outside witnesses have asked for $7,780,000. 

Colonel DaLrymMPLe. We can use $1 million there, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. $1 million ? 

Colonel DaLkyMPLE. Yes, sir. 
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LAWRENCE, KANS. 


Senator ELtenper. Lawrence is next. Outside witnesses have 
asked for $15,000 planning. 

Colonel DaLtrympte. We can use $15,000, sir. 

Senator ELLenper. That is the amount asked. 

Colonel Datrrmp.e. Yes, sir. That is to initiate planning. 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate__- $2, 740, 000 
Total appropriations to date 


‘) 
Amount that could be expended during fiscal year 1957 


15, 000 


Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Location and description.—The project is located on the Kansas River, about 
50 miles above its mouth, at Lawrence, Douglas County, Kans. The project con 
sists of 15 miles of new levee, 2.5 miles of levee raising, 0.2 mile of channel im 
provement for Mud Creek, 4.3 miles of bank protection, alteration of 2 sewer 
lines, and construction of a pumping plant for protection of North Lawrence 
and 2 low areas in South Lawrence, Kans. 

Proposed operations.—The $15,000 for fiscal year 1957 would be applied to 
initiation of preconstruction planning. 

Justification—The area in North Lawrence to be protected covers about 
8,000 acres, containing over 400 residences, about 60 industrial and retail busi- 
ness establishments, and important railroad, highway, and utility facilities 
The July 1951 flood caused damages of $3,121,000 in the area, of which about 
60 percent was to business properties. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.18 to 1. 


MILFORD RESERVOIR, KANS. 


Senator ELLenper. Milford Reservoir is next. Local witnesses have 
asked for $90,000 for planning. What about that? 
Colonel Datrymre_e. We could use $90,000, sir, to initiate planning. 


Summarized financial data 


Tote al approved Federal estimate..._._._...._...______- a ts $41, 000, 000 
otal appropriations to date (0) 
Amount that could be expended in fiscal year 1957____- eee 90, 000 


Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Location and description.—The dam site for Milford Reservoir is located on 
the Republican River near the town of Milford, Geary County, Kans., and about 
19 miles upstream from the junction of the Smokey Hill and Republican Rivers, 
which form the Kansas River near Junction City, Kans. The project provides 
for the construction of a dam, approximately 9,400 feet long with an averas 
height of about 88 feet, to provide a reservoir primarily for flood-control storage 

Proposed operations.—The $90,000 for fiscal year 1957 would be applied to the 
initiation of planning. 

Justification.—The Milford Reservoir would control the runoff from 4,010 
square miles of land in the Republican River Valley downstream from the Har- 
lan County Reservoir. Control of runoff from the lower Republican River Val- 
ley, and other tributaries, is required to assure protection of rich agricultural 
lands along the Kansas River and to reduce flood crests to design flood levels 
on which completed levee and flood wall construction at the Kansas Citys, Mo. 
and Kans., are predicated. Proposed works at Manhattan, Topeka, and Liaw- 
rence, and agricultural levees on the Missouri River downstream from Kansas 
City are also predicated on the reduction in flood crests to be effected by the 
Milford and other Kansas River Basin reservoirs. The benefit-to-cost r 
is 1.67 to 1. 


allo 
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PERRY RESERVOIR, KANS., 


Senator ELLeENpER. Next is Perry Reservoir. They have asked for 
$100,000. 


(Colonel DatrympLe. That can also be used, s 


Summarized financial data 


otal approved Federal estimate ae = $17, 200, 000 
(otal appropriations to date_______-__-_- sek ed 0 
Amount that could be expended during fise “al year 1 ay 100, 000 


{uthoriz .—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Location and description.—The project is located on the Delaware River 8 

les above its mouth in Jefferson County, Kans., with the dam site approxi- 

ately 4.5 miles north of Perry, Kans. Preliminary plans provide for an earth- 
fill dam, approximately 4,700 feet long and an average height of about 68 feet, 
to provide a reservoir primarily for flood control storage. 

Proposed operations.—The $100,000 for fiscal year 1957 would be applied to 
initiation of planning. 

Justification.—The Perry Reservoir is a unit of the authorized system of 
reservoirs in the Kansas River Basin which, in turn, is an integral part of the 
comprehensive flood protection plan for the Missouri River Basin. The Perry 
Reservoir will control the runoff from 1,059 square miles of drainage area on a 
a tributary of the Kansas River. This project will reduce flood losses in 

» flood plains below the dam site and along the Kansas River and augment 
low flows during the drouth periods in the lower Kansas Basin. The design 
of flood protection structures constructed at the Kansas Citys and proposed for 
construction at Lawrence, Kans., which are communities downstream from 
Perry Reservoir, is based on reduction of flood flows to be effected by the Kansas 
River Basin reservoirs. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.81 to 1. 


POMONA 


Senator ELLeNpdER. $100,000 for Pomona. 

Colonel Datrymrp.Le. That is a budgeted item, sir. We could use 
S85.000. 

Senator Eiirenper. That is what the House allowed you, $85,000. 


TOPEKA 


Next is Topeka. The House allowed you $400,000, which was a 

uidget estimate, and the total request from local witnesses is $700,000. 
7 hat about that ? 

Colonel DaLtrympLe. We can use $500,000, sir. 

Senator ELLeENpER. $500,000 ? 

Colonel DaLRYMPLE. Yes, sir. 


TUTTLE CREEK 


Senator Eititenper. Tuttle Creek. The House allowed you $9 mil- 
lion, which is a budget estimate, and local witnesses asked for 
$10,500,000. 

Senator Munpr. Some outsiders are asking for a lot less than that. 

Senator E.tenper. I know. That is 1.5 million more for land 
acquisition 2 

Colonel Datrympie. Yes, sir. We feel that $9 million is about 

ie most economical program we can have in fiscal year 1957. 
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Senator ELLenper. You can use 914 million ? 

Colonel Datrrmpter. Just $9 million, sir. 

General Irscuner. We believe that we can take care of the land 
iequisition they have in mind with the $9 million. 

Senator Etxenper. All right. Good. 


BUCKHORN, KY., RESERVOIR 


Next is the Kentucky, the Buckhorn Reservoir. The approved 
budget was $1 million, the House allowed nothing, and local witnesses 
have asked for $1.5 million. 

Colonel PEnNry. We could economically use $1 million, sir. 

Senator ELLeNnper. That is what the budget estimate is. 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. 


CATLETTSBURG 


Senator ELtenpver. Catlettsburg. The Budget allowed $1 million, 
the House allowed that, and local witnesses request $2 million. What 
about that one? 

Colonel PENNEY. We could use a total of $1,500,000. 


LOCK AND DAM 41 


Senator E.Lenper. Lock and dam 41. That is one of the projects 
that I believe ought to be started if possible. Remember, we started 
the Markland project and they tell me this is a very important one. 
The amount allowed by the House for planning was $150,000, and 
witnesses have asked for that amount plus $1 million for construction, 

Colonel Atten. That $1 million, Mr. Chairman, could be used late 
next spring to initiate the first construction contract. 

Senator E.itenper. It would be necessary to appropriate it this 
year, though. 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir. 

Senator Ettenper. And you could easily use that amount? 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir. 


LOWER CUMBERLAND LOCK AND DAM, KENTUCKY AND TENNESSEE 


Senator ELLtenper. The lower Cumberland lock and dam, in Ten- 
nessee. The House allowed $1.1 million. 

Mapor Garrett. We could economically spend $1,300,000. 

Senator ELLeENpDER. Witnesses have asked for $2 million. 


NEW RICHMOND LOCK AND DAM, KENTUCKY 


The next is the New Richmond lock and dam, in Kentucky and 
Ohio. The House allowed $100,000 for planning, and witnesses have 
asked for $150,000. 

Colonel ALLEN. That would expedite the planning on that pro- 
gram. 

Senator Ettenper. You could use $150,000 ? 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLeNper. With your present forces? 
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Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir. We could not use construction money, 
however. 
NO. 2 BARREN RESERVOIR, KY. 


Senator ExLtenprer. No. 2 Barren Reservoir. There is no money 
budgeted for that, except that you made a request for planning of 
=50,000, and local witnesses have asked for $100,000. 

Colonel Penney. We do have an ability to utilize $50,000. 

‘ ’ ~Y . . > , > \ , ‘ P N 1 C4 On? 

Senator ELLENpeER. I see here where the Corps of Engineers in 1957 
isked for $50,000. You could use $50,000 if you had it, is that right? 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. We could use $50,000. 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate____________._________.______----~ $20, 400, 000 
Total appropriations to date 25, 000 
{mount that could be expended during fiscal year 1957 50, 000 


{uthorization.—1938 Flood Control Act. 

Location and description.—The dam site for the No. 2 Barren Reservoir is 
located on the Barren River, approximately 79 miles above its mouth, and ap- 
proximately 10 miles northeast of Scottsville and 95 miles north of Louisville, 
Ky. The dam, as presently planned, will be earth and concrete with an uncon- 
trolled spillway and gate controlled outlet works. 

Proposed operations.—The $50,000 for fiscal year 1957 would be applied 
to resumption of planning on the project. 

Justification.—The No. 2 Barren Reservoir project is 1 of 81 reservoir units 
authorized for the purpose of controlling floods in the Ohio River Basin and is 
a unit in the plan for flood control in the Barren and Green River Valleys. 
Operation of the reservoir for flood control will greatly reduce flood stages along 
the Barren and Green Rivers below the dam. The No. 2 Barren Reservoir will 
control a drainage area of approximately 941 square miles or about 10 percent 
of the Green River Basin. The flood plain areas of the Green and Barren Rivers 
are devoted primarily to agriculture. Urban damages from downstream flooding 
at Bowling Green, Rochester, Central City and Livermore will be reduced. The 
lower 100 miles of the Green River is being improved for navigation and addi- 
tional mining and industrial activity in future years is expected in this area. 
The project will afford substantial flood control benefits to agriculture in the 
Barren and Green Valleys and to the additional industrial developments now 
being established. In addition, the conservation pool will provide recreational 
facilities and wildlife refuge. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 2.4 to 1. 


Senator ELienper. No. 2 Green River Reservoir. $50,000 has been 
asked for planning. 
Colonel Penney. We could use the $50,000, sir. 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate ; __... $7, 180, 000 
Total appropriations to date__ : aa : 0 
{mount that could be expended during fiscal year 1957 50, 000 


luthorization.—1938 Flood Control Act. 

Location and description.—The dam site for the No. 2 Green Reservoir is located 
on the Green River, about 5 miles east of Greensburg in Green County, Ky., ap- 
proximately 284 miles above the mouth of Green River. The dam will be mass 
concrete, approximately 1,630 feet long and 92 feet high, with an uncontrolled 
spillway and outlet works. 
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Proposed operations.—The $50,000 for fiscal year 1957 would be applied to ¢) 
initiation of planning on the project. 

Justification.—The project will control a drainage area in excess of 700 squar 
miles. The flood plain area of Green River is devoted primarily to agricultur 
The project will afford substantial benefits to agriculture in the Green Valley and 
functioning as a unit of the general comprehensive plan for flood control and 
allied purposes in the Ohio River Basin, will contribute to reduction in flood 
damage along the 197 miles of the Ohio River below Green River and along th 
Mississippi River. The conservation pool will provide recreational opportunitie< 
and serve as a wildlife refuge. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 2.0 to 1. 


NOLIN RESERVOIR 
Senator Exienprr. How about Nolin Reservoir for $150,000 pla 


ning, and the House allowed you $100,000. How much could you use’ 
Colonel Penny. We could use the $100,000, sir. 


AMITE RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES 
Senator ELienper. The next is Amite River and tributaries. The 


House allowed $200,000 for construction, and the request has bee 
made for $1 million. 


Colonel Penny. Sir, we could economically use $475,000. 


BAYOU SEGNETTE WATERWAY, LA. 


Senator ELLenNpEeR. Bayou Segnette Waterway. A request has bee: 
made for construction of $435,000. You requested that much. 

Colonel Atten. Yes, sir. - 

Senator ELLenper. But the budget did not respond to your request. 


How much could you use ? 

Colonel ALLEN. $435,000. 

Senator EL.enprr. That isa very important project. 

Colonel Aten. It provides for an interim channel 6 feet deep up 
to the Company Canal at Westwego. The full authorization is for 9 
feet, but we do not propose to take it to 9 until we have a 9-foot channe! 
to Barataria, which we do not have at the present time. 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate s se $520, OH) 
Total appropriation to date ; sa abet Mig aaa None 
Amount that could be expended in fiscal year 1957- 4235, OM) 


Authorization.—1954 River and Harbor Act. 

Location and description.—Bayou Segnette is on the west bank of the Missis 
sippi River opposite New Orleans, La., extending from Company Canal at thr 
town of Westwego southward for about 13.5 miles to the Gulf Intracoastal Water 
way near Lafitte, La. The proposed improvement provides for a channel 60 feet 
wide with a depth of 9 feet below mean low gulf level, extending from the lowe! 
end of Company Canal to the Intracoastal Waterway, a total length of approxi- 
mately 12.5 miles. 

Proposed operations.—The amount of $435,000 will be used to initiate and con 
plete the work of dredging to provide an interim channel 6 feet deep and 6) fee! 
wide from the Company Canal at Westwego to the Intracoastal Waterway) 

Justification.—The project provides for construction of an ultimate 9- by 6! 
foot channel from Westwego to the Intracoastal Waterway. However, a channel! 
feet deep and 60 feet wide will adequately service the needs of navigation until be! 
ter connecting waterways to the Gulf of Mexico are provided. The waterway is 
used by fishing boats to supply seafood to seven seafood processing plants and 
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plant for processing seafood byproducts. A deep-freeze plant, food lockers, and ice 
storage, fuel and boat repair facilities are also located on the waterway. Inade- 
quate depths cause navigation difficulties and hazards and prevent full use of 
he waterway. The savings in tranportation costs resulting from water move- 
nent rather than truck movement of the prospective increase in receipts of shrimp 
ne will more than justify the improvement. Provision of the interim depth 
nel will allow free navigation, permit an increase in fishing time and provide 
ess to terminal facilities required to market the catch. The current benefit- 
to-cost ratio is 1.50 to 1. 


Senator ELLENDER. Isee. You could use that amount economically 4 
Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir. 


PLAQUEMINE-MORGAN CITY 


senator ELLeENpER. Now, the next is the Plaquemine-Morgan City 
iternate route. The budget allowed you $4.5 million. The House 
did likewise, and local witnesses have asked for $6 million. 

Colonel ALLEN. We think $4.5 million is the proper schedule for 
Plaquemine-Morgan City. 


MISSISSIPPI RIVER, BATON ROUGE TO GULF 


Senator ELLENDER. Next is the Mississippi River, Baton Rouge to 
Gulf of Mexico. There has been asked $300,000 for planning. 
Colonel ALLEN. That total project cost is on the order of $8 million 


ind we could use in 1957, to initiate the planning and model study, up 
ty S260,000, 


Senator ELLENDER. $260,000 ? 
(Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir. 


(40-foot channel to New Orleans) 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate $8, 046, 000 
lotal appropriation to date 172, 000 
Amount that could be expended in fiscal year 1957 260, 000 


\uthorization.—1945 River and Harbor Act. 

Location and description.—The project is on the lower reaches of the Mis- 
sissippi River between Baton Rouge, La., and the Gulf of Mexico. The 1945 
modification provides for obtaining a depth of 40 feet in the Southwest Pass by 
dredging, contraction works and jetties to permit a through channel of 40-foot 
depth to New Orleans. 

Proposed operations.—The amount of $260,000 could be used for advance 
engineering and design, and would be applied to the initiation of data collection 
and a model study required for design of the project structures. The additional 
amount of $240,000 would be required in fiscal year 1958 to complete the pre- 
constructing planning. 

Justification.—The port of New Orleans is one of the major ports of the United 
States. Ocean-going vessels up to 34-foot draft regularly use its facilities. The 
Mississippi River above the passes affords an excellent 40-foot channel to New 
Orleans and a 35-foot channel to Baton Rouge 135 miles farther upstream. A 
large volume of petroleum and petroleum products, originating principally at 
Baton Rouge and wharves between Baton Rouge and New Orleans, utilize this 
project. Military and naval supplies move across the wharves of the New 
Orleans port of embarkation, the Algiers Naval Station and across the public 
vharves in the harbor. General export cargo consists in part of cotton, grain, 
sulfur, lumber, and manufactured goods bound to all parts of the world. Prin- 
cipal imports are bananas, coffee, sugar, molasses, alumium ore, coal tar, 
nitrates, and phosphates. Practically all industry in the city of New Orleans 
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depends to a large degree upon the waterway from the gulf. It is necessary 
in the interest of the economy of the area tributary to the port of New Orleans 
and in the interest of safety to navigation that the authorized improvement be 
provided. The benefit-to-cost ratio for the entire project for Mississippi River. 
Baton Rouge to the Gulf of Mexico, is 13.8 to 1. 


MISSISSIPPI RIVER, GULF OUTLET 


Senator ELtenper. The next is the Mississippi River, Gulf Outlet. 
The House has allowed $300,000 for planning, and witnesses have 
asked for that amount. 

1 think you have already testified, General, that you could easily 
use that? . 

Colonel AtLten. We could use up to $350,000, sir. 

Senator ELLenper. Up to $350,000. Suppose we should give you 
$350,0000. Would that be a sufficient amount so as to start construc- 
tion next year? 

Colonel ALLEN. No, sir. It is estimated that 2 years would be re- 
quired to complete the preconstruction planning. 

Senator KLLENDER. How much money would you need that you 
could economically use this year so that you could start constructior 
next year ¢ 

Colonel ALLEN. $350,000 is all we can use, sir. We feel that we will 
have to go into the 2-year planning period. 

Senator ELLtenper. All right. We will not press this. 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate $88, 000, 000 
Total appropriation to date None 
Amount that could be expended in fiscal year 1957 350, 000 


Authorization.—Public Law 455, 84th Congress, approved March 29, 1956. 

Location and description.—The project is located on the east side of the Mis- 
sissippi River and extends from a connection with the Inner Harbor Navi- 
gation Canal at New Orleans easterly and southeasterly about 75 miles to 
deep water in the Gulf of Mexico. The project consists of a 36-foot by 500-foot 
navigation channel to Chandeleur Islands, at or north of Errol Island, thence 
increasing gradually to 38 feet by 600 feet, with protective jetties at the en- 
trance, a permanent retention dike through Chandeleur Sound and a wibg 
dike along the island as required; a turning basin 36 feet by 1,000 feet by 2,000 
feet in the vicinity of Micheaud; and a suitable highway bridge with approaches 
for Louisiana State Highway No. 61. The authorizing legislation includes the 
additional provision “ * * * that when economically justified by obsolescence 
of the existing industrial canal lock, or by increased traffic, replacement of the 
existing lock or an additional lock with suitable connections is hereby approved 
to be constructed in the vicinity of Meraux, La. * * *” 

Proposed operations.—The amount of $350,000 could be used for planning in 
fiscal year 1957. It is estimated that 2 years will be required to complete the 
preconstruction planning for this project. 

Justification.—The project will provide a tidewater harbor with free access 
to deep water in the Gulf of Mexico through a sea-level canal. Local interests 
recognizing the need for additional terminal facilities at the Harbor of New 
Orleans have spent over $30 million since 1952 in modernizing the facilities 
of the port and have recently announced another $44 million program. New 
Orleans is the gateway to the great system of inland waterways of the central 
valley of the Nation. Adequate outlets to the Gulf of Mexico are essential to 
provide economical transportation to this area. This project will provide a! 
additional outlet to the gulf via a shorter route than the existing river rout 
and one which will not be subject to large fluctuations in the stages of the river 
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The improvement will provide a tidewater outlet and harbor sufficiently spa- 
cious for dispersion of docks and cargo-handling facilities, thus permitting 
flexible operation of the inland and seagoing commerce which will utilize the 
river, the tidewater canal and the Intracoastal Waterway. The project will 
provide savings in sailing time and ship turnaround time, reduce navigation 
hazards and offer relief from congestion. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.54 to 1.0. 


OVERTON-RED RIVER WATERWAY 


On the Overton-Red River Waterway, $300,000 has been budgeted 
for that and the witnesses asked for that amount. 

As I remember your testimony, General, that amount is necessary 
so as to ascertain whether or not this project is feasible and whether 
we should go on with it? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. We feel it is very desirable to settle 
the matter as to whether it is justified or not. 

Senator ELLenper. This project happens to be in my State but, if 
a project cannot be justified, we want to learn that as soon as possible. 


As soon as a study is made, if we find that this project is not justified, 
we will forget about it. 


ROCKLAND HARBOR, MAINE 


Next we come to Maine, the Rockland Harbor. <A total of $710,0000 
has been asked. 

Colonel AtLtEN. The Rockland Harbor project has not yet been 
authorized. ‘The report has gone to Congress but he as not yet been 
authorized. If it were authorized this year, this $700,000 could be 


expended in the next fiscal ye 


eaten ELLENDER. That w aad finish the project according to your 
estimate ¢ 


Colonel AtteEN. That will complete the dredging, sir. An addi- 
tional $110,000 would be required to complete a continuing contract 
for rock removal within the channel area. 

Senator ELLenpER. Next is Adams, Mass. The House allowed 
$1,576,000, and the local witnesses have asked for $2,700,000. 

Colonel Penney. The House allowance is all we feel that we can 
use, SIT. 


Rockland Harbor, Maine, is located just inside the southwestern entrance to 
Penobscot Bay about 75 miles northeast of Portland. All authorized work has 
been completed. 

A review report authorized by a resolution adopted on September 14, 1954, by 
the Committee on Public Works of the United States Senate has been prepared. 
The report, printed in Senate Document No. 82, 84th Congress, 1st session, recom- 
mends modification of the existing project to provide an entrance channel and 
channels along the northern and central waterfronts, 18 and 14 feet deep, 150 and 
100 feet wide, respectively, with a basin 200 feet wide in Lermond Cove and two 
turning basins 250 feet and 200 feet wide; and a chanel 18 feet deep at mean 
low water and 100 feet wide from deep water to the vicinity of the General 
Foods Corp. marine base in the southern part of the harbor at an estimated 
Federal cost of $810,000, subject to certain conditions of local cooperation in- 
cluding a cash contribution of one-half the cost of construction of the channel 
to the General Foods Corp. marine base. The benefit-to-cost ratio for the entire 
project is 2.3 to 1. 

The report has been submitted to the Congress and a bill, S. 1749, providing for 
authorization of the modification of Rockland Harbor was a issed by the Senate 
on July 30, 1955. Action by the House of Representatives has not yet been 
completed. 
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If the improvement is authorized by about July 1, 1956, the amount of $700,000 
could be used to initiate and complete all dredging work and to initiate a con 
tinuing contract for rock removal within the channel area. 


Bosron Harpor 


Senator Exienper. All right. Boston Harbor is next. Two million 
dollars has been asked. What about that one ? 

Colonel ALLEN. I assume they are talking about the President Roads 
Anchorage? 

Senator ELLENpER. Extension to 40-foot anchorage. 

Colonel AtiEN. Yes, sir. That is the President Roads Anchorage 
which was carried in the 1946 Authorization Act with a total cost of 
slightly in excess of $3 million. About half of that could be used. 

Senator ELLenper. Half of the $3 million could be used? 

Colonel ALLEN. About $1,500,000 could be used over the first year of 
construction to initiate that. 

Senator Eitenper. Is that an important project ? 

Colonel Aten. It is important from the standpoint of safety- 
anchorage for the vessels using the Boston area. It is a nonevaluated 
project, Justified on the basis ‘of safety and convenience and elimina- 
tion of hazards. 


Boston Hargor, MAss. (PRESIDENT RoAps ANCHORAGE EXTENSION ) 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate 
Total appropriation to date 
Amount that could be expended in fiscal year 1957 


Authorization.—1946 River and Harbor Act. 

Location and description.—This modification of the Boston Harbor project 
provides for the extension of President Roads Anchorage 700 feet to the north 
and 500 feet to the west to a depth of 40 feet at mean low water, and dredging 
of an area lying west of the anchorage, adjacent to the existing 35-foot channel, 
to a depth of 35 feet. 

Proposed operations.—The amount of $1,535,000 could be used for completion 
of preconstruction planning and to initiate dredging under a continuing contract 

Justification.—Boston Harbor is 1 of 4 ports on the east coast having a 
channel depth of 40 feet or more. The harbor is a primary naval base, as well 
as a commercial port. Boston ranks high among the ports of the world; its 1954 
commerce was 17,878,336 tons. The present 40-foot depth President Roads 
Anchorage was extensively used and overcrowded during World War I! 
During the Korean emergency, the anchorage proved too small and at present 
with ships of greater tonnage and greater length, the anchorage is even more 
inadequate. The proposed increase in size of the 40-foot President Roads 
Anchorage would permit both naval and commercial vessels to be anchored 
more easily and without such slow, cautious, expensive maneuvering to avoid 
risks of collision. A benefit-to-cost ratio has not been evaluated as the project 
was justified on the basis of the need for greater anchorage space and the safet) 
and convenience of established deep-draft navigation. 


CAPE COD CANAL 


Senator Entenper. For the Cape Cod Canal, $157,000 is needed io 
complete it. What about that? 

Colonel Arten. That is a small boat facility to the west end of Cape 
Cod. The benefit-to-cost ratio would be 1.8. It is primarily for ies 1 
boats, a harbor of refuge and safe anchorage in that area. 

Senator ELtenper. Would vou say that that is important enough to 
proceed with ? 
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Colonel ALLEN. If we are going to proceed with recognition of pro- 
viding harbors of refuge for small craft, 1 think it is as important 
as many others; yes, sir. 


Summarized financial data 


‘Total approved Federal estimate 
Total appropriation to date 
\mount that could be expended in fiscal year 1957 


{uthorization.—1945 River and Harbor Act. 

Location and description.—Onset Bay is a small sheltered body of water on 
the south shore of Cape Cod, near the westerly end of the Cape Cod Canal. 
he modification provides for a channel 150 feet wide and 15 feet deep, extending 
from deep water in the vicinity of Wickets Island to the town wharf at the 
village of Onset ; for enlargement of the 15-foot turning basin at the town wharf; 
and for an anchorage basin of about 16 acres, contiguous to the proposed channel 
and turning basin, having a depth of 8 feet. 

Proposed operations.—The amount of $157,000 could be used to complete pre- 
construction planning and tuo dredge the channel and anchorage basin to pro- 
vide project dimensions. 

Justification—The improvement will provide necessary small-boat facilities 
at the west end of the Cape Cod Canal to enable layover of craft cruising along 
the coast during bad weather either in Buzzards Bay to the south or in Cape 
Cod Bay at the north end of the canal. The canal is subject to strong currents, 
making it hazardous to attempt to anchor therein. No suitable anchorage is 
available within the total length of the canal. There are over 600 small-boat 
trips each way through the canal each year. <A serious need exists for sheltered 
anchorage within the limits of the canal. The current benefit-to-cost ratio is 
1.8: to i. 


CHATHAM (STAGE) HARBOR, MASS. 


Senator ELLENDER. Next is Chatham (Stage) Harbor. 


Colonel ALLEN. That was added by the House. 
Senator EiLenper. That was added by the House ? 
Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Do you think that that is feasible? 
Colonel ALtEN. Yes, sir. 


Summarized financial data 


COTATI WOT O) CGE II on i i pe eis ere nnn $167, 000 
lotal appropriation to date_ None 
{mount that could be expended in fiscal year 1957___________-_-_---___~ 167, 000 


i\uthorization.—1945 River and Harbor Act. 

Location and description.—Stage Harbor at Chatham, Mass., is located in the 
eXtreme northeastern corner of Nantucket Sound, and lies in the angle formed 
by the south shore of Cape Cod and the long, narrow spit known as Monomay 
Island. The harbor, virtually landlocked, is entered by a widening channel, 
which is obstructed by an outer and inner bar and exposed to prevailing south- 
west winds. The project provides for an entrance channel 10 feet deep and 
150 feet wide from that depth in Nantucket Sount to the upper harbor, a distance 
if about 2.1 miles. 

Proposed operations.—The amount of $167,000 will be used to prepare plans 
and specifications and to initiate and complete the work of dredging the project 
channel. 

Justification.—The project will provide a more reliable harbor entrance chan- 
nel for the small fishing and pleasure craft of the region. The present 6-foot 
hannel is severely affected by shifting shoals and sand bars to such an extent 
that navigation is subject to tidal delays and grounding hazards. It is esti- 
inated that 6,000 vessel trips in and out of the harbor are made per year. The 
urrent benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.8 to 1. 
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COHASSET HARBOR, MASS. 


Senator Ex.enprer. Cohasset Harbor. $175,000 has been asked for 
that one. What about that project ¢ 

Colonel ALLEN. Cohasset has the full cost of $175,000. It has been 
authorized since 1945 and, like several of the others we have heard, it 
is justified strictly on the basis of benefits to small boating and fishing, 
a harbor of refuge. 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate $175, 000 
Total appropriation to date None 
Amount that could be expended in fiscal year 1957 175, 000 


Authorization.—1945 River and Harbor Act. 

Location and description.—Cohasset Harbor is on the shore of Massachusetts 
Bay about 16 miles southeast of Boston Harbor. The harbor consists of an outer 
roadstead and an inner harbor of about 28 acres protected from all but north 
easterly winds in its natural condition. However, the Commonwealth of Massa- 
chusetts has constructed a breakwater which provides partial protection from 
these winds. The project provides for an entrance channel 90 feet wide and 8 feet 
deep and an anchorage area in the inner harbor approximately 18 acres in area 
and 7 feet deep. 

Proposed operations.—The amount of $175,000 could be used to initiate and 
complete the improvement. 

Justification.—The harbor is used by pleasure boats and by a small fishing fleet 
which operates in nearby waters. The primary purpose of the improvement is in 
the interest of pleasure boating. The improvement will reduce the hazards of 
grounding and collision and provide needed anchorage space. The Common 
wealth of Massachusetts, in cooperation with the town of Cohasset and private 
interests, has done considerable dredging in the harbor, and has expended over 
$250,000 for improvement in the harbor. Much of the area dredged by these 
interests is included in the Federal project. The amount of funds that could be 
used in fiscal year 1957 would complete the project and provide a logical and 
secure harbor of refuge for small boats operating in nearby waters. 


EAST BRIMFIELD RESERVOIR 


Senator Eixenper. All right. The next is the East Brimfield Res- 
ervoir. The House allowed $840,000. The budget was $340,000, and 
local witnesses have asked for $2 million. 

Colonel Penney. Sir, we feel that we could economically use the 
$840,000. 

Senator ELtenper. That is the amount allowed by the House ? 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. 


FALL RIVER HARBOR 


Senator EL.rtenper. For Fall River Harbor, $1,620,000 has been 
asked, and $500,000 allowed by the House. Could you use any more 
than what the House allowed ? 

Colonel ALLEN. No, sir; $500,000 for the first year is all that we 
could properly use. 


GLOUCESTER HARBOR AND ANNISQUAM RIVER 


Senator Exvtenper. Gloucester Harbor and Annisquam River. 
$180,000 has been asked. 
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Colonel AtLEN. That was one which we had very seriously consid- 
ered putting in our small authorized projects program when we were 


thinking of raising our limit from $150,000 to $200,000. We feel that 
that is a very desirable project. 


Senator Ex.enper. Is that a harbor for safety for boats, small 
hoats ¢ 


Colonel Atien. Small fishing and pleasure boats; yes, sir. 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate 
Total appropriation to date 
Amount that could be expended in fiscal year 1957 


tuthorization.—1945 River and Harbor Act. 

Location and description.—The Annisquam River extends across the base of 
Cape Ann from Ipswich Bay on the north to Gloucester Harbor on the south side 
of Cape Ann about 23 miles north of Boston Harbor. This modification provides 
for a dredged anchorage 8 feet deep over an area of about 17 acres at the entrance 
to Lobster Cove on the Annisquam River. 

Proposed operations.—The amount of $180,000 could be used to initiate and 

mplete construction of the anchorage area to project dimensions. 

Justification.—Annisquam River is a connecting tidal waterway providing a 
irotected, passage for small fishing and pleasure boats, which would otherwise 
ave to move around Cape Ann in exposed waters. Over 8,000 boats a 
ass through the Annisquam River 
inchorage. 


$180, 000 
None 
180, 000 


year 
, indicating a need for an adequate and safe 
The only off-channel anchorage area available is utilized by the local 
raft and can only accommodate a portion of the local fleet. Transient vessels 
and other local craft must seek anchorage in the channel areas, creating hazardous 
avigation conditions. The proposed anchorage would provide shelter for small 
boats prevented from using the outside channels due to adverse weather condi- 
tions and will reduce the hazardous condition due to overcrowding and mooring 
near the fairways of the Annisquam River. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.7 to 1. 


MYSTIC RIVER 


Senator Ex:itenprer. The next is the Mystic River. The 
allowed $1.5 million and the budget was for that amount. 
een asked for $2 million. 


Colonel ALLEN. $1.5 million, sir, is all that we can use. We would 
require a little in 1958 to finish the job. 


House 
We have 


NANTUCKET HARBOR 


Senator ELrenper. Nantucket Harbor is another of those projects 
that falls in the category that I have just mentioned to you. That is 
a total cost of $162,000, 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate 
Total appropriation to date 
Amount that could be expended in fiscal year 1957___ 


{uthorization.—1945 River and Harbor Act. 

Location and description.—Nantucket Harbor is on the north side of Nantucket 
Island, Mass., 25 miles south of Cape Cod. The modification provides for 
lredging an anchorage area of about 50 acres to a depth of 15 feet and a fairway 


f the same depth on the west side of the anchorage. 


$162, 000 
None 
162, 000 
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Proposed operations.—The amount of $162,000 could be used to initiate and 
complete construction of the anchorage area and fairway. 

Justification—The economy of Nantucket Island, by virtue of its location, js 
entirely based on an adequate harbor. The island is a summer resort area snd 
its prosperity is dependent upon its attraction to summer visitors, especially 
boatowners. Nantucket Harbor is the supply point for the island and is the 
terminus of the regular steamship service which provides passenger and freig} 
transportation to and from the mainland. Present anchorage facilities are 
inadequate for the existing fishing and pleasure craft based at the harbor 
and are such as to preclude their use by the extensive and valuable recreationa| 
fleet cruising the waters of Nantucket Sound. Provision of the anchorage woul 
eliminate the present congestion and would encourage the use of the harbo; 
by more pleasure and fishing craft, especially those of deep draft. It would 
also provide an improved harbor of refuge, greatly desired and needed in ay 
area so extensively used by small craft. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.8 to 1.4 


NEWBURYPORT HARBOR 


On the Newburyport Harbor the House has allowed $143,000. Wit 
nesses have asked for only $90,000. Can you use $143 000% 

Colonel ALtuEN. Yes, sir. The $143 000 would complete the first 
phase of the project. 


Summarized Financial Data 


Total approved Federal estimate ~-- $249, 000 
Total appropriation to date______- aici ; ; Non 
Amount that could be expended in fiscal year - 195 7 : : 1433, 00 


Authorization.—1945 River and Harbor Act. 

Location and description.—Newburyport Harbor is near the northern ex 
termity of the coast of Massachusetts, on the lower part of the Merrimack River 
The modification provides for a continuous channel from the sea to the wharves 
at Newburyport, 15 feet deep and 400 feet wide through the outer bar, thenc 
12 feet deep and 200 feet wide including a widened turning basin in front of 
the wharves. 

Proposed operations.—The amount of $143,000 could be used to initiate and 
complete construction to provide a Continuous channel from the sea to tl 
wharves at Newburyport to interim dimensions of 12 feet deep and 401) feet 
wide through the outer bar, thence 9 feet deep and 200 feet wide including 
widened turning basin in front of the wharves. Completion of the project | 
provide the additional 3 feet of depth authorized is not scheduled. 

Justification.—The harbor is used extensively by recreational craft and con 
merical vessels. Recent records of vessel traffic indicate over 1,106 trips y« 
year of vessels drawing from 3 to 8 feet. The harbor is a safe, land-locked 
harbor, sheltered from winds from all directions. However, the entrance chan 
nel is difficult to navigate in stormy weather due to the continued shifting 0! 
the sand bar. The harbor depths are inadequate for present and prospective tse 
The interim depths to be provided with the funds that could be expended i 
fiscal year 1957 are adequate for present and reasonably prospective commerce 
Due to the increasing small craft traffic along the Atlantic coats and the lack of 
suitable harbors of refuge between Gloucester, Mass., and Portsmouth, N. Hl 
the improvement of Newburyport Harbor is necessary for a refuge for sui 
fishing and recreational craft operating in Ipswich Bay and along the coast 0! 
New Hampshire. The evaluated benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.1 to 1, exclusive of th 
benefits to accrue through provision of a safe and easily accessible harbo 
refuge. 


NORTH ADAMS 


Senator Ex LENDER. Next is North Adams. The local witnesses have 
usked for $500,000 more than the budget and what the House allowed. 
What about that project? 

Colonel Penney. The $2 million allowed by the House represents: 
reasonable program. 





PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 2647 
QUINCY SHORE BEACH 


Senator ELLENDER. Quincy Shore Beach. Is that another harbor 
project? That is $480,000. 
Colonel Auten. This is a beach-erosion project, Mr. Chairman, and 
the detailed plans and specifications for that one have not yet been 
<ubmitted to the Chief of Engineers for approval, as required under 
the project document. 
Senator ELLENDER. So it is not in order for appropriation, then ? 
Colonel ALLEN. We don’t feel, sir, that we should come to the com- 
mittee in all cases here until we have some idea that the plans and speci- 
ications have been approved, and that they are intending to proceed. 
Senator ELLenper. That is a good idea, of course. You have done 
ths it all along, and we do not want to put into this bill anything that 
ias not been fully authorized and with the total estimated Feder: al cost 
fixed. 


Colonel ALLEN. You are aware that in these beach-erosion projects 


the work is done by the local interests so that we must necessarily fol- 
low their leads in that. 


Senator Extenper. All of that is done under your supervision ? 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir. The plans and specifications are sub- 
mitted to the district and the chief for approval. 

Senator ELtenper. This is simply a sum in order to compensate 
them for work done? 


Colonel Atten. Which they have not yet done; that is correct, sir. 
Senator ELLENDER. We are not going to give it to them until they 
complete it. 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate $430, 000 
lotal appropriation to date ‘ None 
Amount that could be expended in fiscal year 1957 430, 000 


Luthorization.—1953 River and Harbor Act 
Location and description.—Quincy Shore Beach is in the city of Quincy, at the 
ead of Quincey Bay in Boston Harbor. The project provides for the construction 

a bulkhead, a seawall, artificial placement of sand and gravel fill, and neces- 
sary modificattions of existing drainage facilities along the Quincey Shore. 

l’roposed operatitons.—The amount of $430,000 could be used for complete reim- 
bursement of the Federal share of the project cost. All preconstruction planning 

(| detailed plans in advance of construction will be performed by the Common- 
wealth of Massachusetts, as well as construction of the project. The detailed 
plans and specificatitons have not been submitted to the Chief of Engineers for 
approval. 

Justification Quincey Shore Beach is one of the principal recreational beaches 

in the Metropolitan Boston area. The usability of the beach is impaired by its 
eroded condition and the properties adjacent to the beach have been seriously 
damaged from high waters passing over the existing seawall. The benefits to be 
derived from the improvement are the prevention of direct damages, the preven- 
tion of indirect damages, the increase of land and property values, the increase 
of recreational facilities, the protection of yacht club structures and the im- 
provement of traffic conditions on the shore drive. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 
15 to 1, 


SCITUATE HARBOR, MASS. 


Scituate Harbor—the request is for $393,000. 


Colonel Aten. That is another project in the small fishing boat 
arbor category. 


THOOS—56—pt. 2 
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Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate $393, 000 
OtR) RONPOOTIOUON £0 Galli iii owen enna a None 
Amount that could be expended in fiscal year 1957 393, 000 


Authorization.—1954 River and Harbor Act. 

Location and description.—Scituate Harbor is a natural indentation in the 
coastline of Massachusetts Bay, about 13 miles by water southeast of the entrance 
to Boston Harbor and 33 miles northwest of the eastern entrance to the Cape Cod 
Canal. The modification provides for a channel 10 feet deep and 200 feet wide in 
the main harbor and 10 feet deep and 150 feet wide in the inner harbor, and for 
dredging 2 anchorage basins, 8 feet deep, 400 feet wide and 1,500 feet long in 
the northern part of the harbor and 10 feet deep, 400 feet wide and 900 feet long 
at the southern end of the inner harbor channel. 

Proposed operations.—The amount of $393,000 could be used to initiate and 
complete the improvement. 

Justification—Scituate Harbor is one of the best known small-boat harbors 
between Boston and Cape Cod, a long-established recreational area. The present 
channel and anchorage facilities provided by the Federal Government and the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts are not adequate in area or depth to serve the 
boats using the harbor at present. The proposed improvements will provide in- 
creased harbor facilities for recreational and fishing craft having depths up to 
10 feet. The added mooring basins, together with the existing basins, will provide 
sufficient anchorage for present and prospective traffic, eliminating overcrowded 
conditions, and congestion of the fishing vessels around the town wharf, and 
will allow the harbor to be used freely and without difficulty. Benefits will 
aecrue to the fishing industry through increased value of fish catch, to commer- 
cial navigation through lower transportation costs, and to recreational boating 
through improved harbor use. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 2.7 to 1. 


WEST HILL RESERVOIR 


Senator E.ienper. The next is the West Hill Reservoir. The 
House allowed $100,000 in planning, and local witnesses have asked 
for $1 million for construction. 

Colonel Penney. Mr. Chairman, that is a project where, although 
we would make every effort to utilize this $100,00 if appropriated, we 
feel we would have great difficulty in doing that because of the over- 
all program in New England which has been predicated on a maximum 
capability. 

Senator ELLeENpER. The amount allowed by the House is all that you 
could use ¢ 

Colonel Penney. That would be the maximum that we could use, sir. 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate $2, 920, 000 
Total appropriation to date 


Authorization.—1944 Flood Control Act. 

Location and description—The West Hill Reservoir is located on the West 
River, in Massachusetts, approximately 3 miles above its confluence with the 
Blackstone River and 2 miles east of North Uxbridge. The project provides for 
an earth-fill dam approximately 2,700 feet.in length with a maximum height of 
approximately 48 feet. The reservoir will have a flood-control storage capacity 
of 11,900 acre-feet. 

Justification.—The West Hill Reservoir is the only authorized reservoir project 
in the Blackstone River Basin. Construction of this project would provide 
reductions in flood stages at downstream damage centers along the West River 
in Massachusetts and the Blackstone River in Massachusetts and Rhode Island 
It would augment the protection to be provided by the Woonsocket local prote 
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n project, and provide a degree of protection for that portion of the city which 
is outside the area of the local protection project. Preliminary estimates indicate 
that the West Hill Reservoir would have prevented approximately $4 million in 
lamages had it been in operation during the record flood of August 1955. The 
henefit-to-cost ratio is 1.8 to 1. 


WESTVILLE RESERVOIR 


Senator Exitenper. Then the next is Westville Reservoir, wherein 
$100,000 for planning is being asked. What about that project ? 

Colonel Penney. Sir, we don’t feel that we would be able to do any 
planning work on that project in fiscal 1957 in view of the overall 
workload in New England. 

Senator ELLENDER. Very well. 


Summarized financial data 


Potal emproved. 2 CGCrRl CHURROG no ttre re mnnnn $6, 330, 000 
fotal appropriations to date 79, 000 
Amount that could be expended during fiscal year 1957__. *0 

It is not expected that any planning work could be accomplished on this project in 
the forthcoming fiscal year in view of the program contemplated for design work on other 
projects in fiscal year 1957 in the New England flood area which is predicated on the 
maximum economical engineering capability for fiscal year 1957. It is also pertinent to 
mention that the completion of the East Brimfield project upstream from the Westville Dam 

| through its control permit more economical construction operations at the Westville 
site. For this reason, construction of the Westville project should not be initiated until 
the Kast Brimfield project is substantially complete, 


{uthorization.—1941 Flood Control Act. 

Location and description.—The dam site is located on the Quinebaug River, a 
tributary of the Thames River, 59 miles above its confluence with the Shetucket 
River in the town of Sturbridge and 2 miles west of Southbridge, Mass. The 
project provides for the construction of a concrete dam, approximately 320 feet 

mg, and a maximum height of about 50 feet, to form a reservoir with a storage 
apacity of 12,000 acre-feet, primarily for flood control. 

Justification.—The Westville project is a unit of the authorized plan for flood 
control in the Thames River Basin. The flood of August 1955 caused enormous 
damages in this basin. In combination with the East Brimfield project, currently 
inder design, the Westville project will provide substantial protection for South- 
bridge, Mass., and a large measure of protection for other downstream com- 
munities, ineluding Putnam, Danielson, Jewett City, and Norwich, Conn., 


industrial and business centers on the Quinebaug and Thames Rivers. The 
henefit-to-cost ratio is 1.1 to 1, 


WEYMOUTH FORE RIVER 


lhe House allowed the budget estimate of $500,000, and outsiders 
have asked for $2,058,000. 

Colonel ALLEN. We could use about twice the amount that is in the 
‘57 program up to $1 million. We cannot use the full amount, sir. 

Senator EiLenper. All right. 


WORCESTER 


Then we have Worcester. The House allowed the budget estimate 
f $840,000, and local witnesses have asked for $2 million. How much 
\lditional money could you use economically over and above the House 


gvure ! 


Colonel Pennry. The $840,000, sir, is the economical program for 
this project. 

Senator Exienper. All right, sir. 

Now we come down to Minnesota. 
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SNAKE RIVER, IDAHO 


Senator Dworsnax. Mr. Chairman, could I interject for a minute 
at that point? I was called up on the floor, and they passed uy) the 
Idaho estimates. 

I should like to ask General Itschner whether any funds have bee; 
earmarked for small projects—flood-control projects—on the Snake 
River between the Oregon line and the Wyoming line? 

I do not know whether vou call that the upper Snake River, embrac- 
ing the Payette River and the Weiser River, and all the tributaries 
of the Snake between the Oregon and Wyoming boundaries. 

They would be small projects, but I would like to have the record 
show whether anything has been earmarked for them. 

General Irscunrr. No, sir; we have no small projects in the State 
of Idaho. 

Senator Dworsuak. There are no large ones, either. 

General Irscuner. There are no large ones, either. 

Senator Dworsnak. That leaves the Snake River completely out 
Is that because there was no flood threat in the Snake River? | 
thought that both the Weiser and Payette tributaries had been sone 
what of a flood menace in the past 2 years. Are you not planni) 
anything to repair damages or control future floods ? 

Gener a] ITSCHINER. We e have a continuous flood there on the trib 
utaries of the Snake River, sir, and also on the Snake River itselt 
We have at this time in the North Pacifie Division funds with whi 
to accomplish emergency repair work or work in preparation for the 
flood which is really under way at this time. 

Senator DworsHak. Does that provide for building any new flood 
protective works of any kind, or is it necessary to have some damage 
done so that it can be repaired ¢ 

General Irscuner. We can make extensions or strengthen levees 
anticipation of the flood which might come, but we cannot initiat 
any new flood-control work. As a matter of fact, there would not be 
time to do that, and therefor the real solution to the problem is to 
accomplish some flood-control work on the tributaries. 


SURVEY AND STUDY FUNDS 


Senator Dworsuak. Did you not tell us 2 weeks ago that the 
probably could use some funds for continuing the surveys and studies 
in the upper Snake River in eastern Idaho? You did, did you not 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Senator Dworsnak. Do you recall that amount? Ts it $50,000, 
was it a larger amount ? 

General Irscrner. We could use this year, sir, up to $75,000. 

Senator Dworsnak. You could use $75,000 in the next fiscal year / 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. 

Senator Dworsnak. Is that for planning? 

General Irscuner. It is for the survey. 

Senator Dworsuax. You have been undertaking such a survey itt 
this current year ? 

General Irscuner. We had $48,500 this year. 

Senator Dworsnax. And you could use up to $75,000 next year, but 
you have no specific recommendations other than that for the Snake 

tiver between Oregon and Wyoming? 
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General Itscuner. We have some authorized projects in there, sir, 
jut we have none under way at the present time. 

Senator DworsHak. When you say “authorized,” would you enum- 
ate any, or mention one? 


PORTNEUF PROJECT 


General Irscuner. The Portneuf local protection project. 

Senator DworsHak. You are working on that currently? That is 
n this year’s appropriation ? 

General IrscHNER. Funds have been made available to complete 
this project. I think it has been delayed a little bit because of the 
lificulty in getting land for the project. 

Senator DworsnaK. But you were not planning any additional 
funds, and I think that when you spend the funds available for this 
vear, that will complete the project ? 
~ Colonel Datrympte. I believe it will. Those funds will remain 
available at any rate. 

Senator DworsHak. Can you mention any other project ? 


WEISER RIVER-IDAHO PROJECT 


Colonel DatrympLe. We have, sir, the Weiser River-Idaho local 
flood protection project which is a conditionally authorized project 
un the 1950 Flood Control Act. As you know, those projects are con- 
ditionally authorized and must be economic ally justified, and we have 
ust received from the field the justification report which is under 
review, 

Senator DworsHak. You require local participation on those ? 

Colonel DaLryMpLe. Yes, sir. 

Senator DworsHak. In this budget for 1957 fiscal year you have 
ontemplated no projects with specific earmarking of funds on the 
Weiser or any of those rivers? 

Colonel Datrymp.e. That is right, sir. 

Senator DworsHak. You are continuing with this study, but so far 
is the budget for the next year is concerned, you have not requested a 
single dollar for any of these? 

Colonel Datrympte. That is right, sir. 

(reneral IrscHNer. That is for construction and advance engi- 


leering, 


BOISE RIVER PROJECT 


Another project that is authorized and needed is the Boise River 
project below Lucky Peak Dam. 

Senator DworsHak. What is the nature of that project ? 

General Irscuner. That is a levee and channel straightening 
proje ct. 

Senator DworsHak. But you have nothing in the present budget 

for that 2 

General IrscHner. No. 

Senator DworsHak. Is that quite urgent? Why did you not in- 
clude something ? 

General IrscHNeEr. It is quite urgent. It is a question of trying to 
compress the entire desires into the amount that we have. 
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Senator Dworsuak. What projec t would be undertaken there if you 
did some work? How much would it cost ? 

General Irscuner. I will have to ask your permission to insert that 
in the record as to how much it would cost. 

(The total Federal cost of the Boise Valley project is $5,900,000. ) 

Senator ELLenper. Are all of those in Idaho? 

General IrscHNner. Yes, sir. 

Senator DworsHak. They are on tributaries. 

Senator ELLeNpER. Suppose you do that for us, General. Suppos 
you put all of such projects in Idaho which, in your opinion, ar 
deserving of either planning, surveys, or construction, in a list, ana 
it might be of use to the committee, and we can then further discuss 
it with Senator Dworshak, and, if necessary take it up further wit! 
you. 

General IrscHnerR. All right, sir. 

Senator Dworswaxk. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

(The information referred to follows:) 


REQUESTED INFORMATION ON PROJECTS IN IDAHO 


Amount that could be used in fiscal year 1957 
Surveys: 
Kootenai Flat $40, OOK 
Upper Snake River Basi : _.__. 375, 000 


1 $30,000 in budget, could use $45,000 additional. If no funds available for justificat 
reports, $75,000 could be increased by $25,000 to $100,000. 


Planning: 
Columbia River local protection: 
(a) Justification report: 
1st priority: 

Blackfoot area y 
EE EEE EE PO 10, 000 
Camas Creek___—_ _. 16,000 
Little Wood River_____ 6, 000 
Mud Lake- 
Shelley area 


Total, 1st priority_-_ 


2d priority: 
Boise Valley Mu a a 10, OO 
Heise-Roberts extension 10, 000 
Kendrick___ 4, 000 
Payette Valley 25, 000 
South Fork, Clearwater Riv 6, O00 
Whitebird Creek 


Total, 2d priority 
GREAT LAKES CONNECTING CHANNELS 


Senator Ei.tenper. All right. 

Now, in respect to projects in Michigan, we have the Great Lakes 
connecting channels in which the House allowed the budget estimate 
of $4 million. In reviewing the testimony before the House I noti 
where Congressman Rabaut questioned Colonel Allen and that 
testified that for 1957 $5 million could be used. 

Colonel ALLEN. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Etienper. Are you still of that opinion? 
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Colonel ALLEN. We are. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLeNpeR. And you testified that you could economically 
use $5 million instead of $4 million ? 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir. We would like to get a start on this long, 
expe nsive program with the additional $1 million. 

Senator ELLeNnper. Do you consider it a project of such importance 
that the Congress would be warranted in supplying the additional 
million doll rs? 

Colonel ALLEN. Wedo,sir. It is going to be a 5- or 6-year program 
to get that Great Lakes connecting channel project completed. 


ST. ANTHONY FALLS, MINN. 


Senator ELLenper. Very well, sir. 

On the St. Anthony Falls in Minnesota, a request has been made 
from witnesses of $1,275,000. There is no budget estimate; nor did 
vou ask for any money. 

* Colonel AtteN. No, sir. There is not. 

Senator ELLENpDER. Could you utilize that amount ? 

Colonel Atten. The funds appropriated thus far for the St. 
Anthony Falls have been sufficient to complete construction of the 
lower lock and dam except for utilities and other appurtenant items. 
We have been directed by the Congress to review the economics of the 
upper lock and dam to determine whether it should be constructed. 
A report on that has been made and is now with the River and Harbor 
Board. Any additional funds that would be appropriated would be 
for the remaining work on the lower lock and for construction of the 
upper lock and dam. We could utilize $400,000 for the lower lock 
and to initiate the upper lock. 

Senator ELLenper. What is your carryover on that? 

Colonel ALLEN. There have been about $10.5 million expended, all 
of which have gone to the lower lock and dam. It would take another 
820 million to complete the upper lock and dam, which economic re- 
port is being acted on now by the Board. 


Summarized financial data 


LOGIT SAN IN i ci eaten cient ict mcr ernie $30, 900, 000 
Total appropriation to date 10, 566, 000 
Amount that could be expended in fiscal year 1957 ; 400, 000 


\uthorization.—1937 and 1945 River and Harbor Acts. 

Location and description.—The St. Anthony Falls project provides for exten- 
sion . of the 9-foot channel on the Mississippi River, from the present head of navi- 

gation at the lower Northern Pacific Railway bridge, to a point 4.6 miles upstream 
to the Soo Line Railway bridge, wholly within the city of Minneapolis. The 
project involves construction of a 56-by-400-foot lower lock of 25-foot lift, and a 
steel and concrete gate-type dam to replace an existing dam at lower St. Anthony 
Falls; a 56-by-400-foot upper lock of 49-foot lift in an existing dam at upper St. 
Anthony Falls; dredging for a channel of 9-foot depth and 100-to-500-foot width 
below the lower lock and dam, between the locks, and above the upper lock; and 
alterations to existing bridges and utilities. 

Proposed operations.—The amount of $400,000 could be used for construction 
of access road and fill behind the lock wall of the lower lock and dam, and to 
install lock utilities and locomotive crane at the lower lock and dam; and for 
engineering and design for dredging in the intermediate pool, relocation of the 
Great Northern Railway’s stone-arch bridge, and for the upper lock. 
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Justification.—Minneapolis, Minn., is at the head of navigation on the Mis. 
sissippi River, and is potentially one of the most important ports on the Missis 
sippi River system. Commercial traffic in the upper Mississippi River projec 
(Missouri River to Minneapolis) has been steadily increasing, principally petr 
leum products, coal, bulk construction materials, sulfur, grain, and iron and step 
products. The present Minneapolis Harbor, storage, and transportation faci| 
ities serving this waterborne commerce are extremely inadequate and incapab\ 
of expansion in the 100-foot-deep river gorge. However, above St. Anthony Falls 
there is ample space for harbor facilities near the center of Minneapolis industry 
and adjacent to a large network of railroads; and the surrounding land is only 
about 20 feet above river level, and at the general elevation of the business and 
industrial area of the city. The proposed improvement will enable commerce 
to pass over St. Anthony Falls and gain access to this advantageous area. Thy 
current benefit-to-cost ratio for the “Mississippi River between the Missouri 
River and Minneapolis” 9-foot canalization project, of which the St. Anthony 
Falls improvement is an integral part, is 1.5 to 1. 

Remarks.—A study regarding the advisability of modifying the St. Anthony 
Falls project was authorized by resolution of the Committee on Public Works 
House of Representatives, adopted August 17, 1954. <A report thereon has heey 
prepared and is under review by the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors 
at the present time. The results of this study will determine the economic feas 
bility of the St. Anthony Falls extension as a separate facility. 


CAPE GIRARDEAU 


Senator Extenper. We will go down now to Cape Girardeau. The 
amount appropriated by the House is the budget estimate, and out- 
side witnesses have asked for $1.5 million. 

Colonel Pennry. The $1 million is all that we can use, sir. 

Senator ELLENpDER. We have covered the Fabius River? 

Colonel Auten. Yes, sir, 

Senator ELienper. You can use the $75,000 in connection \ 
the other? 

Coloney Penney. That is correct, sir, a total of $150,000 additional 
on the projects in the Guttenberg to Hamburg group. 


Vitl 


MARION COUNTY DRAINAGE DISTRICT 


Senator Exienper. Marion County Drainage Dijistrict. The 
amount asked is $60,000 for planning. 

Colonel Penney. Mr. Chairman, that is another one of the Gutten- 
berg to Hamburg reach projects and, if the amount of $75,000 is ap- 
propriate for each of the other two that we have discussed, we would 
not have an additional capability to take care of this. 

Senator Ettenper. I see. 

Colonel Penney. That is approximately our total capability. 

Senator ELttenper. You would not recommend that? 

Colonel Penney. We would have difficulty spending that, sir. 
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(Unit of Guttenberg to Hamburg project) 
Summarized financial data 


fotal approved Federal estimate_____--~~- : z Sen _.. $795, 000 
Total appropriations to date : = 0 


Amount that could be expended in tiscal year 1957__-___--_-___-__-_____ * 60, 000 
Remarks: The amount which can be utilized in fiscal year 1957 for design work in 
the Guttenberg to Hamburg reach of the Mississippi River, in addition to funds included 
n the President’s budget estimate, totals approximately $150,000 for design on another 
3 units. At the request of, and in cooperation with the Upper Mississippi Valley Flood 
Control Association, it was determined that the next 2 units to which priority should be 
siven in initiating design were the Hunt and Lime Lake Drainage District and the Fabius 
River Drainage District. The amount of $75,000 could be utilized on each of these units 
fiscal year 1957. The action of the Upper Mississippi Valley Flood Control Association 
1, recommending selection of these 2 units as next in priority for design was supported 
a representative of the Marion County Drainage District during House public works 
appropriation hearings, fiscal year 1957. 
Based on the above, the $60,000 in estimated expenditure on this unit is subject to not 
exceeding an Overall increase of $150,000 for the entire Guttenberg to Hamburg reach. 


{uthorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Location and description.—The Marion County Drainage District lies on the 
right bank of the Mississippi River, several miles upstream from the city of 
Hannibal, in Marion County, Mo. The project consists of improvement of agri- 
cultural levees in this drainage district 

Proposed operations.—The $60,000 for fiscal year 1957 would be applied to 
initiate and complete preconstruction planning. 

Justification.—The project would provide a high degree of flood protection 
for about 4,000 acres of productive farmland, including 15 sets of improvements 
(farm buildings) on 20 operating farm units. Fifty persons reside in the 
drainage district, and it is traversed by 3.3 miles of Chicago, Burlington & 
Quincy Railroad mainline track. The project would prevent recurrence of flood 
damages such as those due to the June 1047 flood which amounted to $490,000. 
The benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.04 to 1. 


MISSOURI RIVER, KANSAS CITY TO MOUTH 


Senator ELLENDER. Now, on the Missouri River, Kansas City to 
the mouth, the budget estimate was allowed by the House, and local 
witnesses have asked for $3 million additional, or a total of $5 million. 

Colonel ALLEN. A total of $4 million, sir, is the most that we could 
use. We could not use all of the $3 million additional. 


POMME DE TERRE RESERVOIR 


Senator ELLENpDER. Pomme de Terre Reservoir. The House al- 
lowed the budget estimate of $500,000, and local witnesses have asked 
for $2 million. 

Colonel Datrympie. We could use up to $800,000 of that, sir. 


ST. LOUIS 


Senator ELLENpER. St. Louis. The House allowed the budget esti- 
mate of $551,000 for planning, and $1,200,000 has been asked by 
witnesses, 

Colonel Penney. Sir, the $551,000 represents just about our maxi- 
ium capability for planning. 
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SOUTH RIVER DRAINAGE DISTRICT, MO. 


Senator ELLenper. South River Drainage District. $60,000 has 
been asked. 

Colonel Penney. This is another of the Guttenberg to Hamburg 
units, sir. We could use that if the $150,000 were not allocated to 
other projects. But, with the $150,000 on the 2 other projects that 
the House has recommended, we could not use this. 

Senator ELLENDER. Why isthat? 

Colonel Penney. It is all one district, sir, and they have a certai 
amount of planning capability in that district. 

Senator ELLEeNper. Is it due to manpower on your part? 

Colonel Penney. It is due to the physical capability of doing the 
planning in that year; yes, sir; with the overall planning load. 

Senator ELtenper. I understand. 


(Unit of Guttenberg to Hamburg project) 


Summarized financial data 


, 280, 000 
None 

Authorization.—1954 Flood Control Act. 

Location and description.—The South River Drainage District lies on the right 
bank of the Mississippi River, several miles upstream from the city of Hannibal, 
in Marion County, Mo. The project consists of improvement of agricultural 
levees in this drainage district. 

Proposed operations.—The $60,000 for fiscal year 1957 would be applied to 
initiation of preconstruction planning. 

Justification.—The project will provide a high degree of flood protection for 
10,000 acres of farmland, including 45 sets of improvements (farm buildings) 
on 45 operating farm units. Six miles of Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Rail- 
road mainline track are located in the drainage district, and there are approxi- 
mately 150 residents. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.1 to 1. 


BILLINGS, MONT. 


In Montana we have Billings, Mont., with no budget estimate, and 
outsiders have asked for $1.5 million. 

Colonel Datrympter. We could use $200,000, sir. 

Senator Ernenper. On construction or pl: inning? 

Colonel Datrymp.e. To complete planning, sir, and initiate con- 
struction on levees, and diversion. 

Senator ELtenper. You mean on $200,000 ? 

Colonel Datrympte. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELtenper. What isthe nature of this project ? 

Colonel Datrymrte. Protection of the city of Billings, Mont., and 
levees and channel improvements, and diversion channels. 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate__________ Se ee ae rae oe $4, 150, 000 
Totel appropriations to date... .......... 65, O00 
Amount that could be expended during : fise al year 1957 200), OUU 
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{uthorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 

Location and description.—The project consists of channel and levee work for 
local flood protection at Billings, Mont., and vicinity, along the Yellowstone River, 
244 miles above its confluence with the Missouri River. 

Proposed operations.—Complete planning and initiate construction on levees 
and diversion channel. 

Justification.—The project will provide protection to the city of Billings, Mont., 
which has suffered flood damage from 17 known floods since 1871 from tributary 
streams which enter the Yellowstone River which flows south of the city. The 
flood of June 1937 caused damages estimated at $2,178,150 to roads, bridges, 
residences, utilities, and railroads. Since 1937 the construction of two oil 
refineries, a 60,000-kilowatt steam-generating plant, improvement of railroad 
properties, and the rapid expansion of the city of Billings have greatly increased 
the potential flood damage should a flood of the 1937 magnitude recur. A flood 
potential is present at all times, particularly from cloudburst runoff common to 
this area, on tributary streams which flow into the Yellowstone River from the 
north, threatening damage to property and disruption of transportation facili- 
ties, manufacture of petroleum products, and handling of livestock and farming 
products. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.12 to 1. 


LIBBY RESERVOIR, MONT. 


Senator Eiuenper. All right. 

The next is Libby Reservoir. I think I heard that one before. The 
ost of that is $285 million, and local witnesses have asked for $500,000 

for planning. 

Major Garrerr. As you know, construction of this project is de- 
pendent on completion of negotiations with Canada, inasmuch as the 
project will back water 42 miles into Canada. We feel th: at, until 
the international as vects of the project have been settled or are in 
definite prospect of being settled, it would not be wise to spend addi- 
tional planning money on this project. 

Senator ELLENDER. So that you would not recommend the $500,000? 

Major Garretr. No, sir; we would not. 

Senator ELtenper. Mr. Bousquet has just reminded me of the fact 
that there was testimony brought before us to have this a two-stage 
development. 

Major Garrett. Yes, sir. 

Senator Ettenper. That was to build the dam as high as you can 
without flooding Canada, and let the other come after the negotiations 

are entered into. What is your view ? 

Major Garretrr. We have recently studied the possibility of de- 
velopment of this project in two stages as you have described. 

The first-stage project, however, would ‘have a benefit-to- cost ratio 
of only 0.64 to 1.0 and further, in accomplishing the project in two 
tages, we would increase the overall first cost of the project by $5.5 
million, so that we feel we had best not proceed with the two-stage 
development but should stick to our single-stage planning. 

Senator Extenper. What would be the ratio if perchance you would 
complete the first stage and Canada would refuse to cooperate? 

Major Garretr. 0.64 to 1.0, sir. 

Senator ELLenper. 0.64 to 1.0. That would be way below. 


Summarized financial data 


Total Dre EE CO oo its iin crate : 
otal appropriations to date 
{mount that could be expended during fiscal year 1957 
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Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 

Location and Description.—Libby Dam site is located on the Kootenai Riye; 
about 15 miles upstream from Libby, Mont., and 217 river miles above the cop. 
fluence of the Kootenai with the Columbia River. The project provides for the 
construction of a dam to form a reservoir primarily for flood-control purposes gnq 
generation of hydroelectric power. 

Remarks.—The construction of this project is dependent upon completion of 
negotiations with Canada inasmuch as the project will back water 42 miles int 
that country. Recently the Corps of Engineers studied the possibility of develop. 
ment of this site in two stages with the first-stage project backing water only 
to the international boundary. The first-stage project has a benefit-to-cost rat; 
of only 0.64 to 1. Further, accomplishing the project in two stages would increase 
the first cost over the single-stage plan by at least $5,500,000. 

If a satisfactory settlement of the international aspects of the Libby project 
could be counted on within 3% years after initiation of planning on the 2-stag 
Libby development, the 2-stage plan would be of advantage to the United States 
This advantage would rapidly disappear after that time, however, as the added 
cost of 2-stage development would offset the intangible benefits of the early prov; 
sion of interim flood control and power generation and the interest compounde 
on the unrepayable annual charges would use up the surplus of benefits over costs 
in the completed project. Therefore, in view of the fact that the economic feas 
bility of a 2-stage plan depends on construction of the second stage within a re! 
tively few years, it is essential that the international aspects of the second stag 
or complete Libby plan be settled or in definite prospect of settlement befor 
either a single-stage or a 2-stage project is undertaken. 


GAVINS POINT RESERVOIR 


Senator ELLenper. Gavins Point Reservoir. You do not need any 
money here? 

Major Garretr. No, sir; not for fiscal year 1957. 

Senator ELLenper. You did not use what we gave you last year? 

Major Garretrr. Well, the bank st: abilization originally conten 
plated there, sir, has not materialized. 

Senator Ettenper. I see. All right. 


MATHEWS CANYON RESERVOIR AND PINE CANYON RESERVOIR, NEV. 


Next are two items: the Mathews Canyon Reservoir and the Pine 
Canyon Reservoir in Nevada. Outsiders have asked for $1,210,000. 
The House allowed $250,000. What about that ? 

Colonel Penney. On Mathews Canyon, we feel that we could us 
the $250,000 that was requested in the budget. 

Senator ELLENDER. $250,000? 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. 

Senator E.xenper. Is that for both? 

Colonel Penney. No, sir. That is for Mathews Canyon only. 

On Pine Canyon we feel we could expend $200,000. 

Senator Eirtenper. It would be $450,000 on both ? 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir, on the two projects. 


PINE CANYON RESERVOIR, NEV. 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate bat - _-- $1, 570,00" 
Total appropriations to date__________________ : : fin, OM 


Amount that could be expended during fiscal year 1957___- a ; 200), OY 


Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 

Location and description—The dam site is located about 15 miles southeas! 
of Caliente, Nev., on Pine Canyon, a tributary of Clover Creek, and about 6 1 les 
above the mouth of Pine Canyon. The project provides for the construction of al 
earth-fill dam to form a reservoir for flood-control purposes. 
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Proposed operations.—The $200,000 for fiscal year 1957 would be applied to the 
initiation and completion of an access road and to the initiation of construction 
of the dam. 

Justification.—Pine Canyon and Mathews Canyon Reservoirs are coordinate 
parts of the overall plan for flood control on Meadow Valley Wash and its 
tributaries. Construction of the project would provide protection to 80 miles 
of the main line of the Union Pacific Railroad, to many miles of county roads 
along narrow canyons, much of the town of Caliente, Nev., and about 3,500 acres 
of irrigated land. Railroad traffic has been interrupted for more than 6 months 
on a strategie transcontinental railroad due to a single flood. The remoteness 
of the overflow area results in crippling delays, and while repairs are going for- 
ward under that handicap, traffic is delayed to: (1) the Hoover Dam area; (2) 
the lead, zinc, magnesium, and glass-sand producing districts; and (3) all other 
reas in the East, Midwest, and West using this vital transportation facility. 
The flood of January 1910 caused an estimated damage of over $700,000. The 
henefit-to-cost ratio is 1.25 to 1 (Pine Canyon and Mathews Canyon Reservoirs). 


HOPKINTON-EVERETT RESERVOIR 


Senator ELLtENpER. The next is Hopkinton-Everett Reservoir. The 
House allowed planning funds of $50,000, and local witnesses have 

isked for $600,000 for pl: inning and $3 million for construction. 

Colonel Penney. Mr. Chairman, the $50,000 is the most that we feel 


that we would be able to use next year for planning on that project. 
Senator Excenper. All right. 


OTTER BROOK RESERVOIR 


The Otter Brook Reservoir—outside witnesses have asked for 

500,000, and the House allowed $1,250,000. 

Colonel Penney. The $1,250,000 represents the economical maxi- 
mum program. 


NEW YORK AND NEW JERSEY CHANNELS 


itor ELLENDER. Now we come to the New York and New Jersey 

nels. The House allowed the budget estimate of $3.5 million, 
itnesses have asked for $5.5 million. 

( hand Auien. The additional $2 million could be used, sit 

Senator ELLENDER. It could be used ? 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. All right. 


RIO GRANDE FLOODWAY 


The next is the Rio Grande Floodway. Have you any money left 
over on that project ¢ 
Colonel DatrympLe. We are completing that project with fiscal 
vear 1956 funds. We don’t know at this time whether we have moneys 
left over, but certainly we will not have to request any funds for 
al year 1s MT. 


Senator Extenper. You did not request any money and you could 
hot use the $500,000 ? 

Colonel] DALRY mMPLE. No, sir. We do not need that $500,000, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. We will recess now and come back at 1:30 to- 
orrow afternoon when we will sit in room F-39. 

The committee will stand in recess until 1:30 tomorrow afternoon. 

(Whereupon, at 5:40 p. m. Monday, May 28, 1956, a recess was 
taken until 1:30 p.m. Tuesday, May 29, 1956.) 
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TUESDAY, MAY 29, 1956 


Unirep Srates SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, D.C. 
The subcommittee met at 1:30 p. m., pursuant to recess, in room 
F-39, the Capitol, Hon. Allen J. Ellender (chairman of the subcom- 
mittee) presiding. 
Present: Senators Ellender and Smith. 


CIVIL FUNCTIONS—DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
MicnicaAn Provsects 


STATEMENTS OF MAJ. GEN. E. C. ITISCHNER, ASSISTANT CHIEF OF 
ENGINEERS FOR CIVIL WORKS; COL. R. W. DALRYMPLE, ASSIST- 
ANT, CIVIL WORKS; COL. H. W. PENNEY, ASSISTANT CHIEF OF 
CIVIL WORKS FOR FLOOD CONTROL; COL. J. U. ALLEN, ASSISTANT 
CHIEF OF CIVIL WORKS FOR RIVERS AND HARBORS; MAJ. F. R. 
GARRETT, ASSISTANT CHIEF OF CIVIL WORKS FOR POWER; AND 
B. J. TOFANI, CHIEF, PROGRAMS BRANCH, CIVIL WORKS, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 


HARRISVILLE HARBOR, MICH. 


Senator ELLENDER. The committee will please come to order. 

General, | would like to return to Michigan before we continue with 
New York, and I notice some five projects that we overlooked yester- 
day and I would like to have justification in the testimony for them, 
as Well as the other data that I asked in regard to others. 

Harrisville Harbor, there is a request there of $260,000. Will you 
tell us something about that ? ; 
Colonel ALLEN. The $260,000 is the amount which could be used in 
iscal year 1957, which would complete the planning and place orders 
lor steel for the breakwater for this project. Steel deliveries, as you 
know from previous testimony, are rather slow, so this would permit 
the placement of these steel orders in fiscal 1957. 

Senator ELLENDER. Is this a new project ? 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir; it is a new start. 

Senator Kxnenper. As I recall, we put in 4 or 5 last year? 

Colonel AtneN. We had Port Austin last year and Black River 
Harbor, which were in the same general pattern as this. 

Senator ELLENpDER. Safety refuge ? 

Colonel Arun. Yes, sir. 
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Senator ELLenprr. This is in the same category ? 

Colonel Atten. Exactly. 

Senator ELtitenper. You put the rest of the justification i 
Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir. 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate___- $1, 230, 000 
Total appropriation to date___.._.._-__._.. J 29 000 
Amount that could be expended in fiscal year 1957_. ods , 260, 000 


Authorization.—1%5 River and Harbor Act. 

Location and description.—Harrisville Harbor, Mich., is on the west shore of 
Lake Huron about 20 miles north of Oscoda, Mich. The project provides for a 
harbor of refuge for small craft 30 acres in area with depths of 10 feet in the 
protected area and 12 feet at the entrance, and the construction of breakwaters, 

Proposed operations.—The amount of $260,000 will be used to complete pre- 
construction planning and to place orders for steel for the breakwaters which 
presently have delivery delays of from 10 to 12 months. 

Justification.—Harrisville Harbor is one of a chain of harbors of refuge on the 
Great Lakes for light-draft vessels. When completed, the harbors in this chain 
will be at intervals of 25 to 30 miles around the United States shoreline of the 
Great Lakes. Benefits are based upon the need for refuge in the interest of 
safety of life and property of existing and prospective commerce, and are not 
evaluated. 


AU SABLE HARBOR, OSCODA, MICH. 


Senator Eritenper. Now, the Au Sable Harbor, request for $160,000 
Colonel ALLEN. We cannot use the $160,000 in fiseal 1957 by reason 
of the fact that in 1957 we are doing maintenance work which should 
be completed before we construct the jetty which is yet to be built. We 
could use $10,000 to complete the plans for the jetty, which would then 


permit its construction in fiscal 1958. 
Senator Eirenper. Could that plan for the jetty be made next year! 
Colonel ALitEn. It would be preferable to do it now, sir, in order to 
take advantage of the full construction season the following year. 
Senator Etitenper. And of that amount you want $10,000 / 
Colonel AtieNn. $10,000 for the planning. 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate_____- saa a ai $160, 000 
Total appropriation to date_ aes 5 Bo a None 
Amount that could be expended in fiscal year 1957 --. 10,00 


Authorization.—1945 River and Harbor Act. 

Location and description—Au Sable Harbor is on the Au Sable River which 
enters the west coast of Lake Huron at Oscoda, Mich. The project provides for 
dredging a flared entrance channel, 12 feet deep, and a channel, 10 feet deep, 
between the piers and upstream in Au Sable River to the State highway bridge. 

Proposed operations.—The amount of $10,000 will be used to initiate and com- 
plete the advance engineering and design for the project. No funds for construc 
tion can be used in fiscal year 1957, since this work will be done in conjunction 
with maintenance construction which should be completed first. 

Justification.—The existing facilities at Au Sable Harbor are entirely inade- 
quate to provide suitable facilities for the crash boat of the nearby Wurtsmith 
Air Force Base and for the numerous commercial fishing vessels and pleasure 
craft which can be expected to use the harbor when the authorized project Js 
completed. In the event that suitable crash boat facilities are not provided : at 
Au Sable Harbor, it will be necessary to station the crash boats at points approxi- 
mately 30 miles from their base of operations. Au Sable Harbor is also one 0! 
a chain of harbors of refugee on the Great Lakes for light-draft vessels. to b¢ 
constructed at intervals of 25 to 30 miles around the United States shoreline of 
the Great Lakes. Benefits are based upon the need for refuge in the interest of 
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safety of life and property for existing and prospective commerce and is not 
evaluated. 


CHEBOYGAN RIVER AND HARBOR, MICH. 


Senator ELLENDER. Now, Cheboygan River and Harbor, $267,000% 

Colonel AuLEN. The amount we could use in fiscal 1957 is $110,000, 
sir, to finish the planning and initiate the dredging contract, which 
would be continued into the following year. 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate $267, 000 
Total appropriation to date None 
Amount that could be expended in fiscal year 1957 110, 000 


juthorization.—1950 River and Harbor Act. 

Location and description.—The harbor is on the southerly Shore of Lake 
Huron in the lower reach of the Cheboygan River at Cheboygan, Mich. The 
moditication provides for deepening the existing channel to 21 feet, and for 
enlarging the turning basin by 100 feet on the southwest corner and tapering 
to the existing Southeast corner, and deepening the basin to 21 feet. 

posed operations.—The amount of $110,000 will be used for initiation and 
cwmpletion of preconstruction planning and for the initiation of dredging work 
under a Continuing contract to provide project dimensions. 
Justification.—The deepening of the existing channel from 18% feet to 21 feet 
and enlargement of the anchorage are required for safe and efficient operation 
of the United States Coast Guard icebreaker. Sinee the operations of the ice- 
breaker are under emergency conditions such as answering distress calls in 
open navigation season and breaking ice at other times, it is imperative that 
sufficient Gepth of water be available at all times to allow free movement of 
the vessel. Existing and prospective commerce movements in the area are de- 
peudent upon the operation of the icebreaker during freezes. The safety of 
life and property also is dependent to some extent upon efficient and speedy 
operation of the Coast Guard vessel in the open navigation season. No evalua- 
tion can be placed upon the benefits to aecrue from the above stated operations. 


WHITEFISH POINT HARBOR, MICH. 


Senator ELtenver. Whitefish Point Harbor. 

Colonel ALLEN. Whitefish Point is another of the harbors of refuge 
that we just discussed and the amount that we could use in fiscal 1957 
$100,000 for planning and again, placing of steel orders. 


Summarized financial daia 


upproved Federal estimate_______- * $394, 000 
lotal appropriations to date 9, 000 
mount that could be expended in fiscal year 1957__- 100, 000 


of project ils underway and cost is expected to be increased. 


orization.—1945 River and Harbor Act. 
ition and description.—Whitefish Point Harbor is on the south shore of 
Superior about 40 miles northwest of Sault Ste. Marie, Mich. This modifi- 
lon provides for extending the existing north breakwater, constructing a new 
wuth breakwater, and dredging the harbor basin and entrance channel to a 
of 12 feet. 
froposed operation.—The amount of $100,000 will be used for completion of 


brecoustruction planning and for placement of orders for steel for the break- 
Waters, 


ustification.—Whitefish Point Harbor is one of a chain of harbors of refuge 
Great Lakes for light-draft vessels. When completed, the harbors in this 
= will be at intervals of 25 to 30 miles around the United States shoreline 
, © Great Lakes, and will provide safety for small craft entering the harbor 
“Shelter from storms. In addition, Whitefish Point Harbor is a base for the 
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United States Coast Guard and also a base for several commercial fishing veggelg 
with an average annual catch of 475 net tons of fish. Benefits are based upoy 
the need for refuge in the interest of safety of life and property of existing ang 
prospective commerce, and is not evaluated. 

Senator Etienper. As I recall, last year when we considered thes 
harbors, we made a selection from quite a few that were presented / 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLenper. Are these some that were presented last year! 

Colonel ALLEN. I think Harrisville and Oscoda and Whitefish Poin: 
are next in order for the Michigan State Waterways Commission who 
is the cooperating agency for the State on this small boat harbor 
refuge program. The Cheboygan Harbor, which was previoush 
mentioned, is not in the same category; it is deep draft rather than 4 
harbor of refuge. 

Senator ELLenpver. I see. 


PORT AUSTIN HARBOR, MICH 


Now, Port Austin, a request of $913,000. 

Colonel ALLEN. We were originally in the budget, Mr. Chairman, 
for $913,000, and that was one “of those which we reduced ourselves 
by reason of late delivery of steel. We reduced that to $200,000, 
which is our maximum requirement in 1957. 

Senator Eiitenper. Is that in the budget now ? 

Colonel Aten. Yes, sir; that is in the budget for $200,000 

Senator ELtitenper. For the amount that you requested / 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELtenper. Now, of those 5 projects, as I understand, there 
are 4 not inthe budget? Am I correct ? 

Colonel ALLEN. That is correct, sir. 


PRIORITY OF UNBUDGETED PROJECTS 


Senator Evienper. All right. Now, those four, which 
think should be given preference? 

Colonel Atten. Well, Cheboygan,, from the standpoint of deep 
draft, as one area of preference, and I would like the opportunity { t 
check the priorities of the Michigan State Waterways Commission to 
see which of these three they consider more desirable, and I will give 
that to the clerk. 

Senator Etienper. I will let you do that at your convenience so that 
before the markup of the bill we can take a few of those. 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir. 


MILLERS FERRY LOCK AND DAM, ALABAMA 


Senator Evienper. There is a request for $150,000 for Millers 
Ferry. . 

Major Garrerr. Yes, sir. Millers Ferry lock and dam is a unit 0 
the initial phase of the comprehensive plan for water resource dl 
velopment of the Alabama-Coosa Rivers. 

Senator Ettenper. Could you use the $150,000 requested for pla' 
ning by local interests ? 

Major Garrerr. An outstanding comprehensive survey of the Als 
bama-Coosa Rivers Basin may so materially affect the authori ue 
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lower river development as to make it inadvisable to continue with the 


detailed planning of that development until the survey results are 
analyzed. 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate 
Total appropriation to date 
Amount that could be expended in fiscal year 1957 


i See Remarks. 


Authorization.—1945 River and Harbor Act. 

Location and description.—The proposed site for the Millers Ferry lock and 
dam is on the Alabama River about 142 miles above its mouth and about 10 
niles northwest of Camden, Ala. The project is a unit in the initial phase of 
the comprehensive plan for water resource development, including power gener- 
ation, of the Alabama-Coosa Rivers. 

Proposed operations.—None. 

Justification —The Alabama-Coosa Rivers Basin is rich in natural resources, 
Its economy in the past has been largely agricultural but considerable industrial 
expansion is now taking place. Development of the basin’s water resources is 
essential to meet present-day requirements. The reservoir formed by the Millers 
Ferry lock and dam will extend to about 23 miles above Selma, a thriving agri- 
cultural community. It will constitute a vital link in the canalization of the 
Alabama-Coosa River system, which will provide a navigable channel 9 feet deep 
to Montgomery. The Millers Ferry project will provide power-generating capac- 
ity in an area where there is an ever-increasing demand for power. The reservoir 
would be accessible to a large part of the population of central Alabama for 
public use. 

Remarks.—Although the amount of $150,000 could be expended for engineering 
and design studies of the project, an outstanding comprehensive survey of the 
A\labama-Coosa Rivers Basin may so materially affect the authorized lower river 
development as to make it inadvisable to continue detailed planning of that 
development until the survey results are analyzed. 


BLACK ROCK CHANNEL AND TONAWANDA HARBOR, N. Y. 


Senator ELLENDER. Now we shall proceed with page 7 of table 6. 
Westart off with New York. 

lhe first for consideration is the Black Rock and Tonawanda 
Harbor, in which $6,000 is asked for planning. Total cost for this 
project. is $292,000. 

What have you to say about that one? 

Colonel Aten. That is the amount that we would use in 1957 
Mr. Chairman, $6,000 for planning. 

Senator Exnenper. You could use that amount ? 

Colonel Annen. Yes, sir. There are some negotiations with local 

terests with respect to relocations of pipelines which must go on 


} 
t 


thin the next vear. 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate --- $202, OW) 
Total appropriation to date None 
Amount that could be expended in fiscal year 1957_- ; S 6, 000 


l\uthorization—1954 River and Harbor Act. 
Location and description.—The project is in Niagara River and extends from 
ake Erie at Buffalo Harbor downstream 13.5 miles to North Tonawanda. The 
Olification provides for deepening the lower 1,500 feet of Tonawanda inner 
arbor ind minor enlargment of the turning basin, all to a depth of 21 feet. 
Proposed operations.—The amount of $6,000 will be used to initiate and com- 
fle the preconstruction planning, which will include negotiations with local 
ilerests for the relocation of two pipelines. The relocation of the pipelines 
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is the responsibility of local interests as required under the terms of permits 
issued by the Department of the Army. 

Justification—The improvement will result in transportation savings whic) 
could be effected through the use of deeper draft vessels. The affected coy. 
modities are pulpwood, coal, and limestone. In addition to enabling terminals 
along the lower 1,500 feet of Tonawanda inner harbor to be served by vessels 
loaded to deeper drafts, the improvement will also facilitate the maneuvering 
of vessels serving the Tonawanda Iron Corp. at its wharf adjacent to the turning 
hasin. The current benefit to cost ratio is 4.49 to 1.0. 


COPES CORNER RESERVOIR, N. Y. 


Senator Exienper. The next is Copes Corner Reservoir. That 
project has an estimated cost of $14,100,000. One hundred thousand 
dolars for planning has been requested. 

Colonel Penney. We feel that we could expend $100,000 for plan- 
ning in 1957. 

Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate * $14, 100, 000 
Total appropriations to date 161, 000 
Amount that could be expended during fiscal year 1957 

1 July 1954 prices. 

Notk.—This project is now classified as ‘‘Deferred for restudy.” 

Authorization.—1936 Flood Control Act. 

Location and description.—The Copes Corner Dam site is located on Butter- 
nut Creek near Copes Corner, in Otsego County, N. Y. The earth-fill dam is 
to be 1.150 feet long and 75 feet high, and will create a reservoir with a flood- 
control storage capacity of 37,900 acre-feet. 

Proposed operations.—The $100,000 for fiscal year 1957 would be applied to 
the continuation of preconstruction planning, including a restudy of alternate 
dam sites because of poor foundation conditions encountered. 

Justification.—The project is an essential unit of the comprehensive plan for 
flood control in the upper Susquehanna River Basin in southern New York 
State, where floods have caused considerable damage to property and improve 
ments. It will contribute substantially to the protection of Copes Corner, 
Unadilla, Conklin, Binghamton, Endicott, Owego, and Waverly, N. Y., and 
Susquehanna, Pa. The benefit-to-cost ratio for this project is 0.92 to 1. The 
benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.21 to 1 for the group of five remaining authorized reser- 
voirs in the system. 


BUFFALO HARBOR 


Senator E.tenper. The next project is Buffalo Harbor. Would 
vou tell me about that project and if you can use the $250,000 requested 
by local interests ? 

Colonel Atten. A reevaluation of the economics of the north e 
trance channel is scheduled to be completed by July 1, 1956. If this 
study finds that the currently authorized channel is economically feas 
ible, $250,000 could be used in fiscal year 1957 to initiate deepening 0! 
the north entrance. 

Senator ELLENpER. What if the authorized channel is found not t 
be economically justified ? 

Colonel ALLEN. It will be necessary to determine whether an accept 
able alternate and less costly entrance channel can be provided. 

If an alternate location of the north entrance is feasible at a reduced 
cost none of the $250,000 could be expended in fiscal year 1957. $50, 
000 of available project funds would be used for engineering ant 
design, including $35,000 for a model study necessary to develop the 
iinal plan for the realined channel. 
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Senator ELLenper. You will insert the necessary information in 
the record. 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir. 

(The information referred to follows:) 


DEEPENING OF THE NorTH ENTRANCE CHANNEL, THE BUFFALO RIVER AND THE 
BuFFALO SHIP CANAL 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate __ $12, 800, 000 
Total appropriation to date __. 4, 327, 000 
Amount that could be expended in fiscal year 1957 ea 250, 000 


{uthorization.—1945 River and Harbor Act. 

Location and description.—Buffalo Harbor is at the eastern end of Lake Erie, 
at the head of Niagara River. The modification of the project in the 1945 River 
and Harbor Act provides for a north entrance channel, 25 feet deep in soft 
material, 26 feet deep in hard material, 800 feet wide from deep water into the 
north outer harbor; and for dredging Buffalo River entrance channel, Buffalo 
River channel and Buffalo ship canal, 22 feet deep in soft material, 23 feet in 
hard material, and of varying widths. Funds made available to date are suffi- 
cient to complete all work except the deepening of the north entrance channel. 

Proposed operations.—A reevaluation of the project economics for the presently 
authorized north entrance channel is currently underway with funds previously 
appropriated by Congress. This reevaluation is scheduled for completion by 
July 1, 1956. If the construction of the authorized channel is found economically 
feasible, $250,000 could be used in fiscal year 1957 to initiate the deepening of 
the north entrance. If the north entrance channel cannot be economically justi 
fied, further study will be made to determine whether an acceptable alternate 
and less costly entrance channel can be provided. Should this study indicate 
that an alternate location for the north entrance channel is feasible at reduced 
Federal cost, none of the $250,000 could be expended in fiscal year 1957, but 
the amount of $50,000 of available project funds would be used for engineering 
and design, including $35,000 for a model study which would be necessary to 
levelop the final plan for the realined channel. 

Justification.—The total commerce at Buffalo Harbor in the years from 1950 
to 1954 has averaged in excess of 17 million tons. The principal commodities 
included are iron ore, limestone, grain, and coal. The present controlling depth 
of 21 feet in the north entrance channel precludes the most economical use of 
the deeper inner channels in Buffalo River and ship canal and the deeper north 
outer harbor. Until such time as the authorized depth is provided in the north 
entrance channel, vessels desiring to take full advantage of depths provided in 
the Buffalo River entrance, Buffalo River and Buffalo ship canal must use 
the south harbor entrance and thence proceed northerly through the outer har- 
bor to the Buffalo River entrance. The benefit-to-cost ratio for the entire 1945 
nodification, which includes the north entrance channel along the original 
alinement, is 1.56 to 1. 


DAVENPORT CENTER RESERVOIR, N. Y. 


Senator Ettenper. All right. 

Next. is Davenport Center Reservoir, total cost $12,100,000, and 
you spent to date $286,000, and there is a request for $1 million for 
construction 4 

Colonel Penney. If that were made available, it could be expended 
1957, sir, for construction. 

Senator ELLENDER. How much of that would be used to complete 
plans ¢ 
Colonel Penney. A part of it, about $24,000, would be needed to 


complete the preconstruction planning; preconstruction planning is 
pretty well along. 
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Senator ELLenper. Planning is sufficiently advanced so as to way. 
rant construction funds? 
Colonel Penney. Construction could be initiated; yes, sir. 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate__ 5 $12, 100, 000 
Total appropriations to date 286, 00) 
Amount that could be expended during fiscal year 1! 57 __ ceil 1, 000, 000 


Authorization.—1936 Flood Control Acts. 

Location and description.—The reservoir will be located on Charlotte Creek 
near Davenport Center, in Delaware County, N. Y. Charlotte Creek empties 
into the North Branch Susquehanna River near Oneonto, N. Y., abo ut 4.8 miles 
below the dam site. The dam will be an earthfill structure, about 3,900 feet jong 
rising approximately 100 feet above the streambed, with an unc ontrolled concrett 
spillway in the right abutment and a gated outlet conduit through the dam 

Proposed operations.—The $1 million for fiscal year 1957 will be applied to 
completion of preconstruction planning and for initiation of land acquisition and 
relocations. 

Justification.—The project is an essential unit of the southern New York 
flood-control project, 2 comprehensive plan authorized for flood control in the 
Susquehanna River Basin in southern New York, and its construction is consid 
ered to have the highest priority of the still uncompleted reservoirs proposed 
in this plan. It will reduce floods primarily at Binghamton and Oneonta, N, Y 
and will substantially reduce flood damages along the Susquehanna River jp 
rural areas and at the villages of Unadilla, Sidney, Conklin, Endicott, Johnson 
City, Vestal, and Oswego, N. Y. The benefit-to-cost ratio for this project is 1.70 to 
1. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.21 for the 5 remaining authorized reservoirs in 
the system. 


GENEGANTSLET RESERVOIR, N. Y. 


Senator Eiyenper. All right. 

Now the next is the Genegantslet Reservoir. The total cost of that 
is $8,040,000, we spent to date $211,600 for planning. 

What about that ? 

Colonel Penney. That $168,000 could be expended during 1957, if 
made available, and would complete the preconstruction planning on 
this project. 

Senator Exxenper. Could you do with less than that and have the 
plans ready enough to start construction next year? What would be 
the least that you could spend there so as to make it possible for you 
to complete your plans next year and at the same time start 


construction ? 
Colonel Penney. Approximately $100,000. 


Summarized financial data 

__ $8, 040, 000 
911, 6) 
168, 000 


Total approved Federal estimate 
Total appropriations to date 
Amount that could be expended duri ing fiscal year 195 TR adeecoacie 


{uthorization.—1944 Flood Control Act. ; 
Location and description—The Genegantslet Dam site is located on Gene 
gantslet Creek, 3 miles above its junction with the Chenango River, about 2 ™! “ 
west of Greene, in Chenango County, N. Y. The earthfill dam is to be 1,000 Te 
long and 104 feet high, and will create a reservoir with flood-control storat 
eapacity of 30,195 acre-feet. iad 
Proposed operations.—The $168,000 for fiscal year 1957 would be appie 
the completion of preconstruction planning. 
Justification —The project is an essential unit of the comprehensiv' 
flood control in the Upper Susquehanna River Basin in southern New \ 
where floods have caused considerable damage to property and 
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it will primarily protect the city of Binghamton, and will afford substantial 
reduction in flood damages to the community of Chenango Forks, including in- 
tervening agricultural areas, and, to a lesser extent, the communities of Endicott, 
Johnson City, Vestal, Nichols, and Oswego. Binghamton, one of the hard-hit 
damage centers largely inundated in previous floods, would be furnished addi- 
tional protection by Operation of this reservoir, in conjunction with other res- 
eryoirs in the system. The benefit-to-cost ratio for this project is 1.58 to 1. The 
henefit-to-cost ratio is 1.21 to 1 for the group of 5 remaining authorized reservoirs 
nthe system. 


SOUTH PLYMOUTH RESERVOIR, N. Y. 


Senator Extenper. The next is South Plymouth Reservoir. The 
cost of it is $8,270,000; $100,000 has already been spent and another 
£100,000 is being asked for planning. 

What about that ? 


Colonel Penney. That $100,000 could be expended, sir, for the 
continuation of preconstruction planning. 

Senator ELLeNDER. How far would that advance your planning? 
Would it be sufficiently advanced so that you could start construction 
next year ¢ 

Colonel Penney. Not initially in the next year, sir, brt possibly 
during the next year, late in the next year. I think this would finish 
two-thirds of the preconstruction planning. 

Senator ELtenper. And you could easily spend that sum ? 

Colonel Penney. We feel that we could spend that ; yes, sir. 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate 
Total appropriations to date 
Amount that could be expended during fiscal year 1957 


Authorization.—1944 Flood Control Act. 

Location and description.—The South Plymouth Dam site is located on Canasa- 
wacta Creek, 5 miles above its junction with the Chenango River near Norwich, 
in Chenango County, N. Y. The earthfill dam is to be 1,000 feet long and 125 
feet high, and will create a reservoir with a flood-control storage capacity of 
18,500 acre-feet. 

Proposed operations.—The $100,000 for fiscal year 1957 would be applied to 
the continuation of preconstruction planning. 

Justification—The project is an essential unit of the comprehensive plan for 
flood control in the upper Susquehanna River Basin in southern New York State, 
Where floods have caused considerable damage to property and improvements. 
It will afford flood reductions at Norwich, Greene, Binghamton, numerous small 
communities, and rural areas. Binghamton, one of the hard-hit damage centers, 
largely inundated in previous floods, would be furnished additional protection 
by operation of this reservoir in conjunction with other reservoirs in the system. 
The benefit-to-cost ratio for this project is 0.88 to 1. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 
«| to 1 for the group of 5 remaining authorized reservoirs in the system. 


WILKESBORO RESERVOIR, N. C. 


Senator ELLenpver. Now we have the Wilkesboro Reservoir, in 
which the Budget recommended $25,000 and I notice here that that 
sun was deleted by the opponents. 

W hat about that sum ? 

[noticed there was a budget estimate. It was approved by the 
louse committee but struck from the bill by opponents of this reser- 


ror. Could you use that sum in case we make it available? 
(‘o] ] a r } 
nel Penney. Yes, we could, sir. 
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Senator ELtenper. What have you to say about the reservoir itself! 

Colonel Penney. That sum was included, sir, in the budget esti. 
mate on the premise that a restudy of the reservoir now under way 
would show that it was economically justified. It is now being x. 
studied and is scheduled for completion this June. 

Preliminary indications are that it would be economically justi. 
fied. If it turns out to be, we could use that $25,000 to initiate pre. 
construction planning. 

Senator ELLENpER. Well, the opposition to it, would there be any 
reasons to go on with it to complete the studies? In other words, 
is it of sufficient importance that it would want us to go along with it 
notwithstanding objections raised ? 

Colonel Penney. We consider it an important flood-control reser. 
voir, sir. 

Senator Ettenper. And you could find out, you say, from now until 
June as to whether it is feasible, and if feasible you could spend this 
money ? 

Colonel Penney. That is correct, sir. 

Senator ELLEnpEer. Now we come to North Dakota. I think we cov. 
ered North Dakota yesterday, did we not ? 

General Irscuner. No, sir; we have not covered it. 


WEST ONEONTA RESERVOIR, N. Y. 


Senator E.itenper. I am sorry, I skipped one that has been called 
to my attention. We have one in New York, West Oneonta Reser- 
voir, where the cost would be $12,500,000, and we have spent $189,000, 


and $100,000 planning money is being asked. 

Colonel PENNrEy. We could use that $100,000 in fiscal 1957 to con- 
tinue the preconstruction planning if it were available, sir. 

Senator E.itenper. Would the plans be sufficiently advanced for 
next year to warrant you starting construction ? 

Colonel Penney. It would not complete the planning but it could 
be done late next year, sir. 

Senator ELLENpDER. You mean construction ? 

Colonel Penney. It could be initiated late in the next year. 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate $12, 500, 000 
Total appropriations to date 189, 000 
Amount that could be expended during fiscal year 1957 ae 100, 000 


Authorization.—1936 Flood Control Act. 

Location and description —The West Oneonta dam site is located on Otego Creek 
near West Oneonta, in Otsego County, N. Y. The earthfill dam will be 1,200 feet 
long and 86 feet high, with an appurtenant low dike 6,700 feet long, and vill 
create a reservoir with a flood-control storage capacity of 34,500 acre-feet. 

Proposed operations.—The $100,000 for fiscal year 1957 would be applied to the 
continuation of preconstruction planning. 

Justification.—The project is an essential unit of the comprehensive plan for 
flood control in the upper Susquehanna River Basin in southern New York State, 
where floods have caused considerable damage to property and improvements. It 
will contribute substantially to the protection of Unadilla, Sidney, Conklin, Bint 
hamton, Endicott, Owego, and Waverly, N. Y. The benefit-to-cost ratio for this 
project is 0.96 to1. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.2 to 1 for the group of five remal 
ing authorized reservoirs in the system. 
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GARRISON RESERVOIR, N. DAK. 


Senator ELLENDER. Now, next is the Garrison Reservoir in North 
Dakota. The budget approved $11,300,000; the House allowed that 
sum, and outsiders have asked for $42,219,000. 

Major Garrett. Sir, the $11,300,000 contained in the President’s 
budget represents what we feel we can economically spend on that 
roject. 

Senator EuLtenver. That is all you can spend, Major? 

Major Garrett. Yes, sir. 


CLEVELAND HARBOR, OHIO 


Senator ExLenprer. Next is the Cleveland Harbor bridge replace- 
nent and channel improvement. 

The budget allowed $1,700,000; the House provided that sum, and 
outsiders have asked for $9 million. 

Colonel Anten. The $2 million, Mr. Chairman, was our original re- 
quest and we reduced that by $300,000 ourselves, ‘and $1,700,000 is the 
most we require in 1957. 

Senator Ettenper. The most you can use? 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir. 


DILLON RESERVOIR, OHTO 


Senator ELtenver. All right. 
Now, the Dillon Reservoir. Outsiders have asked for $2,800,000 on 


that for construction ? 
Colonel Penney. We could use economically $2,600,000, sir, to re- 
sume construction on that project if it were made available. 

Senator ELtenper. Do you consider that a very important project? 

Colonel Penney. Yes; we do, sir. 

Senator ELLenper. As I understand, the record shows that the 
project was started and it was not completed. What is the status of 
the work that you have already accomplished on that project? Is it 
deteriorating or do you start off from where you left off the last 
time £ 

Colonel Penney. It would be a continuation of the work where it 
was left off, plus additional work. 

General IrscuneR. The work that has been accomplished is largely 
railroad relocations and railroad grades are deteriorating due to the 
rain wash, 

Senator ELLENDER. You say that that is a project that is very 
important and should be constructed ? 

General ItscxNuR. Yes, sir; we do. 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate 28, 800, 000 
Sn NR Tit ii cecestn rcv merce meinen ss 8, 825, 000 
Amount that could be expended during fiscal year 1957 2, 600, 000 


Authorization —1938 Flood Control Act. 

Location and description.—The Dillon Reservoir is located on Licking River, 
58 miles above the confluence of the Licking and Muskingum River at Zanes- 
Ville, Ohio. The project, for flood control and conservation purposes, provides 
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for the construction of an earthfill dam with a maximum height of 118 feet and 
a top length of 1,350 feet. 7" 

Proposed operations.—The $2,600,000 for fiscal year 1957 will be applied to 
resumption of construction of the project, which consists of continuing land 
acquisition, county road and utility relocations and for the completion of cop. 
struction on the track work and appurtenances for the Baltimore and Opiy 
Railroad relocation. r 

Justification.—This project will serve as an essential supplement to the 14 
existing reservoirs in the Muskingum River Basin and is a meritorious ypj 
in the system of reservoirs for reduction of floods on the Ohio River, hp 
reservoir will control approximately 29 percent of the presently uncontrolleg 
area above the highly industrialized city of Zanesville, Ohio, and will greatly 
decrease the hazards of heavy damages from extreme floods that still exist jp 
the Muskingum River Valley. The benefits to be obtained will accrue largely 
along the Muskingum River below the mouth of the Licking River including the 
towns of Zanesville, McConnelsville, and Marietta, Ohio. Zanesville, with g 
1950 population of 40,000 has many varied industries and manufacturing plants 
including iron and steel and products thereof, chemicals, and electrical equip. 
ment. The area below Zanesville includes two large steam electric plants 
(Philco, capacity 500,000 kilowatts, and Muskingum River, 400,000 kilowatts) anq 
expanding chemical and industrial developments. In addition, benefits wil] he 
provided by the project to the rapidly expanding industrial developments, cities 
and towns, valuable farmlands, and railroads and highways along the Ohi 
River from Marietta, Ohio, to Cairo, Ill. A new unit of the Carbide and Carbon 
Chemical Corp. was recently completed on the Ohio River bank immediately 
below Marietta. Large steam electric plants were also recently completed on 
the Ohio River, at Graham Station, W. Va., about 50 miles below Marietta and 
at Cheshire, Ohio, to provide power for the Atomic Energy Commission’s Ports. 
mouth, Ohio, project. Benefits will also accrue to the project by operation of 
the conservation pool to provide increased low-water flow during dry periods 
The benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.31 to 1. 


NEW CUMBERLAND LOCK AND DAM, OHIO 


Senator ELttenper. Now, New Cumberland lock and dam, Ohio and 
West Virginia. That is one that we started last year, was it not? 

Colonel ALLEN. That was started in fiscal 1955, sir. 

Senator ELtenper. I notice that outsiders are asking for $2 million 
more than the budget and what the House voted for ? 

Colonel Auten. That is another one, sir, where we reduced our 
original request from $10 million to $8 million, and $8 million is our 
maximum requirement for fiscal 1957. 


ROSEVILLE, OHIO 


Senator E.renper. The next is Roseville in Ohio, $500,000 for co 
struction is being asked. The total cost is $1,070,000, and you have 
already spent $74,000. I presume that was for planning. 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. We could economically spend 5500," 
in 1957 to initiate construction. 

Senator Eititenper. Do you consider that a meritorious project ! 

Colonel Penney. We consider it a meritorious project, sir. 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate_____--_-_- , : $1, 070, 000) 
Total appropriations to date : 74, OM 


Amount that could be expended during fiscal year 1957 HOO, OW 
Authorization.—1938 Flood Control Act. 
Location and description.—Roseville is located in Muskingu! 

Counties, Ohio, on Moxahala Creek about 6 miles upstream from it 
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with Jonathan Creek, a tributary of the Muskingum River. The project provides 
fr channel improvement on Moxahala Creek and the construction of earthen 
jevees and appurtenant works. 

proposed operations.—The $500,000 for fiscal year 1957 would be applied to the 
initiation and completion of land acquisition, road, railroad and utility reloca- 

‘ons for the channel work, and to initiate construction of the channel improve- 

ment, levees, and appurtenant works. 

Justification —The project will provide flood protection to the village of Rose- 
sille, population about 1,800, from a flood of the magnitude of that of 1950, which 
was the largest of record. Located within the protected area, approximately 65 
acres, are the business district, most of the industries, and a portion of the resi- 
dential area, containing about 200 residences, 32 commercial establishments, and 
7 industrial establishments. Principal transportation facilities, including State 
Highway No. 75 and a branch line of the Pennsylvania Railroad, are also located 
within the area. Floods of damaging proportion occur on an average of about 
twice annually and major floods are very frequent, three having occurred during 
the past 15 years causing damages of about $317,000. The largest flood of record, 
June 1950, caused damages of $220,000, with flood depths within the business 
istrict reaching up to 8 feet. The high frequency and flashy character of the 
foods cause large recurring damages and have an adverse effect on the economic 
stability of the community. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.18 to 1. 


Senator ELLENDER. Next we have the Oklahoma projects and we 
considered those yesterday, as I recall. 
(jeneral IrscHNeR. Yes, sir. 


CHETCO RIVER, OREG. 


Senator ELLENpER. Now we have in Oregon the Chetco River proj- 
wt. The Federal cost would be $600,000 and outsiders are asking for 
$225,000 for construction money. What about that ? 

Colonel ALLEN. That $225,000 could be used for preconstruction 


planning and a start en construction. The project is carried at a 
eiefit-cost ratio of 1.07. It is a small shallow draft harbor for 
logging and fishing. 

Senator ELLENDER. Pretty low ratio? 

Colonel ALLEN. It is not as high as some; yes, sir. 

would like to mention on Chetco that there is a good possibility 

an alternate plan of improvement that may complete the entire 
project for $225,000. That would, of course, increase the benefit- 

t ratio 

‘Canto ELLENDER. You have it here at a cost of $600,000 ? 

Colonel ALLEN. We are reluctant to reduce that until we have had 
wile planning on it but we feel there is a possibility of accomplishing 
tieentire project for the $225,000. 

Senator ELLENDER. ‘That is being asked ? 

Colone] ALLEN. Yes, sir; that has been requested. 


Summarized financial data 


ved Federal estimate___ as $600, 000 
i riation to date__- None 
lnt 225, 000 
luthorization—1945 River and Harbor Act. 
Location and description.—Chetco River, in southern Oregon, empties into the 
© Ocean in the vicinity of the town of Brookings, Oreg. The project pro- 
"ides for » stabilization of the channel through the bar at the mouth of the 
tiver by the construction of jetties and dredging. 
Pr roposed operations.—The amount of $225,000 could be used for preconstruc- 
lion plauning, initiation of construction of the pile diversion dike and jetty; 
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und placing of the rock blanket and fill. An alternate plan of improvement 
shows promise and might be completed with the amount of $225,000. 

Justification—The improvement would provide for savings in the transportg. 
tion cost of logs, which could be loaded on ships anchored in Cheteo Cove jp 
stead of being transported by truck. Benetits will accrue to the fishing industry 
since small fishing craft will be able to move in and out of the river during 
the greater part of the year. Safe harbors also are scarce on the Oregon coast, 
and while a shallow entrance channel at Chetco River would not serve as 4 
harbor of refuge during southerly storms, it would be valuable in providing 
an entrance for small boats in case of choppy seas, shortage of fuel, or break 
down. The benefit to cost ratio for the original plan is 1.07 to 1.0. 


COLUMBIA RIVER, BONNEVILLE DAM TO THE DALLES, OREG. 


Senator ELLenprer. Next is the Columbia River between Vancouver, 
Wash., and The Dalles, Oreg., 27-foot. channel: $1,500,000 is being 
asked for that for construction funds ¢ 

Colonel Atuen. Yes, sir: that $1,500,000 could be used in fiseal 
1957. It should be considered in connection with this project, how 
ever, that if the construction funds are appropriated, maintenance 
funds in the amount of $2,500,000 also should be applied to this proj- 
ect in order to restore the depths which were once provided there 
and which have since shoaled to a depth of 15 feet. 

This project was dredged at one time to 27 feet and has been allewed 
to shoal to 15 feet. If the new work is to be appropriated, there 
should be consideration for maintenance funds to restore the original 
depths. 

Senator Exrenper. Have vou considered that, General, in the $10 
million fund that we expect to make available to you? 

General Irscuner. No, sir; we do not consider that in the $10 mil- 
lion. 

Senator Errenper. I guess this is a classic case of what neglect will 
do by not maintaining it? 

General Irscriner. That amount is included in the $65 million over- 
all deferred maintenance program, but we did not place it in the first 
$10 million. 

Senator E,Ltenper. To what extent has navigation been affected 
there? Isit a worthwhile project? Is there much navigation there to 
justify the deepening to the depth and then spending this $1,500,000? 

General Irscuner. There has been only one ship go up there since 
the project was originally dredged to a partial depth. 

Senator Exrenver. One ship? 

General Irscuner. But of course, the local interests contend, and 
I think they are right, that if the channel had been deeper there would 
have been more traffic, so it is difficult to say. 

Senator ELitenper. What is the cost-benefit ratio there ? 

General Itsctrner. We have not evaluated it, sir. 

Senator Evienper. I think before we make any appropriations we 
ought to know. We ought to find out whether or not there is more 
shipping that could go over that when, in addition to the $1.500,000, 
we have to spend $2,500,000 to clear the channel to its original depth. 

General Itscriner. Yes, sir. At The Dalles, there is a prospective 
development of a large aluminum plant. I think that is what the 
local interests have in mind, but the plant has not yet been started. 
We believe that when that plant is in operation, there will probably 
be justification for the navigation project. 
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Summarized financial data 


fotal approved Federal estimate ae re ee ee 850, 000 
Total appropriation to date_______- , bs None 
Amount that could be expended in fiscal year [io¢___- ae 1, 500, 000 


{uthorization.— 1937 and 1946 River and Harbor Acts. 

Location and description—The improvement provides for a channel 27 feet 
deep and 300 feet wide in the Columbia River from Bonneville to The Dalles, 
distance of about 46 miles. 

Proposed operations.—The amount of $1,500,000 could be used for preconstruc- 
tion planning and to initiate removal of rock to improve channel alinement at 
Eagle Creek Point and Cascade Rapids above Bonneville Dam. 

The 27-foot channel! froin Vancouver to Bonneville Dam was completed in 194 
but has been maintained only to 15 feet. Maintenance dredging of 10 million 

bie yards of material from the channel below Bonneville Dam therefore would 
le required at an estimated cost of $2,500,000 in order to make the upstream 

provements effective. Funds for this work are not included in the budget 
ite for operation and maintenance for fiscal year 1957. 

Justification.—The improvement of the channel between Bonneville Dam and 
The Dalles, Oreg., is considered essential to put the channel in condition for 

actical navigation and for the encouragement of the use of the ship channel 

y deep draft vessels to The Dalles. At the time Bonneville Dam was under 
construction, economic considerations justified the authorization therein of ship 
nivigation features. In addition, bridges across the Columbia River at Cascad: 
locks and Hood River were altered to permit free, easy, and unobstructed naviga- 
tion for oceangoing vessels in the Bonneville Pool. Local interests also con- 
strueted an eceangoing ship terminal at The Dalles. A benefit-to-cost ratio has 
not been evaluated. 


i 


COOS BAY. OREG. 


Senator ELLeNver. All right. 
Next is the Coos Bay project. The House provided $300,000, which 


was the budget estimate, and outsiders have asked for $ $139, 000 more. 
Colonel ALLEN. That figure of $439,000, sir, was our original request 
and we in turn reduced that in our amended budget by reason of sav- 
invs in the project. 
Senator ExLenprer. So that $300,000 is the maximum you could use ? 
Colonel Aten. That would complete the project. 
Senator Exienper. Good. 


COUGAR RESERVOIR, OREG. 


Now the Cougar Reservoir is another one in which the House ha: 
provided the budget: —s of $1,500,000, and construction funds 
have been asked for $ 500,000 by outsiders. 


Major Garrert. Sir on the Cougar project, we could economically 
use $2,450,000 to continue construction. 


Senator ELLteNpER. Why did you reduce it to $1,500,000? Is that 
because of the overall ceiling ? 


Major Garrerr. Yes, sir; to get it in the overall ceiling. 


GREEN PETER RESERVOIR, OREG. 


Senator ELLeNper. I see. 
Next we have the Green Peter Reservoir. Planning funds have been 
allowed by the House in accord with the request of the Budget Bureau, 
$100,000, and outsiders have asked for $7: 35,000. 
Major Garrerr. Sir, on the Green Peter project, we could use 
10,000 for planning during fiscal 1957. 
Senator ELLENDER. Suppose that amount were allowed for plan- 
ning, would it be sufficiently advanced to start construction next ear’ 


Gr 
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Major Garrerr. No, sir; it would not. However, I believe we can 
say that if it were allowed, we could advance the overall project by 
l year. ; 

Senator ExLenper. You mean by providing enough planning next 
year? 

Major Garrett. Yes, sir; provided we did. 

Senator ELLenper. I see. 


HILLS CREEK RESERVOIR, OREG. 


Next is the Hills Creek Reservoir wherein $2 million was authorized 
by the budget and allowed by the House, and outsiders have asked for 
$900,000 more than that. 

Major Garrett. Sir, we could use $2,900,000 on that project in the 
fiscal year 1957. 

HOLLEY RESERVOIR, OREG. 


Senator Etitenper. Holley Reservoir, $100,000 for planning. 

What about that? 

Colonel Datrympte. Sir, we feel we can use $100,000 for that 
project to initiate planning on the project. 

Senator Etienper. Is that a very important project? 

Colonel Datrympie. Yes, sir; that would be a new planning stari, 
sir, for that reservoir. It is a reservoir in the system for the contro] 
of the Willamette Basin in Oregon. 

Senator ELLeNpvER. What would be the chief function, flood control’ 

Colonel Datrympte. Yes, sir; its chief function would be flood 
control. It does have some storage proposed for irrigation water, t 
sir, and low-flow regulations. 

Senator ELttenper. How much of it is chargeable, do you know, t 
flood control ? 

Colonel Datrymrte. Benefit-cost ratio, sir, is now estimated at 1s 
to 1. The average annual benefits are estimated to be $1,007,800, of 
which flood control is $902,900, and irrigation benefits are estimated 
to be $88,500. 

Senator ELtitenprr. What about the balance? 

Colonel Datrymp.Le. Navigation, pollution abatement, and dow 
stream power, sir, at $16,400. It is predominantly flood control. 

Senator EL,renpver. Around 50 percent ? 

Colonel Datrymrte. Oh, no; almost 90 percent. That was a $900.(\ 
figure, that first one. 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate 
Total appropriations to date ‘ 
Amount that could be expended during fiseal year 1957 


Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 

Location and description.—The project is located on the Calapooya River, 3 
tributary of the Willamette River, 49.7 miles above the confluence of the streams 
and about 25 miles southeast of Albany, Oreg. The plan provides for the 
struction of dam and reservoir which will be operated as a unit of the coordinated 

reservoir system of the Willamette Basin in the interest of flood control, nav: 
gation, irrigation, and other conservation uses. 

Proposed operations.—The $100,000 for fiscal year 1957 would be applied to the 
initiation of planning. 

Justification.—There are about 36,000 acres along the Calapooya River and the 
lower reaches of its tributaries affected by flooding and backwater from the 
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Calapooya River. The value of these properties is in excess of $10 million. In 
addition, there are 130,000 acres, with properties valued at over $210 million, 
along the Willamette River below the contluence of the Calapooya, which are 
affected to a varying degree by the Calapooya River flows. The Calapooya River 
contributed approximately 5 percent of the peak flow of the Willamette River at 
Albany during the December 1955 flood. 

The reservoir would turnish water for irrigation of 19,700 acres of class 1 and 2 
land, and 25,200 acres of grasslands along the Calapooya River. The additional 
tiows during Summer months will help reduce pollution conditions at Brownsville 
and other localities, and will have a slight eifect on navigation tacilities on 
Willamette River and power production at Willamette Falls. Use of the res- 
ervoir and regulated flows in the river below for recreational purposes has not 
ieen evaluated. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.8 to 1. 


JOHN DAY LOCK AND DAM, OREGON AND WASHINGTON 


Senator Exvienper. All right. 

Next is the John Day lock and dam. For planning the House 
allowed $1,450,000 and the Budget allowed but $500,000, and outsiders 
have asked for $2 million. 

Major Garrett. Sir, the $1,450,000 allowed by the House is all that 
we feel we can economically spend. 


Lower CoutumBiA River [MprovEMENT To Existing Works 
BEAVER DRAINAGE DISTRICT, OREGON 


Senator ELLenprer. Lower Columbia River improvements to existing 
works, Beaver Drainage District, $13,000 for planning. 

Colonel Datrympire. We can use those funds, sir, to initiate and 
complete preconstruction planning on that project. 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate 
Total appropriation to date 
Amount that could be expended during fiscal year 1957 


Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 

Location and description.—The Beaver Drainage District is located along the 
Columbia River north of the town of Clatskanie in Columbia County, Oreg. The 
project provides for the raising and strengthening of approximately 30,000 feet of 
existing levee, improvement of levee along the diversion canal, plugging the Lar- 
son Slough tide box, and additional pumping capacity for seepage. 

Proposed operations.—The amount of $13,000 for fiscal year 1957 would be 
applied to the initiation and completion of preconstruction planning. 

Justification —This project will provide flood protection for approximately 
5,600 acres, consisting mostly of improved agricultural lands, except for the 
Beaver Ammunition Depot which occupies about 750 acres. The existing levees 
are inadequate to withstand the sustained pressure of a major flood such as 
that of 1948. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 4 to 1. 


JOHN DRAINAGE DISTRICT, OREGON 


Senator EiLtenper. John Drainage District, $7,000. 
Colonel DatryMpLe. Sir, we can use $7,000 to initiate and complete 
preconstruction planning on that project. 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate 
fotal appropriation to date 
Amount that could be expended during fiscal year 1957 
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Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 

Location and description.—The John Drainage District is located on the left 
bank of the Columbia River approximately 1 mile west of the town of Mayger in 
Columbia County, Oreg. The project provides for the raising and strengthening 
of existing levees and construction of new levee to eliminate a railroad embank- 
ment from the protection system. 

Proposed operations.—The amount of $7,000 for the fiscal year 1957 would 
be applied to the initiation and completion of preconstruction planning. 

Justification—This project will provide flood protection for 153 acres of 
improved land and is used primarily for dairy purposes. During the flood of 
1948, the existing levee protection failed prior to the peak of the flood and 
inundated the area for a period of about 45 days. This project will provide 
protection to the area from floods of the 1948 magnitude. The bhenefit-to-cost 
ratio is 1.3 to 1. 


MIDLAND DRAINAGE DISTRICT, OREGON 


Senator Exienper. All right. 

Midland Drainage District, $8,000 

Colonel Datrympte. There again, sir, we can use $8,000 to initiate 
and complete preconstruction planning for that project. 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate__. : $108, 000 
Total appropriations to date_ 0 
Amount that could be expended during fise al 3 year 1957 . 8, 000 


{uthorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 

Location and description——The Midland Drainage District is located along 
the left bank of the Columbia River between miles 47.7 to 49.7, 24%) miles west 
of the town of Clatakanie in Columbia County, Oreg. The area is bounded by 
the Wallace, Westport, and Beaver Sloughs. The project provides for the 
raising and strengthening of approximately 35,200 linear feet of existing levee. 

Proposed operations.—The amount of $8,000 for the fiscal year 1957 would be 
applied to the initiation and completion of preconstruction planning. 

Justification.—This project will provide flood protection for 1,330 acres con- 
sisting mainly of improved agricultural land. The existing levee is inadequate 
to withstand a recurrence of a flood of the 1948 magnitude. Should this area 
be flooded by overtopping or breach of existing levees, the area would be in- 
undated for a period of about 45 days and would suffer severe damages. The 
henefit-to-cost ratio is 9.2 to 1. 


MULTNOMAH COUNTY DRAINAGE DISTRICT NO. 1, OREGON 


Senator ELLENpER. Multnomah Drainage District, $43,000 4 

Colonel DaLtrymete. Sir, we only need $8,000. We have $35,000 
from a previous appropriation which has not been expended on that 
project and which will be available for the completion of preconstrue- 
tion planning. 

Senator ELLENDER. So th: at you do not need any more money ? 

Colonel DatrympLr. We need $8,000 more instead of $43,000. 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate - is paces Shp Te, 0 
Total appropriation to date______ 35, 000 
Amount that could be expended during fiscal year 1957 ts ea 8, 000 


tuthorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 

Location and description—The Multnomah County Drainage District No. 1 
is located along the left bank of the Columbia River adjoining the northeast 
limits of the city of Portland in Multnomah County, Oreg. This project will 
provide for the dividing of the district into three areas by constructing cross 





PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 2679 


levees at approximately the third points, construction of a levee at the west end 
of the district and installing approximately 33,000 feet of toe drains along the 
Columbia River levee. 

Proposed operations.—The amount of $8,000 for the fiscal year 1957 would be 
applied to the completion of preconstruction planning. 

Justification—The Multnomah County Drainage District No. 1 is essentially 
a suburban agricultural area with approximately 4,635 acres of highly developed 
farmland. The total population of the district is estimated to be in excess of 
5,000° peeple, of which 2,000 live in suburban residential areas located along 
the inland border. Throughout the district, there are several valuable land 
developments utilized for various purposes. The most important of these 
developments is the Portland International Airport which, together with the 
active military air base, covers approximately 1,950 acres near the west end of 
the district and is valued at $19 million. The airport serves all the western 
airlines and transoceanic flights, in addition to being used as a training and 
flight base for military aircraft. A new runway has been constructed recently 
to serve the largest commercial planes now in use. Industry is represented 
by several small, but active, enterprises, the most important being in the food- 
processing and construction fields. The total value of the district is conserv- 
atively estimated at $39 million. The levee along Columbia River in Multnomah 
County Drainage District No. 1 connects to the existing improved levee along the 
Sandy Drainage District riverfront. The existing levee along Multnomah dis- 
trict has certain inherent weaknesses which increase the danger of failure and 
add to the difficulty and cost of flood-fight operations. A break in the protecting 
levee oceurred during the 1948 flood on Columbia River, inundated the entire 
district for 28 days, and caused damages appraised at $8,645,000. The benefit-to- 
cost ratio is 1.4 to 1. 


PENINSULA DRAINAGE DISTRICT NO. 1, OREGON 


Senator ELLENDER. Peninsula Drainage District No. 1, $59,000. 
Colonel Datrympte. Yes, sir; we can use $59,000 to initiate and 
complete preconstruction planning on that project. 


Summarized financial data 


Total appreved Federal estimate $1, 088, 000 
Total appropriation to date 
Amount that could be expended during fiscal year 1957 


{uthorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 

Location and description.—The Peninsula Drainage District No. 1 is located 
between the Oregon Slough and Columbia Slough, north of the city of Portland 
in Multnomah County, Oreg. This project provides for the raising and strengthen- 
ing of existing levees and construction of new levees in lieu of existing railroad 
and highway embankments serving as levees. 

Proposed operations.—The amount of $59,000 for fiscal year 1957 would be 
applied to the initiation and completion of preconstruction planning. 

Justification.—This project will provide flood protection for 901 acres of land 
occupied by truck gardening farms and industrial plants. The area was flooded 
during the 1948 flood due to failure of the railroad embankment, the Vanport 
housing area project, occupying 754 acres at that time, was destroyed. At the 
present there are no homes in the district. The various industries located in the 
area employ a total of about 1,500 persons. The gross annual income of these 
industries is approximately $84 million, and the annual payroll is about $5 million. 
lhe existing protective works are inadequate to withstand a flood of the 1948 
magnitude. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 3.5 to 1. 


PENINSULA DRAIN DISTRICT NO. 2, OREGON 


Senator ELtenper. All right. 

Next we have Peninsula District No. 2, $59,000 also. 

Colonel Datrympte. Again, sir, we can use $59,000 to initiate and 
complete preconstruction planning on that project. 


75008—56—pt. 2——84 
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Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate $1, 035, 000 
Total sopronmetion 10 Gabe. 8. a eee ee ; 0 
Amount that could be expended during fiscal year 1957______-_-- 59, 000 


Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 

Location and description.—The Peninsula Drainage District No. 2 is located 
along Oregon Slough opposite Columbia River, miles 106.5 and 108.2, north of 
the city of Portland in Multnomah County, Oreg. The project provides for the 
enlargement and reconstruction of the 5.3 miles of existing levee. 

Proposed operations—The amount of $59,000 for the fiscal year 1957 would 
be applied to the initiation and completion of preconstruction planning. 

Justification.—This project will provide flood protection for 1,400 acres con- 
sisting of suburban residencies, commercial and industrial establishments, and 
general farming and truck gardening with a resident population of about 1,600 
persons. The area was inundated for a period of about 45 days during the 
1948 flood when the existing highway fill serving as a levee between this dis 
trict and Peninsula Drainage District No. 1 failed. The existing levees are 
inadequate to withstand floods of 1948 magnitude. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 
1.8 to 1. 


RAINIER DRAINAGE DISTRICT, OREGON 


Senator Ettenper. Rainier Drainage District, $34,000. 
Colonel DatrympPie. Yes, sir; we can use $34,000 to initiate and 
complete preconstruction planning on that project. 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate__________________- ssicsiontah tt ianiiinioase EEO, OR 
Total appropriation to date m 0 
Amount that could be expanded during fiscal year 1957_____-_--_- 34, 000 


Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 

Location and description.—The Rainier Drainage District is located along the 
Columbia River and west of the town of Rainier in Columbia County, Oreg. 
The project provides for the reconstruction of 4.8 miles of levee and additional 
pumping capacity for seepage. 

Proposed operations.—The amount of $34,000 for the fiscal year 1957 would be 
applied to initiate and complete preconstruction planning. 

Justification —The project will provide flood protection to about 1,242 acres, 
which consists primarily of developed agricultural lands. Included within the 
protected area are a sawmill, a sand and gravel plant, about 50 agricultural 
units and numerous suburban home tracts. A railroad embankment now forms 
about 95 percent of the existing levees. This embankment is subject to excessive 
seepage during floods and is incapable of withstanding the sustained pressure of 
a major flood such as that of 1948. The entire area was inundated in 1948, 
when a break occurred in the railroad fill, and severe damage was suffered by 
local interests. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 2.94 to 1. 


SAUVIE ISLAND DRAINAGE DISTRICT, OREGON 


Senator E.Lvenpner. Sauvie Island Drainage District, $38,000? 
Colonel Datrymp.ir. We can use $38,000 to initiate and complete 
preconstruction planning on that project, sir. 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate_____-~_- 
Total appropriation to date 
Amount that could be expended during fiscal year 1957__ 


Authorization.—1950 Flood Control Act. 

Location and description.—The Sauvie Island Drainage District is located 
along the left bank of the Columbia River in Multnomah and Columbia Counties, 
Oreg., and extends from the mouth of the Willamette downstream about 3.2 
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miles. This project provides for the raising and strengthening of the existing 
levee, and additional pumping capacity. 

Proposed operations.—The amount of $38,000 for the fiscal year 1957 would 
be applied to the initiation and completion of preconstruction planning. 

Justification—This project will provide flood protection for approximately 
12,200 acres of highly improved agricultural land, consisting of 60 agricultural 

units and several suburban homes. This project provides for raising and 
strengthening where necessary to provide protection from tiows of the 1948 
magnitude. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 2.7 to 1. 

Senator ELLENDER. Now, as to those districts, are they organized 
under State laws? 

General Irscirner. Yes, sir; they are organized under the State 
laws of Oregon and Washington. 

Senator K.Lenper. To what extent do they contribute toward the 
construction of these projects? 

General Irscnnrr. They must be able and willing to meet the terms 
of loeal cooper: ation, which are lands, easements, rights-of-way, hold- 
ng and saving the Federal Government harmless from claims and 

damages, and relocation of utilities. 

Senator ELLenpEer. How about the maintenance? 

General Irscunrr. They must be able and willing to maintain the 
projects. 

Senator ELLenpEr. Before you start in, do you enter into contracts 
with these drainage districts to make certain that they will undertake 
to do the things you have just mentioned ? 

General IrscHNER. We obtain from them a firm commitment, writ- 
ten commitment, of agreement. 

Senator ELLENDER. W hy is this necessary? Why should the Gov- 
ernment take part in this drainage district of this kind? Why can 
t not be done by the landowner himself ¢ 

General Irscuner. This work, sir, is all local flood-protection work, 
levee construction, including in some cases pumping facilities to take 
the water out from the inside. 

Senator ELtenper. So it is really in the category of flood control 
rojects ? l 

(yeneral IrscHner. It is a flood-control project, simply, sir. 

Senator Ex:enper. Is that along the same lines we have in Illinois 
ind in Missouri? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir; and very much the same as on the Mis- 
sissippi except on a smaller scale. 


MCNARY LOCK AND DAM, OREGON 


Senator EL_ienper. I see. 

Now the next is the McNary lock and dam in Oregon and Washing- 
ton. The amount approved by the budget was $4.500. 000. The House 
allowed $2,828,000 and outsiders have asked for $7 million. 

Major Garrett. Sir, we could use $4,500,000 on that project, the 
‘mount approved by the budget. 

Senator ELLENpER. Isee. Not any more? 

Major Garrett. No, sir. 

Senator EiLenper. That will nearly complete that project; will it 
not? 

Major Garrett. Yes, sir. 

Senator Exnenper. Are you now producing electricity ? 
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Major Garrett. Yes. sir; we have 12 units in operation at McNary, 

Senator Ettenper. How many more to go? 

General Irscuner. Two to go. 

Senator Erienper. And is this money going to be used to put. in 
these two extra ones? 

General Itscuner. The 2 extra ones will be in in the next 8 months. 

Senator E::enper. And this $4,500,000 is just a start on that, 
presume ? 

General Irscuner. No, sir; that will take care of installing those 


units and doing some of the other work that is necessary to complete 
the job. 


Senator ELtenper. You mean completing it? 

General Irscnner. It will complete payment for those additional 
two units, sir, but there is an amount of work beyond that necessary 
to bring the project to completion. 

Senator ELLENpER. Do you have contracts for the generators? 

Major Garretr. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELtienper. And this is to be used for placing them, putting 
them in place? 

Major Garrett. Yes, sir. 

General Irscuner. They are actually at the site now being assem- 
bled and will be ready to be tested soon and put. into operation. 

Senator Extienper. This $4,500,000 will be sufficient to permit you 
to put them in place so as to start. generating electricity ? 

Major Garrett. Yes, sir. 

Actually, Mr. Chairman, I probably should point out that. a — 
of the $4,500,000 will be used to repay a loan to that project from fiscal 
year 1956. 

Senator ELttenper. Yes; I see a star there. 

General Itscuner. There will be some more funds required to 
complete the project. 


ROGUE RIVER HARBOR AND GOLD BEACH, OREG. 


Senator Ertenper. Next is the Rogue River Harbor. The project 
is to cost $3,950,000 and outsiders have asked for $1 million. That is 
also for the State of Oregon ? 

Colonel ALLEN. That $1 million would be used for planning and to 
start work on the project. There have been no funds appropriated 
for this project and it would be a new start. It was authorized in 
the 1954 River and Harbor Act. It is a project for shallow-draft 
fishing and logging commercial vessels with a depth of 13 feet, with 
a jetty entrance and protected anchorage. 

Senator ELttenper. How far is that from any other harbor in that 
locality ? 

General Irscuner. I would estimate it is about 30 miles from the 
nearest harbor. 

Senator ELitenper. Is it being used now ? 

Colonel ALLEN. There is no Federal project there now, sir. 

Senator ELLenper. No, no; I did not mean that. 

General ItscHner. It is being used by extremely light draft vessels, 
largely outboard motorboats and that sort. of thing. 

Senator Extenpver. All right. 
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Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate $3, 950, 000 
Total appropriation to date None 
{mount that could be expended in fiscal year 1957 1, 000, 000 


,uthorization.—1954 River and Harbor Act. 

Location and description.—Gold Beach is on the southern coast of Oregon at 
the mouth of the Rogue River. The project provides for twin jetties 700 feet 
apart with a channel 13 feet deep by 300 feet wide and 1 mile long from the 
ocean entrance to the coast highway bridge, with a turning basin of the same 
depth, 500 feet wide, and 650 feet long. 

Proposed operations.—The amount of $1 million will be used to initiate and 
complete plans and specifications and to initiate construction of the jetties and 
dredging under continuing contracts. 

Justification.—The provision of the authorized project will develop direct 
penetits as the result of savings in the cost of transporting inbound supplies 
and outbound shipments of logs, lumber, and plywood. The harbor will permit 
the exploitation of fishing grounds not intensely fished at present, thereby mak- 
ng possible an increased fish catch. The improvement also will provide a 
much-needed harbor of refuge for small craft along this rugged coast. The 
current benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.36 to 1. 


THE DALLES DAM, WASH. AND OREG. 


Next we have The Dalles. The budget estimate is $42,057,000 and 
the House allowed that sum and $50 million is being asked by 
outsiders. 

Major Garrett. Sir, the $42,057,000 is the amount we feel should 
be appropriated for that project for fiscal year 1957. 

I would like to point, out, however, that we plan to spend $47 
million on that project during fiscal year 1957, using $4,543,000 of 


savings from other projects in fiscal year 1956. 
Senator Exienper. In that area? 
Major Garrett. Yes, sir. 
Well, all over the country. They were savings that were reported. 


SKIPANON CHANNEL, OREG. 


Senator Exrrenver. All right. 

Next we have Skipanon Channel. Outsiders are asking for $185,000 
which is the estimated cost. 

What is that? 

Colonel Auten. That is a fishing harbor, Mr. Chairman, with a 
benefit-cost ratio of 5.86; $185,000 is the total cost of the project and 
would complete it in 1957. 


Summarized financial data 


Lo0tal approved Pederal estimate... .............................. $185,000 
CIO» RN sendin matsp lisesi None 
Amount that could be expended in fiscal year 1957 185, 000 


\uthorization.—1948 River and Harbor Act. 

Location and description.—Skipanon River is a tributary of the Columbia 
River entering on the south side about 8 miles above the mouth. The improve- 
ment will provide a triangular shaped small boat mooring basin adjacent to 
the existing turning basin on the Skipanon River chanenl adjacent to the town 
of Warrenton, Oreg. 

Proposed operations.—The amount of $185,000 will be used to initiate and com- 
plete the authorized improvement. 

Justification.—Due to the scarcity of safe and adequate moorage in the lower 
Columbia River area, some 200 fishing vessels that deliver their catch to receiv- 
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ing stations and processing plants at Warrenton and vicinity must find moorag 
elsewhere during the layover between fishing trips and for lay-up in the non- 
fishing season. The project will eliminate, to a large extent, the vessel damaze 
resulting from mooring in unprotected areas and in congested areas; and will 
eliminate the attendant lost-time feature. The construction of this mooring 
basin will accrue benefits from elimination of damage and lost time and from 
an increase in the fish catch to provide a benefit-to-cost ratio of 5.86 to 1 (1953 
price basis). 


MONONGAHELA RIVER, PA. 


Senator ELLenper. Next is dam 8 in Pennsylvania, the Mononga 
hela River. Outsiders have asked for $500,000 for construction, 
That is the amount that you requested but the Budget did not adhere 
to your request ¢ 

Colonel Auten. Yes, sir; that is correct ; $500,000 was our original 
request. 

Senator Ettenper. You could, of course, use that, I suppose? 

Colonel Arten. Yes, sir; we could. 

Senator ELtenper. Is that very important? 

Colonel Atten. It isa part of the improvement on the Monongahela 
River and consists of raising the crest gates on the dam to permit use 
of deeper vessels in the pool. It raises the pool of dam 8. 

Senator ELLenver. How important is that project ? 

Colonel ALten. It should go along coincident with the work which 
we are carrying in the budget for Hildebrand, and the two of them 
should be accomplished in order to get the full benefits on the improve 
ments on the Monongahela. 

Senator ELtenper. Have you taken care of the Hildebrand? 

Colonel ALLEN. We have taken care of the Hildebrand, which is in 
the program, sir. I believe we will get to that in West Virginia. 

Senator ELttenper. Do they go on concurrently ? 

Colonel AtLen. They may. 

Senator ELtitrnper. They may or should? 

Colonel Antex. They should be constructed so that Hildebrand and 
dam 8 are completed about the same time. 

Senator E:tenper. Is it necessary to appropriate the money this 
vear to accomplish that ? 

Colonel Atten. Dam 8 could be deferred another year and still be 
completed coincidentally with the completion of Hildebrand. 

Senator Extenper. Good. 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate . $3, 550, 000 
Total appropriation to date ? si 93, 000 
Amount that could be expended in fiscal year 1957__- 500, 000 


Authorization.—1950 River and Harbor Act. 

Location and description.—Lock and dam No, 8 is located on the Monongahela 
River, 90.8 miles above its mouth at Pittsburgh, Pa., and the resultant pool ex 
tends upstream to the Morgantown lock and dam. The project provides for 
raising the pool elevation 4 feet by installation of 6 movable crest gates on the 
existing fixed dam and alterations to the river wall and sills of the lock to provide 
stability against increased head. 

Proposed operations.—The amount of $500,000 will be used to initiate land 
acquisition and alterations of dam, and to initiate and complete relocations and 
alterations to the lock. 

Justification.—Restricted depth in the upper reach of pool No. 8 probibits the 
movement of traffic suitable for transiting the full length of the river below 
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jai 8 and throughout the Morgantown pool next upstream. The immediate 
necessity of raising the crest of dam No. 8 is to provide 9-foot channel depth for 
the full length of the pool to permit traffic to fully benefit from the completed 
Morgantown lock and dam and the Hildebrand lock and dam, next upstream, 
which is scheduled for completion in fiscal year 1959. Under existing conditions, 
harges navigating pool 8 must be loaded to less than 70 percent capacity due to 
the restricted depth of the upper reaches of pool 8. The bulk of tonnages passing 
through lock 8 is downbound metallurgical coal, limited quantities of sand and 
gravel, and upbound gasoline and oil. Raising the crest of dam 8 is an element 
in the authorized upper Monongahela River plan of improvement to provide 
slack-water navigation from the existing dam No. 8 to the a of the river, 
comparable to that now existing in the river below dam No. 8. The benefit-cost 
ratio for the upper Monongahela navigation plan is 1.81 to L 


SAND HILL COVE, POINT JUDITH, R. I. 


We come now to the State of Rhode Island. The first project is 
Sand Hill Cove Beach, $40,000 for construction is being asked and the 
‘otal cost of the project is $82,000. 

Colonel ALLEN. That is a beach-erosion project, Mr. Chairman, 
where lecal interests have already done some work, but, as of this date, 
they have not yet submitted the plans and spee ifications of the work 
to be approved by the Chief of Engineers. 

Senator Extenper. And they have to finish the work before you pay 

Colonel Auten. They should submit the plans and specifications so 


{ 


that we know it is in accordance with the planned project so we can 
reimburse them for it. 

Senator ELLENDER. So you would not recommend any funds? 
Colonel ALLEN. Not until the plans and specifications are submitted. 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate_________ aicataah : sod _._. $82, 000 
Total appropriation to date 
Amount that could be expended in fiscal year 1957_ 

1 See proposed operations. 


juthorization.—1954 River and Harbor Act. 

Location and description.—Sand Hill Cove Beach extends from 1 mile west 
of Point Judith to the entrance of Point Judith Pond. The project provides for 
widening about 1 mile of beach an average of about 65 feet by direct placement 
of sand, constructing a barrier to landward sand movement and 10 impermeable 
groins. 

Proposed operations.—The amount of $40,000 could be used for reimburse- 
ment to the State of Rhode Island for the Federal share of the completed 
construction. The work accomplished to date by the State consists of widening 
the beach by the placement of sand, construction of a steel bulkhead to form 
a barrier to the landward movement of sand and construction of five groins at 
an estimated cost of $120,000. Plans and specifications for the work accomplished 
by the State have not been submitted for approval by the Chief of Engineers. 

Justification —Sand Hill Cove is the only State-owned beach along the southern 
coast of Rhode Island and its facilities, which are open to unrestricted use by 
the public, are used extensively by the State population. Daily attendance during 
the summer is estimated at about 90,000 people. During extreme storms, the 
breakwaters forming Point Judith harbor of refuge are wholly or partially 
siimerged, offer little protection to the low-lying shore, and have cut off the 
source of natural beach-building material. The eroded condition of the shore 

as impeded maximum use of the beach. The State of Rhode Island, in 
recognition of the healthful aspects of adequate recreational shore areas and 
its important effect on the economy of the State, has undertaken to restere the 
beach. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.7 to 1. 
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SAKONNET HARBOR, R. I. 


Senator ELLenper. Sakonnet Harbor, $600,000 total cost. 

Colonel AtLEN. That is the total estimated Federal cost of this 
project which was in the 1954 Rivers and Harbors Act, and it is a 
combination recreational and fishing improvement at the mouth of 
the Narragansett Bay. It has a benefit-cost ratio of 1.2. 

Senator ELtenver. Well, would you consider that a very important 
project? I notice no money has been spent on that as yet for planning} 

Colonel Auten. No; it is essentially a breakwater and anchorage 
project. No extensive planning is required. The full work could 
be done in 1 year. 

Senator ELtenper. Did you recommend any funds for this year! 

Colonel ALLEN. We did not in our budget. 

Senator ELitenper. Why was that, because you did not have the 
funds? 

Colonel ALLEN. It was one of those which could not be included 
in the overall by reason of the ceiling. 

Senator ELLenpER. Would you say that it is of sufficient importance! 

Colonel Atten. Of the two in Rhode Island, I think that Bullocks 
Point Cove, which the House added, is probably the more important 
of the two. 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate $600, 000 
Total appropriation to date None 
Amount that could be expended in fiscal year 1957__- ? _.... 600,000 


Authorization.—1954 River and Harbor Act. 

Location and description.—Sakonnet Harbor, Little Compton, R. I., is a shallow 
rockbound cove on the east side of the entrance to the Sakonnet River, east of 
the mouth of Narragansett Bay. The project provides for extending the break- 
water northeasterly 400 feet and dredging the harbor to a depth of 8 feet over 
an area of about 11 acres. 

Proposed operations.—The amount of $600,000 will be used to prepare plans 
and specifications and to initiate and complete construction of the breakwater 
and anchorage. 

Justification —Sakonnet Harbor is advantageously located near several fishing 
banks and near the water route used by recreational craft between Narragansett 
Bay and Buzzards Bay. The improvement will provide additional storm pro- 
tection to the harbor in which extensive damage has been suffered by fishing 
and recreational boats. The improvement will also provide a total of about 11 
acres of mooring area, which will be entirely protected from the dominant 
northwest storms, and will provide greater protection from northerly storms 
The current benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.2 to 1. 


BULLOCKS POINT COVE, Rk. I. 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate___.._..._._-----_--- selects $174, 000 
Total appropriation to date Be None 
Amount that could be expended in fiscal year 1957___- wets secs: See 


Authorization.—1954 River and Harbor Act. 

Location and description.—Bullocks Point Cove is on the upper shore of Provi- 
dence River, about three-fourths of a mile above the head of Narraganset Bay 
and 414 miles south of Providence Harbor, R. I. The project provides for 4 
entrance channel, 8 feet deep, 75 feet wide from deep water in Providence River, 
to a point just inside the cove, thence 6 feet deep, 75 feet wide to and including 
a turning basin, 6 feet deep, opposite Haines Park; a south mooring basin, 6 feet 
deep in the west side of the inner channel, opposite the boat club and for recon: 
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struction of Bullocks Point with dredged sand fill retained by a rubble sand dike 
and jetty. 

Propesod operations.—The amount of $174,000 will be used to prepare plans 
and specifications and to initiate and complete construction of the authorized 
improvement. 

Justification —Bullocks Cove is a popular but inadequate base for recreational 
and small fishing craft using the shelter of Narraganset Bay. The shallow con- 
ditions in the cove have posed a hazard during storms. The limited availability 
of suitable depths has led to overcrowding with its inherent danger of collisions, 
The increased activity and sizes of recreational craft in the Narraganset Bay 
area emphasizes the inadequacy of present facilities, and the need for small boat 
harbors in an area where few suitable harbors presently exist. The current 
benefit-to-cost ratio is 2.0 to 1. 


WOONSOCKET, R, I. 


Senator ELLENDER. Now, Woonsocket. In this case the House al- 
lowed $1 million, which is $400,000 above the budget, and outsiders 
are asking for $1,200,000, which would be double the budget. 

Colonel Penney. We feel that we could economically use the $1 
million. 

Senator ELLENDER. One million dollars allowed by the House? 

Colonel PenNNeEy. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLeNpER. Next is South Carolina. There is nothing for 
South Carolina. 

Next is South Dakota, the Big Bend Reservoir. I think we covered 
that yesterday ; did we not ¢ 

General ItscHNeR. Yes, sir; we covered South Dakota yesterday. 

Senator ELLenper. All of South Dakota. 


CHEATHAM LOCK AND DAM, TENNESSEE 


Next is Tennessee, Cheatham lock and dam, and the House allowed 
the Budget estimate of $2,900,000, and outsiders are asking for 
$6,784,000. 

Major Garrett. Sir, the $2,900,000 is all we feel we can economically 
spend on that project in fiscal 1957. 


OLD HICKORY LOCK AND DAM, TENNESSEE 


Senator ELLENDER. Next is Old Hickory. The House has allowed 
the budget estimate of $2,250,000 and outsiders have asked for 
$4,154,000. 

Major Garrett. Sir, the $2,250,000 is all that we feel we can spend 
on that project. 

CORPUS CHRISTI BRIDGE, TEXAS 


Senator ELLENpER. We come now to the great State of Texas 
Corpus Christi Bridge. The House allowed the budget estimate o 
$500,000, and outsiders have asked for $2,861,000. 

What about that ? 

Colonel ALLEN. $500,000, sir, is as much as we can use in fiscal 1957. 
Qur original request was for the higher figure, but we subsequently 
reduced that amount by reason of late delivery of steel. 

Senator ELLENpER. So that you have all you can use? 

Colonel ALLEN. The $500,000 is all that we can use; yes, sir. 
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DENISON DAM (LAKE TEXOMA), TEX. AND OKLA. 


Senator E1rxrenper. The Denison Reservoir, Tex. and Okla., $250,009 
is being asked by outsiders. 

Colonel Datrympte. We can utilize $250,000, sir, in the development 
of recreational facilities which are required i in the overall plan for that 
facility. 

Senator ELLtenver. What is that facility? 

Colonel Datrymrve. These facilities, sir, consist principally of re- 
pair and construction of roads, parking areas, toilets, clearing under- 
brush, and construction of picnic tables and fireplaces, information 
signs, and markers. 

Senator ELttenper. Is that strictly for recreation ? 

Colonel Datrymete. All these facilities, sir, would be placed into 
immediate use and are for recreational use and for operation of the 
facility. 

The master plan of recreational development at the Denison Reservoir project 
envisioned an ultimate development to provide facilities for the health and safety 
of the visiting public. However, this plan provided for development in stages 
as public use of the project created increased demands. The initial development 
was constructed at a cost of $827,000 and was designed to accommodate all 
visitors which could be anticipated in the immediate future. 

The facilities now needed are estimated to cost $685,000, and could be con- 
structed over a 3-year period. Of this amount, $250,000 could be economically 
expended in the first year. The facilities consist principally of repair and con- 
struction of roads, parking areas and toilets; clearing underbrush and construc- 
tion of picnic tables, fireplaces, and informational signs and markers. All of 
these facilities would be placed into immediate use as they are completed. 

The remaining work in this stage of the development could be accomplished 
over the succeeding 2-year period, and is of the same general nature as the first 
year’s work except that beaches would be improved and expanded and additional 
boat-launching ramps would be provided. 


GALVESTON HARBOR AND CHANNEL SEAWALL, TEXAS 


Senator ELienper. Next is Galveston Harbor and Channel seawall, 
total estimated cost is $8,070,000, and that sum is being asked by out- 
siders. 

Can you tell us something about that project ? 

Colonel Aten. That figure, sir, could not be used in 1957. The 
most we could use on that project in 1957 would be $1 million. It isa 
seawall project. 

Senator EL.venper. Has it been planned ? 

Colonel Aten. It has been planned to the point where $1 million 
could be used, a major portion of it, for construction. 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate__ ; ee 2 . $8, 070, 000 
Total appropriation to date None 
Amount that could be expended in fisc al 3 year r 195) NE cas cbeusucs “S)Ceupe 


Authorization.—1950 River and Harbor Act. 

Location and descriptions.—Galveston Harbor is located on the Gulf of Mexico, 
on the northern portion of the coast of Texas. The 1950 River and Harbor Act 
provides for the construction of an extension of the existing Galveston seawall 
from its present terminus near 61st Street, in a southwesterly direction for 4 
distance of approximately 16,300 feet along the shore of the Gulf of Mexico. 

Proposed operations.—The amount of $1 million will be used to design and 
and prepare plans and specifications and to construct approximately 1,350 linear 
feet of seawall. 
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Justification.—Benefits from the seawall extension would accrue through the 
elimination of the destruction caused by wave action and scour by wind-driven 
tides. ‘Tropical hurricanes subject the city of Galveston and vicinity to extensive 
damage, through high-velocity winds, high tides, and current. The seawall will 
protect homes, industries, railroad yards, warehouses, the municipal airport, 
and other business properties. The improvement will prevent a breach through 
the island and disruption of rail and highway communication with the mainland 
and will afford material protection to navigation in the West Bay channels. 
The current benefit-to-cost ratio is 2.2 to 1.0. 


GuurFr InTrRAcoAsTAL WATERWAY, TEX. 
(TRIBUTARY CHANNEL IN COLORADO RIVER) 


Senator Ex.enper. The Gulf Intracoastal Waterway. That is a 
channel in the Colorado River. Twenty thousands dollars has been 
asked for planning. What about that one? 

Colonel ALLEN. Twenty thousand dollars would complete the plan- 
ning for the side channel in the Colorado River to the Gulf Intra- 
coastal Waterway. 

Senator ELtenper. Has the planning sufficiently advanced to spend 
onstruction funds? 

Colonel ALLEN. Not until 1958, sir. 

Senator ELLENvER. But this sum, if allowed, would provide suffi- 
cient planning to go on in 1958? 

Colonel Auten. Right, sir. 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate 
lotal appropriation to date 
\mount that could be expended in fiscal year 1957 (planning) 


{uthorization.—1938 River and Harbor Act. 

Location and description.—The Colorado River rises in western Texas and 
southeastern New Mexico and flows southeast 970 miles across Texas into Mata- 
gorda Bay and the Gulf of Mexico. The project provides for a navigation channel 
in Colorado River, 9 feet deep and 100 feet wide, extending from the main channel 
of the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway at Matagorda, Tex., to a turning basin 17 
miles upstream of the same depth, 400 feet wide and 500 feet long. 

Proposed operations.—The amount of $20,000 will be used to complete precon- 
struction planning including the preparation of plans and specifications. 

Justification.—This project will serve as a feeder channel to the Gulf Intra- 
coastal Waterway and provide a transportation facility for the crude oil, rice, 
cotton, and miscellaneous materials grown and produced in the Matagorda—Bay 
City area. The oil developments and rice production in this area make it 
desirable that water transportation facilities connecting with the Gulf Intra- 
coastal Waterway be provided. The current benefit-to-cost ratio for the project 
is 1.5 to 1.0. 


MCGEE BEND DAM, TEX. 


Senator Ettenper. Now the next is the McGee Bend Dam. 

(General, as you remember, when the project was before us, I asked 
for information as to the number of cities that would benefit from this 
project. Will you furnish that for us? 

General Irscuner. We will furnish that information for the record, 
sir. We know that there are a good number of cities. 

Senator E.tenper. I notice from your answer that there are five 
cities, Jefferson County, and the eastern portions of Liberty and 
Chambers Counties, which will benefit from the water made available 
by the construction of McGee Bend Dam. 

General IrscHner. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Erienper. I also asked in relation to the previous opposi- 
tion expressed by current opponents of the McGee Bend project as to 
whether they were notified and your answer, as I have it before me, is 
that the following individuals and organizations who currently op- 
pose the McGee Bend Dam, as authorized, also registered opposition 
to the McGee Bend Dam at a hearing held at Jasper, Tex., on Novem- 
ber 13, 1946, in connection with definite project studies for dams A 
and B and the Rockland and McGee Bend Dams: 

Mr. Herman Brown, Lufkin, Tex.; Southland Paper Mills, a, 
Tex.; W. R. Cousins, Sr., Broaddus, Tex., representing himself and 
approximately 100 others; Ray Fletcher, Brookeland, Tex. : Angelina 
Lumber Co., Keltys, Tex.; Southern Pine Industry C ommittee, New 
Orleans, La. 

Then I also asked you about the McGee Bend Dam benefit-to-cost 
ratio. I asked you to supply that information as to that feature of 
the project, and your answer is, as I have it before me, that the 
benefit-to-cost ratio of the modified plan for flood control and water 
conservation, without power, as presented to the comeniaaes on Public 
Works of the House and Senate by letters dated March 29, 1954, was 
1.93 to 1.0, based on 1953 price levels. 

The authorized plan, which includes power, at that time had a 
1.66 to 1 benefit-to-cost ratio, based on 1953 price levels. 

Based on 1955 prices and including taxes foregone, the benefit-to 
cost ratio for the project, including power, is 1.89 to 1.0. 

General ItscHner. That is correct, sir. 


ANGELINA LUMBER CO. 


Senator ELLenperR. Yesterday there was handed to me a statement 
by Mr. Emmett Assenheimer, representing the Angelina Lumber Co., 
who appeared in the hearing. We will make that a part of the record 
at this point. 

(The information referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF EMMETT ASSENHEIMER, ANGELINA LUMBER CO., LUFKIN, TEX 
FACT SHEET, MC GEE BEND DAM, TEX 


1. As authorized, the dam would inundate 129,000 acres of which 122,000 acres 

are valuable timberland : 
cres 

I I nes a he cece si he tts oo ae 28, 44 
RCN CON RN os is oes ptnibehebh uni ek Seems as aac eet cing 44, 768 
Sree aL SiR ORDINNE OES nk ee mamwenene Eke ae 27, 601 
Lumber companies ee [ 21, 118 
Farm, pasture, etc : : 7, 024 

2. The Corps of Engineers estimates that the area to be inundated contails 
800 million board-feet of timber. Private estimates total 390 million, plus 
290,000 cords of pulpwood. Estimated growth rates, based on present stocking 
and management, indicate loss in annual timber growth of from 18 million t 
23 million feet. Economic effect on the area is estimated at an annual loss of 
from $3.7 million to $4.8 million. Both the growth rate and the economic li- 
portance of the timberland are increasing as applied forestry is building up sroW- 
ing stock and quality. 
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8 The power element in the project is submarginal. The Corps of Engineers 
reported in 1954 the following comparisons: 
Benefit-to-cost ratio 


With Without 
power 


nary, benents.........-..--- 


1. 30 
al benefits. .. 


1. 66 


rhe corps points out that of the initial cost of $47 million (1945 estimate) 
the power element amounts to $21,282,000. Annual operating and maintenance 
cost of the power element is $104,600 out of a total of $220,000. Thus, the 
largest single factor of cost produces negative results. (An independent, private 
engineering study confirms these ratios.) The separable cost of including power 
5 $762,200 annually, while the annual cost of an alternate steam plant is only 


gn.s.300 (Corps of Engineers). 

{. Because of limited water, the hydroelectric feature could operate at only 
8 to 13 percent of capacity ; while a gas-powered steam generator could produce 
the programed 45,000 kilowatts on a 24-hour basis, at an initial construction 
cost of less than $6 million. 

5, Without the power feature, only 70,000 acres need be inundated to supply 
the same benefits in water conservation and flood control; in fact, without power 


vithdrawals the reservoir would supply more dependable flood protection and 
iricultural, domestic, and industrial water supply. 

6. Forest industries are the backbone of the local economy. In the town of 
Brookeland, for example, 90 to 95 cents of every dollar income is a timber dollar. 
The tax structure of the area is timber based. Payments in lieu of taxes from 


the national forest timber harvest in 1955 amounted to $28,431 to the county 


f San Augustine. 


7. If the Corps of Engineers alternate plan, without power, were followed the 
watershed area would be eligible for industrial or domestic water withdrawals. 
This would not be so, if the power feature is included. 


%. To reduce the cost of the dam, with the power element, plans have been 
iltered to omit a major part of the reservoir clearing, thus confining recreational 
benefits to only a small area near the dam. 

Senator ELLENpER. Have you looked over that statement ? 

Major Garrerr. Sir, I received that statement from Mr. Hall yester- 
dayat noon. Ihave not had an opportunity to fully analyze it. How- 
ever, | believe I can answer a good number of your questions with 
eference to the project, if you so desire. 

Senator Exrenper. I wish you would, and as to those you are not 


ompletely satisfied with, you can put in the record before we mark 
the bill up. 


HISTORY OF PROJECT 


Major Garrerr. All right, sir. Perhaps it would be worthwhile, 
r. if I went back a little into the history of the project to let you 

just what the situation is. 

Chis project was authorized by the River and Harbor Act of 1945, 
pursuant to a report that has been prepared by the Corps of E ngineers 
in the late thirties or early forties. It was authorized as a unit of the 
omprehensive plan of developme nt for the Neches River Basin. 


COMPREHENSIVE PLAN FOR FLOOD CONTROL 


Chat comprehensive plan for flood control, power and water supply, 
_ sisted of four dams: Rockland Dam on the Neches River, McGee 
*nd Dam on the Angelina, and reregulating dams A and B on the 
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lower Neches River. Dam B has been built. It was completed jy 
1951 at a cost of $8 million. 

The Lower Neches Valley Authority put up $2 million or cop. 
tributed $2 million to the contruction of that project. At that time 
they agreed to contribute an additional $3 million toward the con- 
structure of the McGee Bend project; that is, the authorized project 
with power. 


CHANGED CONDITIONS IN AREA 


Now, in 1954 it became evident to the Chief of Engineers that coy 
ditions had changed in that area since 1939, and so we felt that it was 
incumbent upon us to make a report to the Public Works Committees 
as to the current status of the McGee Bend project. 

In March of 1954 we forwarded a report to the Senate Public Works 
Committee and to the House Public Works Committee in which we 
pointed out the economics of the authorized project, and also pointed 
out the economics of an alternate project for water supply and flood 
control only. 

The benefit-to-cost ratio for the project with power at that time was 
1.66 to 1. The benefit-to-cost ratio as reported at that time for th 
project without power was 1.93 to 1. 


OPPOSITION TO MODIFIED PROJECT 


The House Public Works Committee held hearings on this report ii 
May of 1954 and local interests appeared at those hearings and testified 
in opposition to our modified project as contained in that report. The 
House Public Works Committee took no action on the report and the 
Senate Public Works Committee has taken no action on the report. 

It was pointed out very clearly in our report that the power features 
of this project are not economically justifiable under the present 
criterion. However, we have received indications from the South 
western Power Administration that the power can be marketed for « 
price that will be sufficient to cover the cost incurred as a result of 
including power in the project. 

Senator Ettenper. What should that price have been, do you know 


COST ALLOCATED TO POWER 


Major Garrett. The cost allocated to “eed at that project, sir, 1s 


$804,000. The Southwestern Power Administration has indicated 
that they can get $804,000 annually for the power produced at thal 
project. 

Senator Ertenper. How much would that be per kilowatt-hour! 
Do you have that? 

Major Garretr. Yes, sir. The cost of producing this power pe! 
kilowatt-hour on the average is 6.28 mills. . 

Senator ELtenpver. How does that compare with other power ! 
cilities in that vicinity or nearby ¢ 

Major Garrerr. Well, sir, this is primarily a peaking plant. -\s 
consequence, you would expect the cost per average kilowatt hour to be 
higher than can be expected from a base-load plant. So T do not belies 
there is a facility in the area that we could compare it to. We would 
have to have a facility with the same load factor in order to get 4 fat 
comparison. 
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Senator ELLeNDER. Well, in order to obtain the cost-benefit ratio 
that you have subscribed to a moment ago, it would be necessary that 
you de have a contract for the sale of that electricity at the price you 
just mentioned ¢ 

Major Garrerr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Ex.enper. And that is eight-hundred-thousand-some-odd 
dollars ? 

Major Garrerr. $804,000 per year. 

Senator ELLENpER. You say you have a guaranty or a contract ? 

Major Garrett. No, sir; we have no contract. We have received a 
letter from the Southwestern Power Administration, indicating the 
power can be marketed for that price. 

Senator ELLENDER. The Southwestern Power Administration is an 
agency of the Government, is it not? 


OFFERS FOR PURCHASE OF POWER 


Major Garretr. Yes, sir. They base their conclusions on the fact 
that two organizations have submitted offers for the power produced 
at that project. They have a letter from the Gulf State Utilities in 
which the Gulf State Utilities offer $765,000 for the power produced 
at this project. They have a letter in their possession from the Texas- 
Louisiana Cooperative, in which the Texas-Louisiana Cooperative has 
offered $804,000 for the power produced at this project. 

Now, there are conditions set forth in this letter that must be met 
in order for them to agree to pay the $804,000. 

Senator ELLENDER. Would those conditions entail further expendi- 
tures on the part of the Government? 

Major Garrett. I do not believe it will, sir. We had worked up an 
operating schedule for the project and submitted it to the Southwest- 
ern Power Administration for study. 

The opinion has been expressed that there might be some area of 
conflict between releases of water supply for downstream and for pro- 
ducing the power on peak periods. 


SOUTHWESTERN POWER ADMINISTRATION STUDY 


The Southwestern Power Administration has indicated that they 
have studied our operational schedule and that on that basis they are 
willing to say that there is a need for the power and that the power 
can be marketed for a price that would cover the cost incurred as a 
result of including power on the project. 

Senator ELtenver. Is this $804,000 offered by the Texas-Louisiana 
Cooperative and the seven-hundred-some-odd thousand dollars by the 
Gulf States Utilities, is that bus bar rates that they would come to the 
dam to get it, or would you have to bring it to a point away from the 
dam @ 

Major Garrett. I believe it is bus bar, sir. If there is any change 
in that, I will make a change in the record. 

Senator Exienper. I want you to be sure of that. 

Major Garrett. Yes, sir. 

Senator E:xenper. Because that would affect your cost-benefit ratio, 
would it not? 

Major Garrerr. Yes, sir. 

I have the letters right here. 
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Senator Ettenper. Let us put those in the record so that we may 
have the whole picture. 


COMMUNICATIONS 


Major Garrerr. There is no objection and I can put in the letters 
from the Southwestern Power Administration and from the two 
utilities. 

Senator ELLENpDER. Do that. 

(The letters referred to follow :) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
SOUTHWESTERN POWER ADMINISTRATION, 
Tulsa, Okla., March 16, 1956. 
Re McGee Bend project. 


DIVISION ENGINEER, 
Southwestern Division, Corps of Engineers, Dallas, Tez. 


Dear Sir: The purpose of this letter is to transmit an offer of the Tex-La 
Electric Cooperative, Inc., dated March 15, 1956, of $804,000 for the output of 
the McGee Bend hydroelectric project. This cooperative was one of the parties 
in the conference at Fort Worth on October 12, 1955, at which the power study 
made by the Corps of Engineers was submitted and explained. 

Under date of February 9, 1956, we transmitted to you an offer of the Gulf 
States Utilities Co. of $765,548. This offer, dated February 7, 1956, was a 
result of the Gulf States Utilities Co.’s review of the study of the corps prepared 
and submitted at the conference held at Fort Worth on October 12, 1955. The 
Gulf States Utilities Co., in their letter of February 7, withdrew their previous 
offer of $800,000, which was predicated upon primary energy and secondary 
energy as previously estimated by the Corps of Engineers. 

The recent estimate submitted at the conference reduced the primary energy 
estimate from 75,336,000 kilowatt-hours to 51,250,410 kilowatt-hours for the 
second most adverse period of record. The average annual energy estimate 
was reduced in the more recent power study from 129,300,000 kilowatt-hours 
to 115,476,585 kilowatt-hours. To their offer the Gulf States listed 8 conditions, 
which were a part of our letter of February 9. 

We also transmitted to you, by letter of March 12, 1956, a letter from the 
Gulf States Utilities Co. amending their letter of February 7, 1956. 

This Administration has reviewed the power studies made by the Corps of 
Engineers submitted at the conference of October 12, 1955, including the method 
and plan of operation of the powerplant at MeGee Bend and the release of 
waters from dam B for the benefit of the downstream water users. On the 
basis of this study and plan of operation, we will be able to supplement the 
production from McGee Bend Dam with production from our integrated system 
so that firm energy in an amount of 60 million kilowatt-hours per year can be 
furnished. The delivery of energy will coincide in time with the summer peaks 
of this power market area. Critical water periods may occur at intervals of 
approximately 10 years and we would be required to furnish supplemental 
energy during such periods from our integrated system. 

These two offers show that a market does exist fo rthis power and energy in 
the immediate vicinity of the project and we are convinced that the power ca 
be marketed for the $804,000 estimated by the corps as the annual cost. W 
hope that this will enable the corps to undertake the immediate construction 
of this project. 

Attached is a signed copy of the offer and a certified copy of the minutes of the 
meeting of the directors of Tex-La Electric Cooperative, Inc., together wit! 
conformed copies of each document. 

Yours very truly, 
DOUGLAS G. WRIGHT, Administrator 


MINUTES OF Special MEETING OF Tex-La ELEcTRIC COOPERATIVE, INC., HELD 
SHREVEPORT, LA., AT 10 A. M., MABCH 15, 1956 


Present were: D. N. Beasley, president, who presided, and directors A. ! 
Wood, Natchitoches, La.; W. A. Venissat, Vinton, La.; W. C. DeCordova, ! 
ingston, Tex. 
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Other members present were: Milton T. Potts, Livingston, Tex.; Troy L. 
Mitchell, Kirbyville, Tex. 

The purpose of the meeting was to consider making an offer for the hydro- 
electric power to be produced from the proposed McGee Bend Dam on the 
\ngelina River in southeast Texas, 

After the directors had discussed the status of the project and considered the 
onvineering reports and after considering the trend in cost of electric power, 
je following resolution was moved by A. P. Wood, and seconded by W. A. 
Venissat and unanimously adopted: 

Resolved, That Tex-La Electric Cooperative, Inc., make a written offer to 
Southwestern Power Administration of $804,000 per year for the total output 
f the project when it becomes available, subject to the conditions specified in 
the offer, copy of which is attached to these minutes and identified as exhibit 
No. 1. 

There being no further business to come before the meeting upon motion duly 
made, seconded and adopted, the meeting was adjourned. 

This is to certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of the meeting 
f the directors of the Tex-La Electric Cooperative, Inc. held March 15, 1956, 
at Shreveport, La. 

W. C. DECorpovA, Acting Secretary. 


SAN AUGUSTINE, TEX., March 15, 1956. 
To: Southwestern Power Administration. 
From: Tex-La Electric Cooperative, Inc. 

We are aware of the recent offer made by the Gulf States Utilities Co. to 
purchase the output of the proposed McGee Bend Dam hydroelectric project 
ran amount of $765,000 per year, subject to certain contingencies. 

We are familiar with the power studies made by the Corps of Engineers and 
their estimated annual cost of the power of $804,000. Therefore, we hereby 
ffer to purchase the output of the hydroelectric generating facilities of the 
McGee Bend Dam project for the amount of $804,000 per year, contingent upon 
the following: 

(1) Powerplant shall consist of three 15,000 kilowatt units for total initial 
installed capacity of 45,000 kilowatts. 

(2) Firm energy available to the Tex-La Cooperative will be 60 million kilowatt- 
hours per year; it being understood that in the event this amount is not available 
from the MeGee Bend Dam project arrangements shall be made for such supple- 
mentary amounts as may be required from the SPA interconnected system and 
will be delivered to the cooperative through the Texas Power & Light Co. system, 
sich deliveries by SPA for the account of the cooperative to be made at the 
Payne substation. 

(8) The Tex-La Cooperative shall have the exclusive right to schedule the 
output of the project. 7 

(4) This offer is contingent upon a satisfactory contract being consummated. 


Tex-LA ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, INC., 
By D. N. Breas tey, President. 
Attested to: 


B. C. DeCorpova, Acting Secretary. 


3EAUMONT, TEXx., March 16, 1956. 
te McGee Bend project. 
Mr. Doveras G. WrieHr. 
\dministrator, Southwestern Power Administration, 
Tulsa, Okla. 


Dear Mr. Wricht: This letter will amend our letter of February 7, 1956, 
‘ring to purchase the entire electrical output of McGee Bend project, as 
lollows : 


|. Substitute a comma for a period at the end of the paragraph No. 3, and 
id “except that Gulf States Utilities agrees to schedule power generation into 
'S system equivalent to 42,200 kilowatts for a minimum period of 75 hours per 
month each month during the irrigation season, extending from mid-April 
‘rough mid-October of any calendar year.” 

-. Add the following sentence at the end of numbered paragraph 4: 


75008—56—pt. 2 85 





2696 PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 


“In the event that it is determined by mutually satisfactory evidence tha 
more secondary energy can be delivered than set forth in numbered paragraph 
(2) above, averaged over the term of the agreement, then the annua! payment 
will be appropriately increased, but only in respect of such secondary energy” 

Yours very truly, 


ULF STATES UTILITIES Co. 


G . S1 
By R. 8. NELSON, President, 


BEAUMONT, TEX., February 7, 195% 
Re McGee Bend project. 
Mr. Dovucias G. WriGurT, 
Administrator, Southwestern Power Administration, 
Tulsa, Okla. 

DreAR Mr. Wricgut: On April 28, 1954, we submitted a proposal to Mr. W. F 
Weed, president of the Lower Neches Valley Authority, offering to purchase the 
entire electrical output of the McGee Bend project when and if completed. Based 
on the data made available to us at that time and subject to the conditions stated 
in that letter, we offered to pay an annual sum of $800,000. 

On October 12, 1955, representatives of this company met with representatives 
of the Corps of Engineers, the Southwestern Power Administration, and others 
in Fort Worth. At that meeting representatives of the Corps of Engineers sy 
mitted revised figures based on their period of record power routing dated Sep. 
tember 1955. These revised figures are compared with those upon whic! 
proposal of April 28, 1954, was based, as follows: 


| From Corps 
| of Engineers| Allowance Available 
| primary pe- | for station | at high sid 
riod of record use and of substatior 
power rout- losses at dam sits 
ing 


Dependable capacity (kilowatts as ‘ 43, 000 800 42, 21K) 
Annual average generation a 121, 554, 300 26,077, 715 115, 476, 585 
Primary energy (kilowatt-hours) (lowest 12 


consecutive months during July 1924—Sep- 
tember 1925 critical period) ____---- i 53, 947, 800 2 2, 697, 390 51, 250, 410 
Secondary energy, kilowatt-hours by difference 67, 606, 500 2 3, 308, 325 64, 226, 175 


! Based on 500 kilowatts station use plus 0.7 percent estimated transformer losses. 
2 Based on 5 percent station and transformer losses. 


It can be seen from the above that quite substantial reduction results from th 
latest estimated figure, the principal one being a reduction of approximately oue 
third primary energy. In view of this circumstance, this company has | 
requested to submit a new offer for the power and energy output of the prop 
McGee Bend project based on the latest data available. 

The principal problem presented by the revised figures was to 
whether or not the reduced primary energy was sufficient to insure ( 
net capacity of 42,200 kilowatts fitted to the mode of load duration ap 
this company. Actually, the revised primary energy is quite thin in co 
with dependable capacity of 42,200 kilowatts being available at a load 
only 13.856. However, since at the present time this company has no 
ing hydro capacity, projection of mode estimates and monthly load 
curve to the probable year of initial operation of McGee Bend project 
that peaking capacity of this relatively low load factor can be absorber 
system. Since this is so, and since we are standing by our original 
$800,000 for the quantities then contemplated, the only adjustment 
figure should be in respect of the reduced net capacities available by 
losses in station use and the losses toward amount of energy now estim 
available from streamflow. Thus, evaluating dependable capacity, at slo." 
kilowatt-year, and energy, at 1.696 mills per kilowatt-hour to the basis of! 
latest figure, there is determined a value for the project output of $769.15 
year as compared with the $800,000 similarly determined to be the basis 0! ' 
figure used in our letter of April 28, 1954. 

Therefore, based on the data submitted with your letter of October 21. 
and on information obtained at the October 12 conference in Fort Worth." 
hereby withdraw our offer of April 28, 1954, and now offer to purchase thie eull" 
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electrical output of McGee Bend project for an annual sum of $765,548, payable 
in equal monthly installments, subject to the execution with appropriate govern- 
mental authority of a mutually satisfactory agreement which, among other 
things, shall provide: 

(1) That sufficient primary energy will be available as measured at the point 
of delivery, to produce dependable peaking capacity of 42,200 kilowatts in any 
12 months continual period for at least 1214.46 hours with a maximum avail- 
ability in any 1 month of 150 hours and a minimum availability of 75 hours. 

(2) That in addition to the above dependable peaking capacity, and an accom- 
panying primary energy, secondary energy of not less than 64,226,000 kilowatt- 
hours per year, as measured at the point of delivery, available over the term of 
the agreement will be delivered to Gulf States Utilities Co. 

(3) Generation of all energy will be as scheduled by Gulf States Utilities Co. 
to meet the load requirements. 

(4) If for any cause whatsoever the dependable peaking capacity, the primary 
energy and/or the secondary energy as set forth above shall not be made available 
to Gulf States Utilities Co., then the annual payment of $765,548 will be appro- 
priately reduced. 

(5) In addition to any adjustment in payment as provided in (4) above, 
further adjustment in payment shall be made in the event that the primary 
energy upon which contractual payments are made is reduced by reason of water 
releases other than as scheduled by this company for power generation. 

(6) Delivery will be at 138,000 volts at the dam site, with the necessary step-up 
substation facilities to be provided by other than Gulf States Utilities Co. 

(7) Scheduled maintenance outages will be coordinated with the maintenance 

gram of Gulf States Utilities Co. 

S) Unless a mutually satisfactory agreement can be reached within a period 
of 3 vears from the date hereof, Gulf States Utilities Co. may withdraw this offer 
m6 months’ written notice. 
Yours very truly, 


GULF STATES UTILITIES Co., 


I 
R. S. Newson, President. 


EFFECT OF GULF STATES UTILITIES OFFER 


ator ELLENDER. Now, assuming that vou accept the sum offered 
e Gulf States Utilities, how would that affect your ratio of cost 
to benefit ? Would it change it materially or would it sheath remain 
the same or nearly the same? 
Major Garrerr. If we were to accept the $765,000 offer, sir, the 
project would not pay off in the 50-year economic life. 
‘enator ELnenper. But how would that affect your ratio? 
Major Garrerr. I would think it would tend to reduce the ratio, 


Il, 


Se) 


tor E.uenper. Yes, but to what extent: below the amount that 
‘feasible or that we usually accept from the Engineers? 


BENEFIT-COST RATIO 


Ma 1 (, \RRETT. Well. the present benefit -to-cost ratio of the over- 
project 1s 1.39, sir. 
Senator ELLENDER. Yes. 
Major Garrerr. The power benefit claimed is $898,000. I will sup- 
Sond it for the record, sir. 
Senator ELLENDER. Suppose you sup ply that for the record, assum- 
hg that the contract would be entered into with the Southwestern 


Power A \dininistration or with the Gulf States Utilities, and see what 
it would make. 
‘GARRETT. Yes, sir. 
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(The information referred to follows :) 

The evaluated power benefits are $898,800 annually. These benefits would pe 
the same regardless of the amount paid for the power. The power users are 
expected to pay only the costs properly allocated to power. Those costs wil] 
be less than the power benefits for power developments having a favorable 
benefit-to-cost ratio. If we assume the power benefits equal to the $765.50 
annually offered by the Gulf States Utilities Co. in lieu of the evaluated power 
benefits of SS9S,S00, the benefit-to-cost ratio for the project would be reduced 
from 1.39 to 1.34. 


ACREAGE TO BE INUNDATED 


Senator ELLenper. Have you anything further to add in response 
to this statement that we are talking about / 

Major Garrerr. Sir, the authorized project will inundate 129,000 
acres of land. 

Senator Exienper. [ think that is in the record already ? 

Major Garrerr. Yes, sir. Actually, our figures show that onl 

5,000 acres of land is timberland, however. . 

Senator ELLENpER. How does that compare with the statement? 

Major Garrerr. They show 122,000 here, sir. 

Senator ELLenper. 119, you say ? 

Major Garretr. 122,000. 


Senator ELLeNperR. As against / 
REPORT SUBMITTED BY LOCKWOOD & ANDREWS 


Major Garrett. 115,000 acres, sir. Actually, the modified project 
by water conservation and flood control contained in the report sub- 
mitted by Lockwood & Andrews is very similar to the modified 
project that was in the Corps of Engineers report of 1954. 

Senator ELLenper. They are the same people, are they not, the same 
interests ? 

Major Garrett. No, sir. We submitted our report in 1954 volun- 
tarily. We wanted to bring to the attention of the Congress the 
possibility of modifying this project to include water supply and flood 
control only. The report prepared by Lockwood & Andrews was 
submitted, I understand, in the hearings here in support of the lumber 
interests’ claim that the project should be modified. 

Senator ELttenper. You mean that report from Lockwood & An- 
drews is along the same lines as the statement you now have in yoll 
hands? ue 

Major Garrett. Very similar; yes, sir. In a good many cases It }s 
very similar to the report that we submitted, is the point I was trying 
to make, sir. 


ECONOMIC EFFECT ON AREA 


With reference to statement No. 2, there, sir, to the effect that the 
economic effect on the area is estimated at an annual loss of from >.’ 
million to $4.8 million, the amounts claimed there are in the nature 
of secondary benefits, we believe, because we feel that that represen! 
the value of manufactured products. . 

Actually, in our report we indicated that there was an anntl 
stumpage loss of somewhere around $575,000. The annual stumpazt 
loss used in the Lockwood & Andrews report is $540,000. We do not 
feel it is proper to take this annual loss as reported here, 5». million 
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to $4.8 million, and compare it to the direct benefits of this project 
because 1f we were to take into account the intangible and second: ary 
bene fits from flood control, water conservation. and the power pro- 

uced from this project, we ina have a considerably greater benefit 
on the assets side. So we do not feel that they are direc tly comparable. 

Senator ELLENDER. What you really do is to take into consideration 
the losses or the benefits that m: iy be sustained in the area, within the 
ea where this project is erected ; is that not so ? 

Major Garrerr. Yes, direct benefits. 

Senator ELLENDER. Direct benefits. 

Major Garrerr. Yes, sir. 

Now, statement No. 3 here is with reference to the benefit-to-cost 

itios as reported in 1954 and these figures are absolutely correct. 
Those are the benefit-to-cost ratios contained in our report. 


ECONOMIC COST OF TAXES FOREGONE 


There is also a statement that the separable cost of including power 
5 8762,200 annually while the annual cost of an alternate steam plant 
$01 abe $538,300 annually. 

That statement is true to this extent: The 8762.200 is the annual 
project cost for including power but does not include the economic 
ost of taxes foregone. 

Do I make my point clear there, sir? 

Senator ELLENDER. No; I did not quite get that. 

Major Garrerr. Well, sir, in analyzing the power features of 
project, the annual benefits are based on the cost of providing that 
power by the most likely alternative means. In the case of the McGee 
Bend project, that most likely alternative means is a_ privately 
inanced steam plant. 

Now, in arriving at the annual benefits, we take the annual cost 
of producing that power by a privately financed steam plant. That 
ost includes the investment or interest on the investment, I should 
‘iy, anortization, Operation, and maintenance and in the case of a 
steam plant, I would like to point out that we have a considerable 
cost for fuel. It includes taxes that a private company would have 
lo pay. 

Now, we compare that to the annual cost of producing power with 

e Federal project. Included in the annual cost of the Federal proj- 

is a cost for taxes foregone. It actually balances the taxes in- 
ied in the annual benefit figure. 

It is entirely true that under our current criteria that when we 

lyze a power project we include taxes and add taxes to our eco- 

ic costs. Under those conditions, as I pointed out, sir, the power 
features of this project are not economically justifiable. 

It has a benefit-to-cost ratio of 0.88 to 1. 

Senator ELLENDER. You mean if you consider that— 

Major Garrerr. Power features alone. 

Senator ExLenper. Only ? 

Major Garrerr. Yes, 

Senator ELLENDER. But if you consider it in connection with other 
vorks that you put up there? 


Major Garrerr, The overall project has a benefit-cost ratio of 1.39 
tol, 
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Senator ExLenver. Power has been included in some multiple. 
purpose projects that have already been built in this country eyey 
though the power features would not be economically justified under 
your current standards ¢ 

Major Garretr. I am sure that there have been projects built jy 
this country, sir, where, if we were to take the power features by 
themselves and an: alyze them according to our current criteria, they 
would not have a benefit-to-cost ratio of 1 to 1. 

Senator Eiitenper. Let me ask you this: 


ALLOWANCES FOR FUEL COSTS 


In figuring this ratio, do you base the cost of that fuel at the cos 
rate or do you maybe make ‘allowances that it will go up’ I do not 
suppose it willever go down. Do you make allowances for that fuel / 

Major Garrerr. That figure is furnished to us by the Federal Power 
Commission, sir. I believe it is an average figure cost of fuel ove 
the economic life of the project. 

Senator ELLENpDER. Oh, I see. 

Major Garrerr. Sir, if we disregard this element of taxes foregone, 
the benefit-to-cost ratio for the power features is 1.12 to 1. 

Senator Exuenper. Let me ask you this: Have you treated 
project in any way different from what you have treated others 
respect t anid to a conclusion as to your cost-to- benefit ratio / 

Major Garrerr. No, sir. 

Senator “apa You just used the same formula ¢ 

Major Garrerr. That is right, sir. On the current crite: 
consider taxes foregone. 

Senator ELLenper. | understand. 

Major Garrerr. I think the significant thing here is, sir, and [ want 
to make this point very clear, that the inclusion of power in the project 
is not economically justifiable under present criteria. However, we 
have received indications from Southwestern Power Administ 
that the power can be marketed at a price that would pay for thi 
of including that power in the project. 

Now that, I think, is really the significant point. 

With reference to statement 4 here, I believe I have alread: 
cated that the power produced at this project will be peak 1g power. 
The load factor is quite low and averages around 20 percent. 

A steam plant would produce power on a continuous basis 2+ hows 
a day if it were to operate for a 24-hour period. We fee! that the 
initial construction cost of a steam plant in that area will be in the 
vicinity of approximately 36 miliion. - 

However, we do not feel that it is proper to compare tliis 56 mitlio! 
figure with the first cost of the power features of the McCiee Bend 
project, the reason being, sir, that we feel you must look at it on al 
annual basis. 

We have the difference in interest, Federal interest as compared 
to interest that a private utility would have to pay. We have fe 
cost that must be taken into account. 

Of course, in a hydroelectric project, we do not have to have ‘ 
fuel cost. 
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ACREAGE INUNDATED WITHOUT POWER FEATURE 


Mr. Chairman, the next statement is that without the power 
features, only 70,000 acres need be inundated to supply the benefits in 
water conservation and flood control. 

Senator ELLENDER. Do you agree with that / 

- jor Garrett. Yes, sir. 

Actually, our figures show that 72,500 acres would be inundated to 

supply the same benefits but it is ver y close to agreement. 

Senator Exnenper. It should be since that statement probably in- 

udes data that you furnished. 

Major Garretrr. I do not know about that, sir. 

Senator ELLenpER. I am just assuming, since you are so close. 

Major Garrerr. Sir, | would prefer to submit the rest of the com- 
ments here for the record. 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


tor Exnenpver. All right. It will be placed in the record fol- 
ne this statement. 
Major Garretr. All right, 
The information aherand ‘a “follows: ) 


industries are the backbone of the local economy. In the town of 

|, for example, 90 to 95 cents of every dollar income is a timber dollar. 

tructure of the area is timber-based. Payments in lieu of taxes from 

il forest timber harvest in 1955 amounted to $28,431 to the county of 
istine. 

The area of timberlands which will be inundated by the McGee 
ject will have some adverse effect upon the economy within Angelina, 
es, Sabine, and San Augustine Counties, Tex., and the northern half 
County, Tex. The timberlands in the area to be inundated are only a 
t of the total timberlands, accordingly, the adverse affect on the economy 

ea nay be expected to be relatively small. 
If the Corps of Engineers alternate plan, without power, were followed the 
rshed area would be eligible for industrial or domestic water withdrawals. 
ld not be so, if the power feature is included. 

One of the purposes to be served by the McGee Bend project is 
iservation, that is the storing of water during periods of low flow. 
the water stored and released from the McGee Bend Reservoir will be 
» generate hydroelectric power, it is not contemplated that the installa- 

ver-generating equipment will interfere with other beneficial water 


reduce the cost of the dam, with the power element, plans have been 
omit a major part of the reservoir clearing, thus confining recreational 

to only a small area near the dam. 
nent: The plans for clearing the McGee Bend Reservoir area follow 
general criteria as are followed for all reservoirs under the jurisdiction 
the Corps of Engineers. These criteria contemplate only such clearing as is 
red for the project purposes, public health, recreational use, and general 
ance of the reservoir area. These criteria have made possible substantial 
i project cost from the costs which would be incurred by completely 


ot} 


ring the reservoir area. 


AGENCY POLICY ON PROJECT 


Senator ELLENDER. Have you any other comments to make as to the 
[cGee Bend project other than those you have already made in the 
past ¢ 

| M: Hjor Garrerr. Well, sir, I would like to point out that $1,500,000, 
‘Syou know, sir, was appropriated to start construction of this project 
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in fiseal 1956. This money was appropriated for the authorized 
project. 

The Chief of Engineers feels that inasmuch as he had reported to t} 
Congress prior to the time that this money was appropriated the fae 
that a modified project was possible and could possibly be cons loeed 
a better project, it is incumbent upon him to proceed with the 
struction of the authorized project as directed by the Congres 
Therefore, we have included $4 million in our fiscal year 1957 budge 
to continue construction of this project. 

Senator Evtenper. And the House has allowed that amount ? 

Major Garrerr. Yes, sir. 


) 
)})- 


CHANNEL TO LA QUINTA, TEX. 


Senator ELLenper. Next is channel to LaQuinta. You have ask 
for $500,000 construction and outsiders have asked for that sum. 

Colonel Auten. Five hundred thousand dollars will complet 
work-remaining to be done on the side channel to the Reynolds wet 
plant in Corpus Christi. When that project was authorized, it ha 
a requirement that local interests contribute 50 percent of the cost of 
the project. Local interests went ahead and constructed most of 
project and brought it toa width of about 125 feet. They spent abou 
(> percent of the total project cost. 

This $500,000 would complete the project and bring it from a wid 
of 125 feet to 150 feet. 

Senator Etienper. Do you recommend it ? 

Colonel Auten. Yes, sir. It will be the first Federal expenditur 
to date. 

Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate ; S500), (NM 
Total appropriation to date______- ane . 
Amount that could be expended in fisc al year 1957___-- Vit), OM) 


{uthorization.—1954 River and Harbor Act 

Location and description.—Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway extents 
from the Gulf of Mexico about 170 miles southwest of Galveston, Tex 
ports of Harbor Island and Corpus Christi. This modification provides for 
branch channel 32 feet deep and 150 feet wide extending northerly from th 
main channel in the vicinity of Port Ingleside along the north shore of Corpus 
Christi Bay to a turning basin 32 feet deep and 800 feet square near La Quint 
Tex. 

Proposed operations.—The amount of $500,000 will be used to prepare 
and specifications and to initiate and complete dredging to provide a cl 
32 feet deep and 150 feet wide to La Quinta, Tex. 

Justification—The Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway is a 
navigation project which handled 23,076,339 tons of commerce in 
branch channel to La Quinta is a feeder channel and extends the 
deep draft navigation to points along the north shore of Corpus Christi Ba! 
Present annual tonnage for the branch channel consists of 1,008,000 tons 0! 
bauxite and 48,300 tons of fuel oil and miscellaneous commodities. The Rey 
olds Metals Co., the principal contributor to commerce in the branch chat 
is under contract to the Federal Government to stockpile 2,100,000 Tol 
bauxite during the 5-year period starting about October 1, 1956, or an averas 
of 420,000 tons annually. The benefit-to-cost ratio for this modificatio! 
to 1.0. 

Under the terms of local cooperation, local interests were required to 
tribute one-half the estimated cost of construction, estimated to be $850,000 , 
July 1955. However, local interests have dredged a channel 52 feet “eet al 
125 feet wide at a cost of $1,200,000 or about 75 percent of the estimated ' 
of construction of the project The work remaining to be done by th 
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Government under the existing authorization is the widening of the 32 feet by 
5-foot channel to 32 feet by 150 feet at an estimated cost of $500,000. This 
work could be done in the budget year. 

, review study authorized by resolution of the Senate Public Works Com- 
mittee is being prepared giving consideration to a 36-foot channel depth to 
La Quinta. 


SABINE-NECHES WATERWAY 


Senator ELLENDER. Sabine-Neches Waterway. The House allowed 
che budget estimate of $695,000, 
“Colonel ALLEN. That is as much as we can use in fiscal 1957. 
Senator ELLENDER. S695 OOO ? 
Colonel ALLEN. Yes, s1 


SAN ANTONIO, TEX. 


Senator ELLeENpER. Next we have the San Antonio project. The 
uudget estimate for construction was $800,000 and I notice the House 
as left that out of construction. 

Could vou use that amount ¢ 

Colonel DatrympLe. Yes, sir; we could use that $800,000 for ini- 
o construction of the project. 

Senator ELLENDER. You feel it should be / 

Colonel DaLrympLe. We feel it should be initiated. 


WACO RESERVOIR 


Senator ELLENDER. Next is the Waco Reservoir in which the House 
lowed 8100,000 and there has been a request for $300,000. 

Colonel DALRYMPLE. Sir, we feel we could utilize approximately 
“00,000, which will advance the preconstruction planning on that 
roject and we would hope thereby to perhaps advance the construc- 

schedule by 1 year. 
Senator ELLENDER. You hope that you can advance it ? 
| DanryuMete. We would hope to; ves, sir. 


PROCTOR DAM AND RESERVOIR 


Senator ELLenpER. There was another one submitted yesterd: ay by 
nator Johnson, Proctor Dam and Reservoir. 
: ill you put in the record the details of that project, its estimated 


ost and how much could be appropriated for planning and con- 
pant 


Colonel DaLRyMpLe. We will do that, 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate___ ae aed _ $14, 600, 000 
fotal appropriations to date et 0 


Amount that could be expended during fiscal year “1957 75, 000 


eater -1954 Flood Control Act. 
Location and description.—The dam site for the Proctor Reservoir is located 
tiver mile 238.9 on the Leon River, a tribut: iry of the Brazos River, upstream 
rom the existing Belton Reservoir. The dam will be an earth 
ructire, approximately 84 feet in height, and will form 


‘it provide storage for flood control and water supply. 


and concrete 
a reservoir which 





2704 PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 


Proposed operations.—TYhe $75,000 for fiscal year 1957 would be 
initiation of planning. 

Justification—The Proctor Reservoir will permit reallocation of / 
of the flood control storage within the existing Belton Reservoir to conserya; 
and power purposes in order to provide for the authorized development of poyy 
at the Belton site. The Proctor Reservoir will provide a reasonable degree os 
protection to about 40,000 acres of flood plain between the Proctor dam site a, 
Belton Reservoir. In addition, the Proctor and Belton Reservoirs compbjy, 
will afford a high degree of protection from floods to the Leon River Va), 
helow the Belton dam site and will assist materially in reducing flood damag 
along the Little River. They will also assist in controlling floods along the Brazos 
River below the mouth of Little River. The area of the flood plain that 
henefit totals approximately 1,169,000 acres. The Proctor Reservoi 
provide 31,400 acre-feet of conservation storage for municipal and j 
uses. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.28 to 1. 


Senator Erienper. That completes Texas, gentlemen. 
SALT LAKE CITY, UTATI 


The next is Utah, Salt Lake City. A request has been 
$53,000 for planning. 

Colonel Datrympir. We could use that $53,000 to complete prec 
struction planning for the Jordan River project located at Salt L 
City. 

Senator Exiienper. Is that a very important project? |; 
that is considered necessary ? 

Colonel Datrymrte. Yes: it has a benefit-to-cost ratio of 
It takes care of floodwaters which threaten the city of Salt La 
itself, and by a system of channels and diversions it carries t] 
around the main urban area of Salt Lake City and empties it 
marsh area of the Great Salt Lake. 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate___ 
Total appropriations to date___ a sire 
Amount that could be expended during fiscal year 1957 


tuthorization.—1946 Flood Control Act. 

Location and description.—The project is located in Salt Lake Cit 
the Jordan River and Surplus Canal, a distributary of the Jordan 
project provides for the construction of levees, a control structure and 
improvement for the control of floods from the Jordan River at Salt La 

Proposed operations.—The $53,000 for fiscal year 1957 would be ay) 
completion of preconstruction planning. 

Justification.—The project will protect the western part of Salt 
and suburban lands west of the city from floods of the Jordan Riv: 
to be benefited includes about 2,800 acres of urban and suburban residenti: 
industrial property and about 3,000 acres of adjacent agricultural | 
of which may be included in future city expansion. Protection also will 
vided to United States Highways 40 and 50, four railroads, the municipal airpor' 
irrigation facilities, and other utilities. The estimated value of al! 
subject to flooding from the project design flood is approximately $50) milion 
The area is now flooded, at least in part, an average of once in 4 years. The 
relatively moderate flood of June 1952 caused damages estimated at $5(H),(0, 
including flood-fighting costs. It is estimated that a flood of project design flood 
magnitude would cause direct damages of more than $1 million under preset! 
conditions. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.4 to 1. 
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EAST BARRE RESERVOIR 


Senator ELLENDER. The next is Vermont, the East Barre Reservoir. 
he Bureau of the Budget has provided for $800,000. ‘The House 
Jlowed that amount and outsiders have asked for $1.5 million. 

Colonel PENNEY. $800,000 is all we can utilize. 


NORTILT TARTLAND RESERVOIR 


r ELLENDER. Next is North Hartland Reservoir. The Bureau 
if Bu dget has provided for $300,000. The House voted for that 
cum and outsiders h: ave é asked for $300,000. 

Colonel Penney. $300,000 represents our capabilities. 


NORTIL SPRINGFIELD RESERVOIR 
wv EnLenper. The next is North Springfield Reservoir, $500,- 
million and a half dollars has been asked for by outsiders. 


Colonel PENNrY. We feel we can only use the $500,000. 


TOWNSHEND RESERVOIR 


nator ELLENDER. Townshend Reservoir is next. The Bureau of 
he pe approved $420,000. The House allowed $820,000 for con- 
truction, and outsiders have asked for $1.5 million. 

lonel Penney. The $420,000 was what was recommended as the 

mun program. We will make every effort, if the $820,000 is 
ippropriated, to use it, but we feel that we will experience some diffi- 


} 


ulty in utilizing that $820,000. 
Senator ELLENDER. How much over and above the $420,000 do you 
nk you could economically use ? 
Colonel Penney. The $420,000 represents what we consider an 
optimum economical program in light of the overall program in New 


WRIGHTSVILLE RESERVOIR 


or Enxenper. The next is the Wrightsville Reservoir. The 
lowed a million dollars, which is a budget estimate, and the 
requested by outsiders was $1.5 million. 
Colonel Penney. The $1 million, we feel, is the most we can eco- 
nomically expend. 
KINGS CREEK, VA. 


Senator ELLENDER. Now, in the State of Virginia, we have first 
Kings Creek. The amount of $144,000 has been asked for construction, 
and that is the total cost of the project. 

Colonel ALLEN. Kings Creek is a navigation project. It is presently 
carried on the inactive status by reason of indications that the local 
“operation may not be forthcoming. 

How ver, there has been recent interest demonstrated in the project 
we t is possible that local cooperation will now be forthcoming. 

‘nator ELLenpER. The local cooperation is the only thing that pre- 
vents it ? 


Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir: and we could use it. 
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Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate___- é eed : ; $144. 00 
Total appropriation to date______-- nee Non 
Amount that could be expended in fisc: al year 1957 144, 00) 


tuthorization.—1950 River and Harbor Act. 

Location and description.—Kings Creek is an estuary in the Delmarva Peni; 
sula on the east side of Chesapeake Bay and enters the lower section of the hg 
approximately 0.7 miles north of Cape Charles, Va. The authorized Project 
provides for a chi aie 8 feet deep and 100 feet wide extending from that dey 
in Chesapeake Bay into Kings Creek, a total distance of about 6,400 feet: ang 
an anchorage and turning basin 8 feet deep, 500 feet long and 250 feet wide 
the upper end of the channel. 

Proposed operations.—The amount of $144,000 could be used to complet: 
construction planning and to dredge the channel, anchorage, and turning 
to provide project dimensions. 

Justification.—Kings Creek is contiguous to the widely known oyster grounds 
in Cherrystone Inlet and the clamming and fishing grounds in lower Chesapeak 
Bay off Eastern Shore, Va. The sea food industry in the locality is ay 
by seasonal crab-dredging operations. The deeper draft commercial seafood 
vessels can enter the creek only at favorable tides. The existing Inadequate 
depths result in boat damages: are hazardous to navigation; and hamper t 
seafood industry, the sport-fishing business, and recreational boating 
improvement will provide a suitable base and harbor of refuge for boats 1 
in these activities and result in increased business and the establishment 
industries. The nearest existing harbor at Cape Charles City is inadeq 
the type of craft which would utilize Kings Creek, because of congestion, th 
grime and soot resulting from ferry and freight boat activities and lack 
protection for small craft during certain storms. The construction of the Kings 
Creek project is expected to strengthen and revitalize the economy of the in 
diate tributary area. The current benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.62 to 1.0 


igmented 


¢ 


Norr.—This project has been carried on the Corps of Engineers’ list of inact 
The project was so classified because of the lack of local interest in the imp 
recent months, however, local interests have become very active in advanci: 
struction of the project and have indicated willingness and ability to comp) 
requirements of local cooperation. 


PARROTTS CREEK 
Senator Enrenper. The next in Virginia is the Parrotts Creek. 
$49 .000. 


Colonel Atien. That is the total cost of the project. and that amount 
could be used in fiscal year 1957 to complete. 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate _ 
Total appropriation to date_____- . eeceaemes None 


Amount that could be expended in fiscal year 1§ 57 j £2, (HN) 


S40 


tuthorization.—1954 River and Harbor Act 

Location and description.—Parrotts (¢ ‘reek | is a small tidal estuary on the west 
bank of the Rappahannock River, 23 miles upstream from Chesapeake Bay Th 
project provides for a channel 6 feet deep and 60 feet wide from Rappahanno k 
River to a turning basin 6 feet deep and 120 feet square opposite the pub 
wharf. 

Proposed operations.—The amount of $42,000 will be used to initiate and col 
plete dredging work to provide project dimensions. 

Justification —The shallow depths available in Parrotts Creek and the é! 
trance thereto, restricts the movements of the larger fishing vessels, thus redt 
ing the production of seafood, and the possible income of the fishermen. The 
improvement will permit the larger boats to enter and reach the local packing 
plants at all stages of the tide, thereby reducing boat damages and «é lays, a 
increasing the useful fishing time. The benefit-to-cost ratio (July 1954 base) 
is 1.64 to 1.0. 
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RAPPAHANNOCK RIVER AT BOWLERS WIHILARF 


Senator Exiitenper. Next we have the Rappahannock River at 
Bowlers wharf. 

Colonel ALLEN. That project is in the same status as Kings Creek 
‘n that there is some doubt as to the ability of local interest to provide 
the necessary local ¢ ‘ooperation. 

However, if that is made available, that amount could be used. 


Summarized financial data 


ipproved Federal estimate aed rs : __ $184, 000 
ap ropriation to date_____- : None 
it that could be expended in fisc aly year r 195 Digs ccmace sani ey 


Soe a aes operations below. 


{ythorization.——_1950 River and Harbor Act. 
Location and description.—Bowlers wharf in Essex County, Va., is located on 
e southwest side of the Rappahannock River. The project provides for a boat 
370 feet wide, 650 feet long, and 6 and 8 feet deep, connected with the 
ppahannock River by a channel 60 feet wide, 8 feet deep, and approximately 
» 100 feet long. 
Proposed operations.—The amount of $184,000 could be used to complete the 
the budget year, provided local interests comply with the terms of 
wperation. Towever, at this time it is doubtful that the required land 
ide available. 
fication —Provision of the improvement will eliminate damages to com 
vats operating in a large unprotected area of the Rappahannock River: 
n operating base close to the fishing grounds, thereby allowing for an 
the fish catch and a decrease in transportation costs. The current 
ost ratio is 1.65 to 1. 


\Y COAST OF VIRGINIA, CHESAPEAKE BAY TO CHINCOTEAGUE BAY 


Senator ELLENpEeR. Waterway coast of Virginia, Chesapeake Bay 
to Chincoteague Bay, $300,000. 
Colonel AnteN. That total project cost is $750,000; $300,000 could 


be expended in fiscal year 1957 to accomplish about 50 percent of the 
ork, 


‘~) 


itor Extenper. Is that a good project ? 
Colonel Annen. Yes, and the benefit-to-cost ratio 


Sumniarized financial data 


roved Federal estimate S750. 000 
opriation to date- 7 98, 000 
it could be expended in fiscal year 1957 300. 000 


atie 1945 River and Harbor Act. 
and description.—The waterway lies between the barrier beach along 
¢ Ocean on the east and the Virginia portion of the mainland penin- 
t. The project provides for a channel 6 feet deep and 60 feet wide 
oteague Bay through various waterways between the barrier beach 
inland to enter Chesapeake Bay, south of Cape Charles, a distance 
miles. 
ed operations.—The amount of $300.000 could be used for initiation and 
n of plans and specifications and for initiating the work of dredging 
project dimensions under a continuing contract. The 1957 amount 
mplete a through channel from the upper part of Kegatank Bay to the 
irt of Magothy Bay, a distance of about 64 miles. 
tion—The waterway on the coast of Virginia is of vital importance 
irge seafood industry that centers about Chincoteague, Va. Approxi 
000 boats with dr afts ranging from 38 to 4 feet navigate the waterway 
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regularly carrying oyster tongers and clammers and their cargoes. In addition, 
the mackerel fleet, consisting of approximately 40 boats with drafts ranging ‘ from 

4 to 5 feet, use portions of the inland waterway route when adverse we ather 
conditions make navigation on the open waters of the Atlantic Ocean hazardoys. 
The boats cannot in all instances proceed along the sheltered route to their 
destinations because the waterway is not navigable in its entirety to thes 
vessels even when abnormally high tidal conditions prevail. Pleasure ang 
recreational craft could save a maximum distance of about 90 miles in proceeg. 
ing from the vicinity of the Delaware Bay breakwater to Norfolk, Va, The 
current benefit-to-cost ratio is 2.5 to 1. 


CHRISTIANSTED TIARBOR, V. 1. 


Senator ELtenper. Now we have the Virgin Islands, Christianste 
Harbor, $366,000. 

Colonel Aten. We would prefer to get only $2,000 to restudy the 
project economics. It has been some time since it was authorized and 
we feel that before we go forward, we should take another look at 
the economics of the problem. 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate____- : $366, 000 
Total appropriation to date . le None 
Amount that could be expended in fiscal year 195 7 : 2 (000 


Authorization.—1950 River and Harbor Act. 

Location and description—Christiansted Harbor is on the north coast of the 
island of St. Croix, V. I., about 46 miles south of St. Thomas, V. I. The project 
provides for an approach channel 25 feet deep and 300 feet wide from deep 
water in the Caribbean Sea to a turning basin of the same depth, 600 feet wide 
and 900 feet long. 

Proposed operations.—The amount of $2,000 will be used to restudy the eco- 
nomics of the project. 

Justification.—The project was justified on the benefits to accrue from the 
elimination of lighterage costs, the saving in ship time by eliminating the de. 
lay caused by unloading to lighters, and by the use of larger vessels carrying 
miscellaneous cargo between St. Croix and Puerto Rico. The _ benefit-to-cost 
ratio at the time of the authorization report was 1.22 to 1.0. The report on 
which the authorization is based was prepared in 1947. It is felt that a re 
study of the economics of this project should be m: ude prior to an appropriation 
of construction funds and therefor the amount of $2,000 will be used for t 
purpose. 


ST. THOMAS HARBOR, V. I. 


Senator Ex,enper. The next is St. Thomas Harbor, $3,440,(00. 

Colonel Aten. The same remark applies to that. That has been 
authorized since “1937, and we could use $2,000 to restudy the eco- 
nomics of that project. 

Senator ELtenper. Your recommendation is $2,000 for each just 
to restudy them ? 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir. 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate_- 2 as es $3, 440, 00 
Total appropriation to date None 
Amount that could be expended in fiscal year 1957 2, OW 


Authorization.—193 7 River os Harbor Act 

Location and desc Thomas Harbor is on the south coast of th 
island of St. Sieseen V. L., > 80 miles by water east of San Juan Harbor 
P. R. The project provides for removing Scorpion Rock at the entrance of the 
harbor to a depth of 36 feet; an entrance channel 36 feet deep and 600 Tet 
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je: an anchorage area about 3,150 feet long and from 3,650 to 1,600 feet 
vide, 83 feet deep; and a breakwater 700 feet long between Rupert Rock and the 
mainland, 

Proposed operations.—The amount of $2,000 will be used to restudy the eco- 


nomics of the project. 


Jystification.—St. Thomas is situated on the direct steamer lanes between 
ryrope and Central and South America and between North and South America. 
rhis location has resulted in this port becoming one of the most important 


fyeling stations in the Caribbean Sea and the Atlantic Ocean. The location like- 


wise results in natural advantages of climate, which has attracted tourist travel 

,a considerable degree. The bunkering and tourist trade are the principal 
isiness of the area. Improvement of the port is considered essential since the 
oyenues derived from port activities are vitally necessary to the economic life 
f the islands of St. Thomas and St. John. Benefits to accrue from the project 
re reduction in delays of maneuvering vessels; elimination of vessel damage 
jue to hurricanes; increased island government income from port fees, from 
tourist vessels, and from freight vessels; and savings to navigation in the cost 
‘ hunkering coal. The benefit-to-cost ratio was 1.1 to 1.0. The above benefits 
were determined in 1937, the time of preparation of the report upon which the 
withorization was based. The amount of $2,000 will be used to again study the 
onefits and reevaluate the economics of the project. 


WASHINGTON STATE PROJECTS 


Senator ELLENDER. I have here projects from the State of Washing- 
ton which are uncompleted river and harbor projects for that State. 
| wish you would put in the record at this point justification for Blaine, 
Everett, Grays Harbor, Port Angeles, Willapa, and Stillaguamish 


River, what each project would cost and the ratio of benefit-to-cost 
and what you could spend either for planning or construction or both. 
The information referred to follows :) 


BLAINE HARBOR, WASH. 


Summarized financial data 


approved Federal estimate 153, 000 
I ppropriation to date None 
Amount that could be expended in fiscal year 1957__--__-___~_- ms 2002000 


{uthorization.—1954 River and Harbor Act. 

ocation and description.—Blaine Harbor is in the northwestern part of Wash- 
ugton immediately south of the international boundary and 100 miles north of 
Seattle. The authorized project provides for a rubble-mound breakwater about 
1000 feet long, dredging 14.7 acres to 12 feet as a shoreward extension of the 
existing mooring basin, with an entrance channel of the same depth and 100 
feet to 150 feet wide. 

ow sed operations.—The $200,000 for fiscal year 1957 would be used for plan- 

and to construct the breakwater. 

“Justifi ication.—Blaine Harbor is an important fishing center because of its 
proximity to extensive salmon fishing grounds. It is the nearest United States 
west coast port to Alaska and the international boundary. The commercial 
SI ing-boat traffic in recent years has exceeded the capacity of the basin built 

local interests. In 1952, over 4,800 round trips were made by fishing and 

commercial vessels with cargo into the harbor. In addition, numerous 


tS are mA 


ide by fishing craft for supplies, repairs, and offseason moorage, and 


! 


¥ pleasure craft in connection with cruising in near-by waters. Nearly 3,000 


tons of fr 


esh fish were landed in 1952, and about 14,400 tons of canned fish were 
vec through the harbor. The project is essential for moorage of about 375 
‘vessels in addition to the present capacity of about 110 vessels. It will eliminate 
extensive da images, reduce operating expenses, and increase efficiency of fishing 
rations, The latest (1954) benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.7 to 1. 
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EVERETT HARBOR AND SNOHOMISH RIVER, WASH. 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate__ ‘ S410. ni 
Total appropriations to date______~_ - < Alia 


Amount that could be expended in fiscal year 1957 $10). (vw) 


tuthorization.—1954 River and Harbor Act. 

Location and description.—Everett Harbor is on Port Gardner, at the mont 
of the Snohomish River, about 30 miles north of Seattle in the northwestery 
of the State of Washington. The 1954 modification provides for realining » 
enlarging, to a depth of 15 feet and widths of 150 to 425 feet, the existing cha 
nel extending from deep water to the settling basin at 14th Street, deepe 
the settling basin to 20 feet, constructing a spur dike 1,400 feet long at Pres 
Point, and removing a section of existing training dike. 

Proposed operations.—The amount of $410,000 could be used to 
complete construction of the improvement. 

Justification. Zecause of the increasing demand for moorage faci] 
local port commission has recently resumed work on its Comprehensiv« 
development program in the vicinity of 14th Street that will involve ; 
expenditure of one-half million dollars or more. In 1955, the port 
about $100,000 on improvements that increased its 14th Street boat 
one-third. The facilities are used by both commercial and pleasure « 
renewed activity has increased the need for enlargement of the exist 
draft channel at this time as an essential feature in the port’s con 
program. Improvement of the channel will also necessitate co: 
the Preston Point training dike and removal of the section of ey 
These features will facilitate maintenance of the enlarged channel by 
more of the silt-laden ontflow of Snohomish River to the tide flats out 
harbor area, Expenditure of the recommended funds will provide for 
of all of the anticipated benefits. The current benefit-cost ratio 


GRAYS HARBOR AND CHEHALIS RIVER, WASTE. (BREAKW 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate 
Total appropriations to date 
Amount that could be expended in fiscal year 1957 


tuthorizatio: 1954 River and Harbor Act 

Location and description. The project is located at West] 
trance to Grays Harbor on the coast of Washington, 45 miles 
Columbia River and 110 miles south of the Strait of Juan de Fuca 
ment consists of construction of a breakwater approximately 1,400 
protect a southeast extension of the small-boat harbor at West 
complished by local interests. 

Proposed operations.—With the amount of $329,000, planning 
tion could be completed. 

Justification.—The fishing industry, ranking second to forest 
cessing at Grays Harbor, centers largely at Westhaven Cove. ‘1 
also as a point of supply for vessels basing at Westhaven and other G 
ports, as a fishing center, and as a base for United States Coast G 
Approximately 1.000 fishing and commercial vessels, half of whicl 
based at the cove, utilize the Westhaven facilities. 

The existing breakwater system has been successful i: 
damages to those vessels able to find moorage in the cove H 
damages from overcrowded conditions are prevalent and gradu 
Most vessels utilizing the basin are forced to moor 8 to 5 abreast, 
damaged by crushing and scraping. The recently developed sport 
ties at Grays Harbor have greatly increased the rescue and protective 
ties of the United States Coast Guard. The efficiency of rescue operat 
impeded by the crowding of other craft in the cove area. Lack of 
has forced fishing vessel owners who would normally base at W 
obtain moorage at interior points in Grays Harbors. As these inte! 
farther removed from the fishing banks than Westhaven, 2 hours 0 


time are consumed in travel each round trip, which in effect represeD 
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onding loss of productive fishing time. The congestion has resulted from the 
yyrecedented increase in the number of craft seeking moorage, and the im- 
vtienbility of extending the moorage basin without adequate protection from 
winter storm damage. 


), Mn 


The most practical plan for expansion of the Westhaven 
vcilities is extension of the moorage basin to the southeast, which will require 
Nong onstru tion of breakwater C to prevent 

easterly Winter storms, 


damage to boats and facilities from 
9, ON) This work is considered to be essential to permit normal 


evelopment of the community. The current benefit-cost ratio for breakwater C 


PORT ANGELES ITARBOR, WASH. 


Summarized financial data 


tal approved Federal estimate 
tal appropriations to date. 7 ; ; None 
{mount that could be expended in fiscal year 1957 396. 000 


SOS, OOO 


horization 1954 River and Harbor Act. 

and description.—Port Angeles Harbor is in the northwestern part 
. State of Washington, on the south shore of the Strait of Juan de Fuea 
3 nautical miles east of Cape Flattery. The improvement consists of ex 
ing the existing mooring basin by dredging an area 1,060 feet by 385 feet 
depth of 15 feet and constructing a rock and earth-fill breakwater approxi- 
ely 1.100 feet long, and a rock-mound breakwater 100 feet long. The latter 
wikwater is planned for construction if protection is neded for the moorage 

st inside the entrance. 


ronposed operations.—With the amount of $396,000. planning and const 


mld be completed, except for the 100-foot breakwater, construct 
be deferred until such time as protection is needed for the 
nside the entrance. 

fication.—Because Port Angeles is the nearest United States port where 
narine repairs and service facilities are available to small boats oper 

the Strait of Juan de Fuca and 

wh an increasing inclination to 

small-boat harbors east of Port 

ortes, 382 and 


ion 


adjacent coastal waters, fisherm 
use it as a base of operations. The 
Angeles are located at Port Townsend 
41 nautical miles distant, respectively 


1) 


ishing vessels 
sISTTT . 


ire craft from these and other Puget Sound ports frequently use the 

t basin at Port Angeles as a harbor of refuge when caught in sto 

ing through the Strait of Juan de Fuea. 
asingly overcrowded, particularly 
the small craft that normally moor elsewhere in the n 

shelter in the basin. Loeal interests have reported se 
eraft had to seek moorage 
boat harbor. 


‘ms 
Consequently, the basin has 
during northeasterly storms, 
ain harboi 
‘veral instances 
elsewhere because none was available 
sity of mooring vessels in close quarters, frequently several abreast 
1 damages from chafing and breaking of mooring lines, rubbing and bat 
hulls. and in losses from fire because of diffienlty in extricating a 
essels from a crowded moorage. 


Additional expenses result from 


s required to prevent damages and losses. Congestion in the 
in delays to fishermen basing there, and others ope i 
t seek moorage at more distance ports, with con 
ild be devoted to fishing. The 


current benefit-to-co 
is 1.67 to 1 


APA RIVER AND HARBOR AND NASELLE RIVER, 


Summarized financial data 
ed Federal estimate 

propriations to date 
that could be expended in fiscal year 1957 
ation.—_1954 River and Harbor Act. 
and description.—Willapa Harbor 
lumbia River and Grays Harbor. 
ped a small-boat basin and wharf 
hear the harbor entrance. 
75008 —56—pt. 2 86 


$1, QOT, OOO 
None 

750, 000 

t is in southwestern Washington 
The port of Willapa Harbor has 
facilities at Tokeland on the north 
The authorized work at this location will con- 


tween (\ 


re 
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sist of dredging a mooring basin 350 feet by 600 feet to a depth of 15 feet. The 
village of Nahcotta is a center for the oyster industry on the peninsula anq 
South Bay area. Improvements at this location will consist of dredging a basin 
approximately 1,100 feet long by 500 feet wide and an entrance channel 300 feet 
wide, to a depth of 10 feet, and constructing a breakwater approximately 1,600 
feet long for its protection. The channel in Willapa River will be widened 
from 200 to 300 feet between Ferry Street, South Bend, and the western end of 
the narrows channel, thence to 250 feet through the narrows and upstream to 
the forks at Raymond, a total length of 3.56 miles. Snags and abandoned piling 
will be removed from the navigable portion of the Naselle River at the south 
end of Willapa Harbor. 

Proposed operations.—With the amount of $750,000, planning and constructioy 
of the improvements at Tokeland, Nahcotta, and on the Naselle River could be 
completed ; and widening of the Willapa River channel under a continuing ¢9p- 
tract could be initiated. 

Justification 

(a) Tokeland.—Second to the forests in economic importance are the fisheries 
of Willapa Bay and adjacent coastal waters. Although studies by the State 
indicate need for conservation to perpetuate the supply of salmon and crabs, 
only a small percentage of the available bottom fishing grounds in the coasta| 
area has been exploited, so that possibilities for future growth are large. (op. 
tinued demand for fish and fish products and development of new methods for 
processing will encourage continued growth of fisheries. Of the several settle. 
ments on Willapa Bay, Tokeland is the nearest to the bay entrance, and conse. 
quently the most strategically located with respect to adjacent coastal fishing 
banks. It is also conveniently located with respect to local fishing areas withip 
the bay. The natural shelter offered by the northerly side of Toke Point at- 
tracts vessels seeking refuge from storms, with the result that existing facili- 
ties, accommodating at the most about 30 vessels, are frequently taxed beyond 
their limit. Adequate facilities at Tokeland will encourage further develop. 
ment of the fisheries resources. The authorized work will permit loca! interests 
to construct needed additional facilities. Overcrowding of the existing facilit 
has demonstrated the need for expansion. 

(b) Nahcotta.—Being centrally located with respect to extensive oyster lands 
of the southern part of Willapa Bay, Nahcotta has become a focal point for the 
oyster industry of the area and is a source of livelihood to many persons in the 
bay area. Available land suitable for oyster growing has not yet been fully 
utilized. Preservation and further development of the industry in the vicinity 
of Nahcotta are dependent, in a large measure, on provision of a protected moor- 
age basin. Its proximity to the ocean beach and resort areas of the south- 
westerly peninsula renders it a potential site for general pleasure and other 
boating activities. The absence of a natural harbor providing safe moorage 
against southerly winds has been a deterrent to development of sma!l-boat opera- 
tions generally. The authorized improvements will permit expansion of small- 
boat mooring facilities by local interests for the development of the oyster 
industry and the benefit of small craft in general. The bases at Tokeland and 
Nahcotta are not competitive with each other or with other established bases 
in the harbor, such as Bay Center. Each is a component, yet distinct, part of 
the oystering and fishing industry on Willapa Bay as a whole. 

(¢) Willapa River—The commerce of Willapa River is centered in th 
lumber industry, including mainly transportation of logs to the mills and the 
shipment of lumber in the coastwise, intercoastal, and foreign trade. Thi 
former substantial coastwise trade with California has, in recent years, givel 
way to the more lucrative east coast trade. The virtual elimination of the old 
time lumber schooners and replacement of most of the other ships by the 
larger Liberty and Victory ships has increased the difficulty in maneuvering 
through the present 200-foot channel in the vicinity of the main wharves 3 
South Bend and Raymond and in the bend at the narrows. As a result, the 
postwar recovery of tonnages shipped by water from Willapa River has bee! 
retarded, although lumber production has continued at a high level. ‘The chal 
nel widening will expedite ship movements in the 314-mile reach between Ray- 
mond and South Bend, resulting in reduction of delays, stoppages, accidents, 
and lost time due to the danger of collision with log booms and lost logs, ale 
adverse currents and wind conditions which prevail along the river. 

(d) Naselle River—A natural access route to a portion of the timber Tf 
sources in the Willapa Harbor area is provided by the Naselle River, which 8 


les 
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an important contributor to the commerce of Willapa River and harbor. Its im- 
8 rtance is expected to continue indefinitely, as the Naselle Valley has consider- 
able pulpwood resources remaining, demand for which will continue and prob- 
oply increase. The minor channel improvement, as authorized, appears to 
he well justitied on the basis of the present rived use. It will also promote 
ae general use of the river for small-boat navigation. 
“The current benefit-to-cost ratios for the Willapa River and Harbor and 
Vaselle River project are: 

Tokeland, mooring and turning basin: 1.91 to 1. 

Nahcotta, mooring basin and breakwater : 1.28 to 1. 

Willapa River, widening: 1.22 to 1. 

Naselle River, snagging and pile removal: 3.00 to 1. 

Overall project modification : 1.35 to 1. 


STILLAGUAMISH. RIVER, WASHINGTON 


rhe authorized project provides for a channel 75 feet wide, with its bottom 

at the elevation of mean lower low water, from Port Susan through South 

Pass to Stanwood, a distance of about 2% miles. In 1953, this improvement 

was placed in the inactive category because of its lack of economic justifica- 

1 and the lack of prospects for improvement in the economic potentialities 

jiect at that ime. Recent information furnished to the Chief of Engi- 

licates the possibility that potential commercial movements on the 

y would result in a favorable economic ratio for the project. An evalu- 

ation of this information will be made to determine the up-to-date economic 

stification of the project. An amount of $5,000 could be utilized in fiscal year 
1957 to make the economic study. 


CHIEF JOSEPH DAM 


Senator ELtenper. Next we have the Chief Joseph Dam. The 
Bureau of the Budget has allotted $9.5 million. The House has con- 

wred. Outsiders are asking for $16 million. 

Major Garretr. The $914 million contained in the President’s budg- 
et represents the maximum we could expend on that project. 


COLUMBIA RIVER AT BAKER BAY 


Senator ELLENDER. Next we have the Columbia River at Baker Bay, 
$601,000, which is the entire cost of the project. 

Colonel AtneN. The amount that we could use in fiscal year 1957 
on the Columbia River, Baker Bay, is $70,000. That would initiate 
ind complete the preconstruction planning and get ready to initiate 
construction contract. 


Summarized financial data 


Total approved Federal estimate $601, 000 
Total appropriation to date None 
Amount that could be expended in fiscal year 1957 70, 000 


luthorization—1950 River and Harbor Act. 
Location and description.—The project is in Baker Bay on the north side of 
nd hear the mouth of the Columbia River at Ilwaco, Wash. The project pro- 
vides for construction of a mooring basin and breakwater at Ilwaco, Wash, and 
eepening the existing West Channel in Baker Bay from 8 to 10 feet. 

Proposed operations.—The amount of $70,000 will be used to complete precon- 
‘ruction planning and to initiate a continuing construction contract. 
Justipic ation.—Benefits will accrue to the fishing industry through time saved 
i Using the deepened west channel and docks in the mooring basin for unload- 
ng their catch and taking on stores and supplies. It would eliminate the moor- 
ing hazards now experienced by the trollers and tuna fishing boats. The improve- 
ment will also provide moorage and a haven for the increasing pleasure boat 
“Perations in the Columbia River area. The benefits accruing through the elimi- 


“tUon of mooring hazards, savings in operating costs for commercial fishing 
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vessels, and an increase in the fish catch will provide a benefit-to-cost 
1.36 to 1. 
ICE TIARBOR LOCK AND DAM 


Senator ELLeNprerR. Next we have Ice Harbor lock and dam. The 
Bureau of the Budget approved $5 million. The House allowed gg 
million and outsiders have asked for a total of $10 million. 

Major Garrerr. We can use $8 million on that project. 

Senator ELtenper. Is that what the House allowed ? 

Major Garrerr. Yes, sir. 


LOWER MONUMENTAL LOCK AND DAM, WASH. 


Senator EL.LeNperR. Next we have the lower Monumental Jock 
dam, $200,000 for planning. 

Major Garrerr. In fiscal year 1957, we could use $200,000 for pla 
ning on the lower Monumental lock and dam. . 

Senator ELLENDER. You could use that amount / 

Major Garrerr. Yes, sir. 


Summarized financial data 


Total appropriation to date 1S0, 000 
Amount that could he expended in fiscal year 1957 210, 


Total approved Federal estimate $125, 000, 000 


luthorization.—1945 River and Harbor Act. 

Location and description.—The site of the lower Monumental lock 
on the Snake River about 45 miles upstream from its confluence with | 
bia River. The site is at the head of the Ice Harbor pool, and the proj: 
raise the water level to create a 27-mile extension of the Columbia-Sna 
slackwater waterway. The dam would include a single lift lock wi 
dimensions of 86 feet by 540 feet, a gated spillway of 10 bays, a powerhou 
space for six 90,000-kilowatt units and two fish ladders. The initial inst 
will provide 270,000 kilowatts and the ultimate installation 540,000 

Proposed operations.—The amount of $200,000 will be used for pre 
tion engineering and design and would consist of geologic and foundation ¢ 
tions, topographic and hydrographic surveys, and general engineering 
establish the definite site location and optimum pool elevation. 

Justification —Lower Monumental lock and dam is the second oi 
our authorized dams which will permit slackwater navigation for a dis 
140 niles on the lower Snake River to Lewiston, Idaho; develop an 
power installation of about 2 million kilowatts; reduce irrigation pu 
to large areas of irrigable lands; and provide other benefits. Const: 
initiated in fiscal year 1956 on Ice Harbor lock and dam, the first of ti 


{ 


authorized dams. Navigation on the lower Snake River will ext 
transportation 460 miles inland from the sea, and holds potentialities 
tance to central and northern Idaho, eastern Oregon, southeastern W 
und western Montana. It will serve the movemet of an estimated 2,407,( 
commerce annually in upstream movement of petroleum products, 1 
building materials and manufactured products, and downstream move 
limestone, ores, agricultural products, and timber. Power to be dev 
be included with the other Columbia and Snake River projects to meet 
load growth of about 500,000 kilowatts in the region as power demai 
Pacific Northwest have increased so materially in recent years tha 
scheduled construction will be inadequate to meet needs after about 1964 
gation of 5.900 acres of land in the vicinity of the lower Monumental por 
also benefit from reduction of pumping head and costs, and the pool wou 
vide public-use attraction in a scenic region where such opportunities 
quite limited, The current benelit-to-cost ratio is 1.07 to 1. 
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QUILLAYUTE RIVER, WASH. 


Senator ELLENDER. Next we have the Quillayute River. ‘The House 
has allowed $444,000, and the amount asked for by outsiders is for the 
same stun. Could you use that ¢ 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir. That would complete the project fully. 


Summarized financial data 


tal approved 2 emera: GBLIMATC. $444, 000 
Total appropriation to date______- ; ; None 


Amount that could be expended in fiscal year 1957 si $44, OOO 
jcation.-1954 River and Harbor Act. 
tion and description.—Quillayute River enters the Pacific Ocean at Quil 
ite Bay about 81 miles south of the entrance to the Strait of Juan de Fuea. 
odification provides for a 10-foot deep channel and turning basin and rais- 
v tl etty on the east side of the entrance channel. 
Proposed operations._-The amount of $440,000 could be used to initiate and 
plete construction of the improvement. 
Justification.—The project will provide an urgently needed moorage basin 
adequate entrance channel in the lower portion of the Quillayute River, 
s the only harbor of refuge and small-boat base between Grays Harbor, 
es to the south, and Neah Bay, 55 miles to the north. Extensive salmon 
ib fishing is carried on in adjacent ocean Waters. The harbor is used 
sively by commercial fishermen, by those secking storm refuge, and in 
times by sports fishermen. It is also used as a base of operations by 
Coast Guard. The improvement is essential to provide a stable and safe 
to the harbor, and to provide a needed shelter and moorage area for 
» 200 to 400 Commercial fishing vessels and numerous other small craft that 
vy operate in the area. The current benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.33 to 1 


SHILSHOLE BAY, WASH. 


Senator ELLENDER. Next we have the Shilshole Bay. The House 
allowed $300,000, which is the budget estimate, and outsiders have 
asked for $3,700,000. 

Colonel ALLEN. That is more, sir, than we can use tn L957. 

Senator ELLENbDER. It is more than the cost of this project. The cost 

project is only $3,630,000, and now they are asking for 
OOO, 

General IrscuNner. That is correct. 

Colonel ALLEN. The most we could use on that project would be on 
the order of $1,400,000.) That would be the maximum. 


Wesr Virginia Prosecrs 
HILDEBRAND LOCK AND DAM, WEST VIRGINIA 


Senator ELLENDER. We now come to West Virginia, and the first one 
s Hildebrand lock and dam, which we talked about. The House al- 
lowed the budget estimate of $2 million. Outsiders have asked for 
M million. 

Colonel Antex. The most that we could use there would be $3.5 
willion, a total of $3.5 million. 

Senator ELLENDER. How much could you advance it with that sum / 
Colonel Auten. I would like to put that in the record. 
The information referred to follows :) 

Attainment of the completion program based on the Budget estimate of $2 mil- 

i for fiscal year 1957 predicated on experiencing optimum construction con- 
“itions and on receiving appropriations as required in future years. If optimum 
“ditions do not prevail, it is likely that a delay of several months would be 





PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 


experienced in the completion schedule. An additional $1.5 million in fis 
1957 would be a factor in assuring the attainment of the completion sched 


SUTTON RESERVOIR 


Senator ELLenper. The next one is the Sutton Reservoir. 
budget estimate was $4.5 million allowed by the House, and out 
have asked for $7.5 million. 

Colonel Penney. We feel that we could economically use 
tional $1,900,000 or a total of $6,400,000. 


SNAGGING AND CLEAKING 


Senator ELENpDER. Next we have snagging and clearing. ‘The I}; 
allowed $500,000, which was a budget estimate, and outsick 
asked for ST700,000, 

Colonel Penney. We feel that we could economically use that ad 
tional $200,000. ‘ 

Senator Exnenper. That is what you requested of the budget / 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. 


Minnesota Progecrs 


Senator ELLeNperR. General, | would like to place in the 1 
this point a letter from Senator Ilumphrey addressed to me, }» 
out the few projects in which he is interested. I wonder if yo 
put in the record at the proper place your reaction to these pore 1E( 

(The letter referred to follows :) 


UNITED STATES SENATI 
COM MITTEE ON GOVERN MENT OPERATIO 
Vay 
Hon. ALLEN J. iL LENDER. 
Chairman, Subcominitice on Public Works, 
Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR: I should like to call the attention of your subcommitt 
Vital importance of approving adequate funds so that the Corps of FE) 
can proceed with those projects urgently needed for protection from tf! 
for improvement of navigation in the State of Minnesota. 

First of all, the Corps of Engineers has requested, and the House Ay 
tions Committee has agreed to, an item of $225,000 for the Red Ri 
North Drainage Basin. These funds would permit the following: (1) | 
of a channel improvement project in the Bois de Sioux Stream, kn 
Wahpeton-Breckenridge unit; (2) continuation of the engineering 
studies of the Maple River unit in the Fargo-Moorehead, Minn., area 
pletion of the improvements at Grand Forks. 

I urge that the full amount, $225,000, recommended by the House fo 
River Drainage Basin project be retained. 

Under the general investigation fund of the Corps of Engineers, the engineer 
have requested $1,650,000 for flood-control studies. Included are tentative allo 
ments as follow : 

(1) For completion of the study of main-stem communities along the Minnesoti 
River—$29,100. The corps would be able to complete its study of the possibility 
of constructing a reservoir in the headwaters of the Minnesota River which wo 
give protection to the towns along the Minnesota which have suffered 
heavy damage in recent years. 

(2) For completion of the study of the Red River of the North at Crookstol, 
$17,000. Again, this amount would permit completion of a badly needed stud) 
of the possibilities of flood protection in an area which is constantly threaten 
with floods, as, indeed, it was during the past 60 days. 

(3) For completion of the Lake of the Woods claims study, $20,800. Under 
Public Law 589, 83d Congress, the corps was authorized to study the damzge from 
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ding due to fluctuation of Lake of the Woods. Because of an early and very 
vifficult Winter last year in northern Minnesota, the study could not be com- 
jeted, but it is clear that with sufficient funds it can be finished during the next 
| vear. 
‘these three flood control studies I urge your support. 
\iso under the item of “general investigations” are included the following 
or studies of proposed navigation projects: 
Dulnth-Superior Harbor, Minn. and Wis., $35,000. This request for fiscal 
ould enable the corps to complete the model study it is making of dis- 
currents which are damaging ships and throwing them off course in 
Superior Harbor. This study is critical, in view of the increasing im 
of this harbor, already the most important on the Great Lakes, and 
he made more significant by the deepening of the connecting channels of 
at Lakes and completion of the St. Lawrence seaway. 
Completion of the survey of possible small-boat harbors along the Mis 
River, $4,000. 
no budget request for a study of the proposed improvement of the in 
harbor at Red Wing, Minn. However, it is estimated that funds amount- 
$15,000 would permit a review of the report of the Chief of Engineers on 
¢ Harbor, published as House Document 103, 76th Congress, 1st session. 
ew has been requested by resolution of the Senate Committee on Public 
on Mareh 24, 1956. I urge that the subcommittee include, therefore, an 
al item of $15,000 for this purpose under the budget item of “General 
vations,” 
ear the Corps of Engineers is requesting for its “Small projects fund” 
nt totaling $2 million, to cover the expenses of navigation projects not 
than $150,000 each. 
wed in this total are the following items: 
Improvement of the harbor at Hastings, Minn., $52,000. This project 
| provide a badly needed small-boat harbor and sancturay. 
Improvement of the harbor at Winona, Minn., $76,000. Another badly 
| small-boat harbor would be provided this Mississippi River community. 

» that the subcommittee include funds for these two construction projects. 
roject outside the State is of vital concern to the people of Minnesota 
nstrution of lock No. 19 at Keokuk, Iowa. The $1,400,000 requested in the 

for fiscal 1957 will enable construction to go forward on this project. 
ew lock on the Mississippi River between the Missouri River and Min- 
sis of vital importance to the people of Minnesota in view of the prec¢ari- 
ondition of the present 40-year-old obsolescent lock at Keokuk. Should the 
lock fail in wintertime, Minnesota’s supply of fuel oil and coal would 

e part cut off. I am sure the committee realizes the seriousness of 
ossibility, and will approve the budget request for this construction in 


ild like to urge the support of the subcommittee for the budget request 
e operation and maintenance of flood control and navigation projects. I 
ire that the subcommittee is aware that the upkeep and maintenance 
se projects is far less costly than their later repair would be. Nevertheless, 
nize that there are great pressures on the subcommittee to practice false 
inv by cutting these necessary appropriations, thus creating the possibility 
more costly damage. 
lly appreciate the difficult task with which the subcommittee is faced in 
iling the urgent need for flood protection and navigation improvement 
parts of the country with a desire to be as economical as possible in 
ting funds for these projects. Certainly economy that is achieved by 
hating waste, duplication, and inefficiency is commendable, but I would 
| caution against false or blind economy. I urge the subcommittee to 
consider the effect of inadequately developed navigation facilities on potential 
business and indusrtial expansion. The cost to the Nation in lost tax revenue, 
vst hew income, and lost economic and material contributions is usually far 
‘reater than adequate public investment in desirable improvements. I urge 
the subcommittee, too, to remember the tragic cost in terms of life and property 
in failing to provide for an adequate flood-control program, It is false economy 
ndeed to face even greater cost in the future because of some possible saving 
I trust the subcommittee will consider favorably those requests for 
riations so important to the people of Minnesota which I have discussed. 
Sincerely yours, 
Husert H. HUMPHREY. 
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(Comments of the Corps of Engineers :) 

All the items requested by Senator Humphrey are included in the Budge; 
estimate for fiscal year 1957 and have been allowed by the House, with the ex 
ception of funds for the Red Wing Harbor survey—amount of $15,000 could jo 
used for this review report in fiscal year 1957. 


LIMITATION ON CONSTRUCTION CAPABILITIES 


General Irscuner. May I make one general statement / 

Throughout the hearings, Mr. Chairman, you and members of the 
committee have asked us how much we could spend additionally o; 
a great number of projects. 

In the aggregate, that constitutes a very large sum of money 
and we would like to point out that while we could spend that amount 
of money on each of the very many projects in the budget, overall, 
we can only spend on a national basis about $30 million more tha 
the amount that is in the bill as passed by the House. 

Senator ELLeNperR. When you say $30 million, you do not mea 
$30 million of projects but $30 million toward the construction of 
projects / 

General Irscuner. That is correct; $30 million more as an appro 
priation for fiscal year 1957 would represent the limit of our capabili 
ties for fiscal year 1957. 

Senator ELienpErR. And that, of course, is new construction / 

General Irscuner. That is for construction and engineering and 
design together. 

Senator Ettenper. That would include planning ? 

General Irscuner. That would include planning. 

Senator ELtenper. Could you separate that for us as to how mw 
is the maximum that you would suggest for planning and the rest for 
actual construction / 

General IrscHner. Could we insert that in the record to make an 
accurate appraisal of our construction and engineering capabili 
ties ? 

Senator ELLENpER. Yes, sir. 

(The information referred to follows :) 

The maximum amount that could be utilized for advance engineering and « 
sign in fiscal year 1957 is a total of about $10 million or $2.4 million over the 
amount allowed by the House. The balance of the $30 million could be applied 
to construction. 


LIST OF SURVEYS RECOMMENDED 


Senator EL.LeENpER. Now, I would like to make the same request 
about surveys; how much over and above the amounts provided fot 
in the House could you economically use ? 

General Irscuner. We are preparing a list for you, sir, with pro}: 
ects that we would recommend, and the amounts by increments of 
$100,000. 

Senator Evtenver. In the list that you would present, you will give 
the projects, and if the amount that you suggest should be apropri- 
ated, provided for, that would mean that those projects would prob 
ably be the ones that you could consider ? : 

General Irscuner. They would be on our list to initiate the fisca 
year. 

There may be some problems that develop during the year. 

Senator Ertenper. Is there anything else, General ? 
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PAYMENT TO NEZ PERCE INDIANS 


General IrscHNeER. One other thing, if I may, I would like to insert 
» the record at the appropriate spot a full statement about the pay- 

ent to the Nez Perce Indians and the payments to the Warm Spring 
Indians that were discussed yesterday. 

I believe I can present to you a little fuller picture than was pre- 
sented during the testimony yesterd: ay. 

(The statement appears on p. 2612.) 

Senator ELrtenper. Do you think there is a possibility of agreeing 

tha figure for the Nez Perce? 

General IrscHNER. May we go off the record ? 

Senator ELLENDER. Yes, sir; off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator ELLENDER. Back on the record. 

Is there anything else? 

General Irscuwner. No, sir 


COMMUNICATION 


Senator ELLENDER. I have received a letter, dated May 23, from the 
Delaware River Valley Association, Mr. Harry J. Winkelspecht, 

hairman, Cooper and Warren Streets, Beverly, N. J. 

They have commented on certain matters that were presented 
the committee heretofore. I am going to submit the letter for the 
record, 

If you care to add anything to the letter in contradiction to what 
they Say or in agreement with what they say, I wish you would do it 
for the record. 

(reneral Irscuner. Yes, sir. We have had a good deal of corre- 
pondence with that organization. 

(‘The letter referred to follows :) 


Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Works, 
Capitol Building, Washington, D. C. 

Drank SENATOR ELLENDER: We wish to thank you for your letter of May 18, 
1956, and the enclosure of the page proof (1995) of the Senate hearings containing 
the information furnished your committee by the Corps of Engineers. 

We are answering this letter immediately with the request that it be read to 
the whole committee and that it be made a part of the record. 

As we understand it, and I believe you intended it so, the Army engineers were 
to calculate the savings of transportation on the 4 million tons to be used at this 
plant by 1960 and on the cost of the present method of transportation compared 
with the super ore carriers, which incidentally cannot be used on a 35-foot 
channel without partial unloading, as is done with the present vessels on the 
25-foot channel. The Army engineers partly complied with your request in using 
the 4 million-ton figure. However, they have still used the $0.65 per ton saving 
in transportation which is wrong. This figure is the one used in the original 
calculations and is based on barge transportation and not on the present method 
of vessels carrying 10,000 to 20,000 tons of ore. The saving of $0.65 per ton is 
arrived at by comparing super ore carriers on a 40-foot channel with barges under 
tow that could even use a 12-foot channel. It is based on barge hauling at $0.25 
per ton, transfer charge at Philadelphia $0.45 per ton, total $0.70 per ton, less 
the cost in deep-draft vessels of $0.05 per ton, leaving a difference of $0.65 per 
ton. 

Let us first point out that since there is no transfer, as the vessels are already 
loaded upon arrival, the charge of $0.45 per ton is entirely eliminated. The cost 
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of transportation on the present vessels should very nearly approach the $05 
per ton of the ore carriers, but let us be generous and figure only on the eliming. 
tion of the $0.45 per ton transfer charge and then the calculations would pe 
follows: 


as 


Commodity Tons 


Or 4, 000, 000 
Coal 2, 600, 000 


Petroleum 330, 000 
Other 


Total 


Annual charges, 35-foot channel 
Phil idelphi ito Trenton 
Benefit-to-cost ratio 


NOTE Please compare the above with the calculations on p. 1995. 


In addition to the correction above on ore, I believe if we had access ty th 
figures on coal, which is a minor cargo, we could also prove the saving 
$1,275,000 to be fabulous. As for “other benefits” of $443,000, we have no ides 
as to what this constitutes and feel it is also a fabulous figure to quote without a 
explanation. 

The above deception, plus that described on page 1253 of last year’s heari 
record, about which Senator Mundt remarked “this kind of deception before 
and the continual deception of the proponents in trying to make you believe t] 
channel a part of the port of Philadelphia, as we pointed out in our testimon 
year, constitutes the length that this group of promoters will go to se 
ridiculous appropriation. 

If your committee reports favorably on this measure, we, of this ar: 
know that it was due to the tremendous political pressure put on you 1 a 
based on sound reasoning. For the sake of justice to the overburdened tay; 
we beg of your committee not to yield to this pressure and deception 

With kindest personal regards, I am, 

Sincerely, 
DELAWARE RIVER VALLEY ASSOCIATIO 
HAROLD J. WINKELSPECHT, Chairma 


(The following statement was furnished by the Corps of Engineers 
DELAWARE RIVER NAVIGATION PROJECT 


As was pointed out in the previous statement on this project (p. 1995), the 
benefit analysis represents the most conservative evaluation of the transportation 
savings accruing to the project over its full economic life. The Chief of Eng 
neers’ analysis compares the cheapest, permanent, alternative means of transpol 
up the Delaware River over the full project life with and without the improve 
ment. To consider the use of the present craft in a benefit study, the compuriso! 
in Savings must then evaluate the worth of the larger vessels in relationship t 
smaller ships over the entire voyage distance from the foreign port. In de 
termining the prospective transportation savings attributable to the proposed 
project, it is necessary to examine the various alternative methods of transports 
tion which might be available to the user of the channel under both exist 
improved conditions and determine the most economical method which would 
reasonably be employed by them under these two conditions as an indicatio! 
of the savings to be realized. Specifically, the above premise is related to the 
benefit study in the following: 

Ore.—The trend, in the transportation of bulk cargoes, is toward larger vesse 
which, when carrying full cargoes, reflect economies in personnel and fuel-operal 
ing costs over the smaller vessels. The larger and more efficient vessels in tls 
traffic and under construction cannot be used to maximum capacity above Phil- 
adelphia because of load restrictions imposed by the existing channe! depths 
The economy of these large vessels is reflected in the long run from origin [0 
destination terminals with capacity loads. In order to get a capacity load for the 
major portion of the haul, it is necessary to off-load a portion of each cargo 
before reaching the end terminal. The savings in this particular operation 
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the only portion of the total savings credited to the Delaware River improve- 
ment. Lhe manner of crediting this benefit is based on the cheapest permanent 
alternative method of transportation which would be a barge fleet. This was 
ysed for comparison in order to yield the most conservative monetary estimate 

f benefits. 

(oal—The coal benefit was based on the savings in transport from the coal 
fields by all-rail versus rail and water movement in large deep-draft vessels, 
aking into account the cost of rehandling from rail to ship. 

Other benefits —The other benefits are based on savings brought about through 
the movement of a number of other commodities on the waterway, both ship- 
ments and receipt Ss. 


(The statement referred to on p. 1061 follows :) 


STATEMENT ON WATER SUPPLY 


Last year, in its report on the public works appropriation bill for fiscal year 
1956, your committee expressed its concern with the increasing problem of water 
supply for domestie and industrial uses. You also pointed out that greater at- 
tention must be given to the planning and construction of reservoir projects with 
water conservation storage as a practical means of meeting this growing problem. 

Finally you specifically requested the Chief of Engineers to review present 

ithorities available to him for storage in Federal reservoirs to provide water 
for municipalities, “with a view to determining whether any modification of the 
existing legislation is necessary to facilitate the development of water supply 
notentialities in federally constructed reservoirs.” 
~ As you know, the Chief of Engineers has also been intensely interested in 

ater supply. Last year in his opening statement before this committee General 
turgis characterized water supply as one of the most urgent problems in river 
using development. We went further and stated: 

‘| personally feel that water supply is of such vital importance to the mainte- 
nance of our economy and to the development of many parts of our country that 
from now on most reservoirs built for river control must include storage for 

supply * * *.” 

Under the instructions of the Chief of Engineers we have given this problem 

wh careful study during the past year, in recognition of the importance which 
e attached to your directive to examine this problem. 

first place I would like to refer to your desire that increasingly greater 
he given to the planning and construction of reservoir projects with 
mservation storage. The laws under which the Chief of Engineers 
ecutes his surveys for river improvements permit us to consider water supply 
en such Consideration is reasonably associated with the specific purposes of the 
such as flood control or navigation. These laws are permissive and not 
udequate, as I will point out later, but they do afford us some basis for 
ipply planning. Need for increased attention to this matter was recog- 
1 1952 by issuance of instructions to field offices of the corps, and during the 
ar the Chief of Engineers has repeatedly emphasized water supply plan- 
in conferences with his division engineers. I believe, therefore, that 
hout our organization there is a definite awareness of the need for greater 
1 to water supply in the planning of river basin works. 
ndly, in response to your directive, we have reviewed water supply author- 
Vailable to us under existing law and have arrived at some definite con- 
ls as to modifications and extensions that appear desirable. 
esent there are two legal general authorities under which the Chief of 
‘’'s may provide or dispose of water in federally constructed reservoirs. 
\ppropriations Act for fiscal year 1938 authorizes adding water supply 
providing users pay for the incremental cost. This law is defective in 
pects: (1) It allows water users to pay less for the storage than they 
iid. as they do not share in the joint project costs which make it possible to 
ide the additional storage; (2) water users must pay in advance, as the law 
res that their contribution is to be expended in connection with Federal 
ds during construction of the project. Experience has shown that this imposes 
vn Water users some difficult problems in financing. 

rhe other general authority available to us is section 6 of the River and Harbor 

ud Flood Control Act of 1944, which authorizes the Secretary of the Army to 


‘lispose of surplus water for domestic and industrial uses at such prices and terms 
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as he may deem reasonable. Section 6 is used as authority for the Secretary ¢, 
enter into water-supply contracts. However, this law is defective in three 
spects : (1) Normally surplus water exists at reservoir projects only when Storagy 
for this purpose was recommended in our survey reports and subsequently a 
thorized by Congress; (2) the law does not grant authority to provide storag 
(3) the law does not specify what costs are to be repaid or how they are to }y. 
repaid, and thus is very difficult to administer with equity to both the Feders 
Government and local water users. 
None of this existing authority provides an adequate basis for planning ¢ 
future water supply as there is no provision for incorporating water supp) 
storage in reservoirs when customers to use the water are not immediately a) 


"A. 


aval 
able. This is increasingly apparent, since we have had numerous inquiries { 
local interests to obtain water supply from projects which have been ¢ 
and in operation for many years, and this can be accomplished in most 
only by additional legislation. Moreover, our planning for future wate 
large extent, stalemated because users are generally not in a position t 
their needs. 

The Chief of Engineers believes that there exists a great need for wate 
legislation which would— 

(a4) Announce a policy recognizing the primary responsibility of States 
local interests for developing water supply, but also recognizing that the Fe«d 
Gevernment should cooperate with them in developing such supplies. 

(b) Make specific provision for consideration of water supply in studies and 
reports for flood control, navigation and multiple-purpose developments, and fo: 
consultation with the United States Public Health Service and with affected 
States. 

(c) Grant general authority to modify existing and authorized projects to 
provide water supply except where major change in purpose and scope would be 
involved. Major changes should continue to require congressional authori- 
zation. 

(d@) Require costs to be allocated so that all authorized purposes shar 
equitably in the benefits of multiple-purpose development. 

(ec) Allow repayment by water users within the economic life of the 
not exceeding 50 years, at Government rates of interest. 

(f) Authorize the inclusion of provisions for future water supply in proj 
with reasonible limitations on the proportion of water supply to total pro 
cost, and with exemption of prospective Consumers from repayment fo1 
water supply for an appropriate period prior to its use. 

(g) Repeal the provisions of the appropriations act of 1988 applicable t 
supply which conflict in a number of instances with the provisions I have 
lined. 

An opportunity to provide legislation generally along these lines and 
action in accordance with your instructions was afforded by the introduct 
the bill S. 2374 by Senator Kerr of Oklahoma. In response to a request by 
Public Works Committee of the Senate for comments on that bill the Secret 
of the Army indicated his concurrence with the general objectives of { 
bill, and proposed modifications conforming with the principles I ha 
stated, which the Chief of Engineers considered would greatly strengt! 
proposed legislation. 

The modifications proposed by the Secretary of the Army were reviewed | 
the Bureau of the Budget and are concurred in by that agency. We belli 
that legislation of this kind would be highly desirable. Certainly, enactn 
of this legislation would give considerable impetus to consideration of 
supply problems by the many interests concerned, as well as provide needed 
authority to the Department of the Army which would eliminate many of the 
deficiencies in existing law. 

We all recognize that a water-supply problem exists and is becoming increas 
ingly serious. sut we do not actually know how serious it is or what should 
be done about it. We know that water supply is a serious problem in man 
cases Where flood control and navigation are not involved. We recognize thal 
water-supply needs cross State lines and must be approached on a regional o! 
river-basin basis. And we know that there is strong Federal, State, and lo 
interest in this problem, but we do not know just where the dividing line betwee! 
Federal and non-Federal interest should be set. 

We believe that study of these matters would be a strong and appropriat 
expression of Federal interest in the water-supply problem, and that the bes 
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thought and talents of all Federal, State, and local agencies interested in water 

supply should be enlisted in the task. I can assure you that the Chief of Engi- 
neers considers this to be a matter of primary importance to the future strength 
and development of our country. 


CONCLUSION OF HEARINGS 


Senator ELLENDER. I want to say that I am very grateful to all of 
you for helping us out as you did, and I am ver y hopeful that we will 
be able to obtain sufficient money to keep all of the offices throughout 
the country. 

Colonel Allen, I understand that this is your last appearance before 
going tothe War College. 

Colonel ALLEN. Lam going to the Industrial C ollege. 

Senator ELLENDER. Good Tue k to you, and I would like to thank you 
for your past courtesies. 

This concludes all of the hearings, and they are closed, and the 
bill will be marked up as soon as we get the factual data together. 

This committee now stands in recess. 

(Whereupon, at 3:45 p. m., Tuesday, May 29, 1956, the hearing was 
concluded. ) 
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Wilkesboro Reservoir, N. C 522, 2390, 2669 
Opposition 2391-2402 
Multiple-purpose planning projects: 
Green Peter Reservoir, ; 
722, 856, 864, 1856, 1860, 2101, 2104, 2675 
John Day lock and dam, Oregon and Wuashington______ : 
722, 834 556, 861, 864, 875, 1071, 1681, 1846, 1855, 1860, 1863, 
2096, 2101, 2104, 2107, 2145, 2149, 2188, 2677. 
Lower Cumberland lock and dam, Kentucky 141-103, 
219, 229, 241, 899-925, 1208, 2/28 
Opposition 2529 
Stewart Canyon Reservoir, Calif 
Navigation planning projects: 
Columbia lock and dam, Alabama 461, 468, 478, 1519 
Columbia River between Chinook and Head of Sand 
Island, Oreg. and Wash 
Fernandina Harbor, Fla 
Gulf Intracoastal Waterway (Galveston District) : 
Realined route, vicinity of Aransas Pass, Tex_- 
9, 1442. 233 3 
Halfmoon Bay, Calif. (Pillar Point breakwater) T2072), 


=, 21113 


Locks and Dam No. 41, Kentueky___----_~ 212, 218, 221, 284, 237, 
245-259, 264, 267, 281, 283-284, 415, 1201, 2154, 2106 
New Richmond lock and dam. Kentucky 212, 218 
999 995, 234, 240, 257, 260. 267, 269, 277, 283. 1205, 2154, 2636 
Ouachita River and tributaries, Arkansas and Louisi- 
una__-_- 415, 613, 1341, ZUUT, 2008-2016, 2020, 2024, 2419, 2586 
Opposition 2419 
Overton-Red Waterway, La 41h, 986, 997 
1005, 1011-1021, 1023-1026, 1030-1036, 1342, 2418, 264d 
Opposition 1030-1036, 2418 
Prairie du Chien Harbor, Wis.-....----.._-~~- 1416, 2287 , 2419 
Saginaw River, Mich _ 134 2, 2410 
Savannah River below Augusta, Ga 310-317, 1021 
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Engineers, Corps of, civil functions—Continued Page 
Construction, general—Continued 
Bridges (Truman-Hobbs) 
Corpus Christi Bridge, Texas 9, 12, 19, 1460, 2336, 2687 
Houghton-Hancock Bridge, Michigan 1392-1394 
Norfolk & Portsmouth Belt Line Railroad Bridge, Virginia. 1171 
Removal of West Basin Bridge, Los Angeles, Calif-. 446, 451-457, 
2243 
Staten Island Rapid Transit Railroad Bridge, New York_ 1169, 2046 
Wabash Railroad bridges at Meredusia and Valley City, 
1311, 2405 
Flood control construction projects: 
RCI BN lsc cit inci dai ed tidied 369, 377, 378, 394, 1617 
I acct ps acs chance te 63, 1102, 2410-2414 
Amazon Creek, Oreg 856, 1686, 1753, 2103 
Awerican River levees, California__ 733, 738, 744, 746, 748, 1770, 2588 
Anacostia River Basin, D. C 1173, 2596 
Ball Mountain Reservoir, Vt 34, 37, 39, 48, 63, 70, 1127 
PTA N Os aici eer be Ah ete 214, 243, 258, 1224 
Barre Falls Reservoir, Mass_____-_-----~- 84, 37, 39, 43, 63, 70, 1105 
sattle Creek, Mich 1397-1:.99, 2513 
Lear Creek Reservoir, Pa 1181, 1941, 1961 
Beardstown, Ill 413, 1423, 2404 
Billings, Mont 2083, 2656 
Bradford, Pa 2413, 1234 
Buckhorn Reservoir, Ky_~ 171, 173, 204-211, 215, 232, 243, 1227, 2636 
Buffalo Bayou and tributaries, Texas 1466, 2336 
Repayment 2252 
3uffumville Reservoir, Mass_..-----.-.- ~~ 23, 34, 37, 40, 63, 1107 
Buggs Island, N. C. (equity case) 1068 
Calion, Ark 2008, 2021, 2025, 2577 
Canton, Mo 1431, 1844, 2524 
Canyon: Me@ervolr,. TO%ii4.24i803 debs sucedeeesased—- 1469, 2336 
Opposition 232 
Cape Girardeau, Mo. (Reach No. 2) --- 1324, 1844, 2524, 2545, 2654 
4, 2675 Catlettsburg, Ky 190, 214, 232, 243, 1229, 2636 
22, Cedar Point Reservoir, Kans 404, 2631, 2632 
), 1868, Central and Southern Florida___~ 1065, 1552-1561, 19.3-1914, 2623 
Chamita (Abiquiu) Reservoir, N. Mex__._--____-- S04, 
41-103, 1462-1466, 2028, 2031, 2033 
8, 228 Opposition 804-815 
, 2529 Clear Creek Drainage and Levee District, Illinois______ 1314, 2404 
0, 2593 Columbia Drainage and Levee District, Illinois_.__._._______ 2404 
Columbia River local protection, lowa, Montana, Oregon, and 
8, 1519 Washington: 
] Boise River 
1677 ND Wi cect bade eid A etl neem enee 
. 133 Portneuf River and Marsh Creek 
Weiser River 
i Conchas Reservoir, N. 
49, 23336 Connecticut Biver, GiOGitte ul) sceccacanseun stun iid... 53-59 
(26-729, Cooper Reservoir, Tex_----.-----__---- 981-983, 986-993, 999, 1006 
12, 2588 Copes Corners Reservoir, N. Y..............-________ 2303, 2666 
4, 2, Coralville Reservoir, Iowa 413, 1425 
4, 2106 Council Grove Reservoir, Kans 404, 2631, 2632 
12, 218, Cumberland, Md., and Ridgeley, W. Va 1176 
54, 2636 DTI re irre th bik hs ew tb sc ie! 19, 1472, 2336 
i Davenport Center Reservoir, N. 
CIE te 8 ey i ee 252 


si- 

119, 2586 } 22, 2555 
_- 29 Degognia and Fountain Bluff Drainage and Levee District, 

0), 100), Illinois 


=== 


118, 2640 Denison Dam (Lake Texoma), Tex. and Okla 

36, 2418 Willis Bridge 2563, 2617 

287, 2419 Devil, East Twin, Warm and Lytle Creeks, Calif_ 738, 786. 1799. 2588 

¥ti2, 240 Dillon Reservoir, Ohio 225, 231, 248, 2157-2176, 2671 

317, 1521 Dyberry Reservoir, Pa 1183, 1941, 1961, 2551 
Eagle Gorge Reservoir, Wash 856, 897, 1745 
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Engineers, Corps of, civil functions—Continued 
Construction, general—Continued 
Flood control construction projects—Continued 
Kast Barre Reservoir, Vt 692-696, 1402. 97- 
East Brimfield Reservoir, Mass 23, 34, 37, 40, 63, 1110, 2645 
East Cape Girardeau and Clear Creek, Ill_----.--_-_ __ 2404 
East St. Louis and vicinity, Illinois--_._.....__.__.____ _ 1316 2404 
Elk City Reservoir, Kans 411, 2631, 2639 
Enid, Okla : " O616 
Endicott, Johnson City, and Vestal, N. Y 79, 2294. 9209) 
Evansville, Ind _ 2154. o17¢ 
Fabius River Drainage District, Missouri 494-496, 1844, 2695 
Ferrells Bridge Reservoir, Tex___.__-_______________. __ 980-989 


Page 


993-995, 998, 1004, 1347, 2334 


Flood cost, Connecticut 
Fort Chartres and Ivy Landing Drainage District No. 5, 
illinois 92404 
Genegantslet Reservoir, N. Y ones 
Gold Creek, Juneau, Alaska 418, 1888, 2579 
Hodges Village Reservoir, Mass_____--_--___- 23, 34, 37, 40, 63, 1113 
Holley Reservoir, Oreg 1856, 1860, 1863, 2101, 2104. 2675 
Hugo Reservoir, Okla 591, 593, 984, 2617 
Hunt-Lima Lake Drainage District, Illinois 494-4096, 1844, 265 
IRE) MENU oss itncite arcs wacpnine minininne tiem aa eee asec Bae 
RC ED NO ee ec . 2299 944] 
856, 1688, 1853, 2103 
Kansas Citys, Mo. and Kans... ck. 371, 415, 1619, 2633 
Keystone Reservoir, Okla 411. 
549, 555, 565, 571-594, 1045, 1047, 2092, 2579, 2581. 9615 
UU SUI a i i area aac: 389, 398, 2634 
I I caer cttdiacesed imei a a 243, 2627 
Levees east of Chandlerville, Ill 412, 2561 
Little Sioux River, Iowa 105-108, 414, 1608 
Littleville, Connecticut River, Mass_._.........._-________- 
Lone Rock Reservoir, Ark 


Lower Columbia River improvement to existing works, Oreg.: 
Levee strengthening 
Beaver Drainage District 
John Drainage District 
Midland Drainage District 
Multnomah County Drainage District No. 1 
Peninsula Drainage District No. 1 
Peninsula Drainage District No. 2 
Rainier Drainage District 
Sauvie Island Drainage District 
Lower San Joaquin River levees, California__ 748, 747, 748, 752, 1773 
McKinney Bayou, Ark 415, 984, 1006, 1021, 2585 
Malheur Improvement District, Oreg___--______-__-- _ 1857, 1859 
Mansfield Reservoir, Ind 248, 415, 2153, 2156, 2208 
BER PICt OUT UGE, TORE. ..lo se Sec en ckkd 404, 2631, 2632 
Marmarth, N. Dak 817, 1630 
Mason J. Niblack levee, Indiana 3, 2628 
Mathews Canyon Reservoir, Nev 
Memphis, Tenn 
Middle Snake River: 
Bruces Eddy and Penny Cliffs, Clearwater River, Idaho. ! 
826, 828, 845, 840-852, 863, 873, 1672, 1695, 1719, 228 
Opposition 2481-24") 
Milford Roeséivelr Wate 2 St ae ee _-- om 
362, 366, 371-375, 380-384, 394, 414, 264 
Missouri River agricultural levees, Missouri . 362, 364, 
388, 414, 441-445, 679-690, 834, 936, 961, 974, 1611-1615, 1845, 22) 
Missouri River, Kenslers Bend, Nebr., to Sioux City, Iowa_ 1615, 2b. 
Muscatine (Mad Creek), Iowa 486-493, liv. 
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2705 Muskingum River Reservoirs, Ohio 696 
644 Repayment 2252 
2404 No. 2 Barren River Reservoir, Ky 214, 243, 2637 
2404 No. 2 Green River Reservoir, Ky_______________ 208, 214, 243, 2637 
2632 ' North Adanis, Mass 63, 1116, 2410-2414, 2646 
2616 North Springfield Reservoir, Vt 34, 37, 39, 43, 63, 70, 1129, 2705 
23) Oklahoma City Floodway, Okla 584-587, 591, 1497, 2616 
2156 Oologah Reservoir, Okla_ 411, 565, 571, 591, 701, 1499, 2579, 2581, 2616 
2625 Otter Brook Reservoir, N. H____34, 37, 39, 43, 68, 70, 1120, 1934, 2659 
YS, Painted Rock Reservoir, Ariz _. 286-288, 1827 
2336 Pawtucket, R. I 65 
1038 Perry Reservoir, Kans____~ 356, 362, 366, 371, 380-384, 394, 399, 2635 
Perry County Drainage and Levee Districts, Nos. 1, 2, and 


24(4 3, Missouri 1327, 2525 
2529 Pine Canyon Reservoir, Nev 841, 2130, 2658 
2668 Pomme de Terre Reservoir, Mo Bae er 
2572 362, 364, 388, 414, 936, 961, 974, 2224 » 2026, 2655 
1113 Priarie du Rocher and vicinity, Illinois 2404 
2676 Preston Drainage and Levee District, Illinois 2404 
2617 Proctor TGier yolk, ee. on 2336, 2563-2567, 2703 
Prompton Reservoir, Pa 1186, 1941, 1961 
lKted River below Denison Dam, Ark., La., and Tex_— 415, 1001, 1003, 
1005, 1009, 1015-1017, 1023, 1031, 1344, 2336, 2586 
Red River of the North and tributaries, North Dakota and 
Minnesota: 
MRT aI NN i asics ccnepatis ed ab cei ed coercive Sore reacts 1663 
Fargo-Moorhead Unit 1668, 2716 
Grand Forks, N. Dak 1663, 2716 
Maple River 1668, 2716 
Mustinka River 1668 
Orwell Reservoir ¢ ‘ 1668 
Otter Tail River 1668 
Rush River 1668 
Sand Hill River ___ 1667, 1668 
Sheyenne River and Lower Sheyenne River 1667 
Wahpeton—Breckenridge channels iawn LOG SUELO 
Wild Rice—Marsh River ; 1668 
Red Rock Reservoir, lowa____- 2630 
= IC TN a Naas rg a ie ane vai aati 243, 1237 
ati Rio Grande Floodway, ! 2033, 265¢ 
abi Riverside, Calif 738, 790, 1809, 2509 
2604 : Roseville, Ohio________ ees 2672 
Rough River Reservoir, Ky. nw DOE 202. 24312 
= Russian River Reservoir, Calif 32, 733, 739, 803, 1812.2 y 4 590 
x _ Sacramento River, old projec t, Calif- 358, 744, 748, 751, 1776, 2590 
iW Sacramento River, major and minor tributaries, California 
1, = (Butte and Chico Creeks) _~ 733, 738, 744, 747, 748, 751, 754, 2239 
4, I Sabula, Iowa 1430 
6, wats : Salina, Kans 369, 389 392, 394, 1622 
1, <0. Opposition : 416 


7, 1630 . i a Sak 


9" 9R98 Salt Lake City, Utah i SEOs oe 4, 2704 


sa 


7 9658 San Antonio Channel, Tex__---~- 1474, 21: 32, 2133, 2336, 2563, 2703 
i, =) 


2677 


oe7" 
2vti 


WAIT RY 


PHS) 


ae) 
094 San Antonio River and Chino Creeks, Calif . 438, 786, 1815 5, 2591 
lo San Lorenzo River, Calif : _. 733, 739-742, 2245 
San Clara River, Calif_- 733, 738, 2: = 
Santa Maria River, Calif 38, 2551, 


Section 14, emergency bank protection_____~ Ee iibiciatcenacd 5963 
section 212, projeets!... ..._.. ._.....__... 1686; 2082, 2151, 2261-2263 
Sioux Falls, Big Sioux River, S. Dak____-_________ 939, 1632, 2623 
Skagway River and Harbor, Alaska : 419 
Snagging and clearing 263, 2716 
Souris and Red Basin____ 1659 
South Plymouth Reservoir, N. ¥ 2295, 2297, 2303, 2669 


(, <0 
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Flood control construction projects—Continued 
South River Drainage District (Gutenberg and Hamburg) __ so 
Stillwater Reservoir, Pa 
Success Reservoir, Calif 


Opposition 
Sutton Reservoir, W. Vz 232, 243, 1236, 1239, 2716 
Swoyersville and Forty Fort, Pa 
Table, New England projects 65 
Terminus Reservoir, Calif 733. 
738, 748, 753, 765-780, 975, 1782, 1935. 2593 
I iii is micisrinsicisltaieaieelsaniaik ot wade a. 703. 714 
Soil Conservation Service 711 
Texarkana Reservoir, Tex___._____-__- 981-983, 995, 1004, 13 350, 99.98 
Thomaston Reservoir, Conn 33, 37, 39, 41- 43, 63, 1099, 2596 
RNIN NN i an Siena es 346, 359, 369, 386, 394, 2635 
Toronto Reservoir, Ki et 6, 846, 401-405, 565, 571, 591, 1490-1494 
Townshend Reservoir, Vt 34, 37, 39, 43, 63, 70, 1131, 2705 
Ra SORT eI, PE ee a i 19-22, 415 
Tuttle Creek Reservoir, Kans______ 5, 6, 81, 344-347, 360, 362-379, 
357, 392-399, 414, 442, 953, 961, 974, 2528. 9635 
I a i ae Be ch ger to 347-359, 400 
Upper Iowa River, lowa _ 218 
Vincennes, Ind , 2628 
984, 1006, 10: 21.9 D587 
Waterbury Seeman: Vt 65, 692-696, 1404 
Wellsville, N. Y won 160) 
Weet 330) Monet: Meek... 6 ee ek _. 62, 63, 71, 2648 
West Oneonta Reservoir, N. Y 2295, 2297, 2303, 2670 
ek A cag ae | OT ce eee ee a amc 23.98, 9840 
Wichita and V alley re gs ; _ 1494 
Willamette River, bank protection 856, 1690, 1852-2103 
Wilson and Wenkel and Prairie du Pont Drainage and Levee 
I ee . 1319, 2404 
Wood Riv er Drainage and Levee District, Illinois__ ---- 1321, 2404 
Woonsocket, R. I 62. 1123. 2687 
Me a he . 65, 68, 1118, 2649 
Wrightsville Reservoir, Vt 65, 692-696, 1406, 2705 
Multiple purpose projects : 
Seaver Reservoir, Ark 094, 2093, 2098, 2576 
Big Bend Reservoir, 8. Dak 413, 
935, 938, 943-949, 962-969, 1597, 2094, 2098, 2620 
Buford Dam, Ga 459-484, 1567-1571, 2094, 2625 
Carthage Dam, Tenn 910) 
Celina Dam, Tenn so Se 
Cheatham lock and dam, T SS , 911, 1241, 2094, 2687 
Chief Joseph Dam, Wash __ 8% 
828, 834, 856, 864, 875, 1714, 2095, 2142, 2187, 2713 
Cougar Reservoir, Oreg 722, 826, 829, 834, 854, 856, 
875, 1693, 1852, 1859, 1862, 2095, 2103, 2142, 2547, 2675 
Dardanelle lock and dam, Arkansas___--_--_---____- ae ees 
549, 552, 555, 565, 571-594, 2091, 2092, 2578, 2582 
DeGray Reservoir, Ark 415, 2009, 2024, 258 
Denison Reservoir (Lake Texoma), Tex : 981 983 
Detroit Reservoir, Oreg -- oi 
Eufaula Reservoir, Okla 411, 
549, 555, 565, 571-594, 2091, 2092, 2579, 2581, 2614 
Fort Gaines lock and dam, Alabama__ 460-484, 1520, 1561, 2094, 2574 
Fort Peck Dam (second power), Mont__-- 875, 1634, 1926, 2081, 204 
Power 1931, 2081 
Fort Randall Reservoir, 8. Dak______-__- ~ 413, 414, 1656, 20%, 2621 
Garrison Reservoir, N. Dak 817, 947, 1637-1645, 2094, 2671 
Garrison diversion sabi, Sa 


Lewis and Clark and Buford-Trenton Irrigation ae 
1639, 2305, 2 3 
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Gavinus Point Keseryoir, Nebr, aud 8S. Dak_.-- 413, 1656, 2094, 2658 
Greers Ferry Reservoir, Ark 416, 594, 2093, 2098, 2584 
Hartwell Reservoir, Ga. and S. C 808-317, 478, 1571-1575, 2094 
Hills Creek Reservoir, Oreg-- 826, 829, 834, 856, 864, 875, 1701, 1846, 
1852, 1859, 1862, 2095, 2103, 2142, 2676 
Ice Harbor lock and dam, Washington 824, 828, 834, 853, 856, 
864, 875, 1718, 1846, 1854, 1859, 2095, 2103, 2142, 2145-2148, 2714 
Jim Woodruff lock and dam, Florida 460-484, 
1520, 1563-1567, 1872, 1874, 1877 
Jones Bluff lock and dam, Alabama 624, 628 
Libby Reservoir, Mont 863, 1925, 2084 
Canadian cooperation 1933, 2084 
Little Goose lock and dam, Washington 
Lookout Point Reservoir, Oreg 
Lower Granite lock and dum, Washington 
Lower Monumental lock and dam, Washington 
875, 1723, 2145, 2714 
McGee Bend Dam, Tex 983, 1477, 2091, 2315-2390, 2690, 2701 
Opposition 2342, 2690 
McNary lock and dam, Oregon and Washington 826, 
829, 834, 856, 864, 875, 1704, 1853, 1859, 2095, 2103, 2142, 2681 
Millers Ferry lock and dam, Alabama : 624, 628, 2664 
Oahe Reservoir, S. Dak 5, 81, 413, 946, 1645-1653, 2094, 2622 
Old Hickory lock and dam, Tennessee 411, 911, 1243, 2094, 2687 
Priest Rapids Dam, Was 2186 
Short Mountain lock and dam, Oklahoma 2579 
Table Rock Reservoir, Mo. and Ark 1502, 1845, 2091, 2527 
The Dalles lock and dam, Oregon and Washington 826, 
834, 856, 864, 875, 1708, 1853, 1859, 2095, 2103, 2142, 2683 
Indian claims 1709, 
1864, 2176-2182, 2489-2441, 2454-2465, 2510-25138, 2552, 2598- 
2614. 
Language 9 
Navigation projects: 
PI ORG UNOU sisceecicn icine aes 419, 257 
Apalachicola Bay: 
Channel across St. George Island, Fla 
466-470, 478, 1872, 1875, 1877, 2596 
Six-foot channel at Eastpoint and channel and turning 
basin at Scipio Creek 463, 2596 
Apalachicola River Channel improvement, Florida 462, 
466-477, 481, 1534, 1872, 1874 
Chipola Cut-off 464 
Arkansas River and tributaries, Arkansas and Oklahoma____ 411, 
548-595, 613, 2420-2433 
Emergency bank stabilization 587-590, 1484-1489, 2576 
Opposition 2420-243: 
Ashtabula Harbor, Ohio 1384-1387 
Atchafalaya Bay Ship Channel, La 411 
AuSable Harbor (Oscoda), Mich... 2476, 2478, 2481, 2561, 2662, 2664 
Barcelona Harbor, N. Y 1378 
Bayou Segnette Waterway, L: 2638 
sellingham Harbor, Wash 28, 1743 
Black River Harbor, Gogebic County, Mich 1371, 2475, 2477 
slack Rock Channel and Tonawanda Harbor, N. Y------ 2078, 2665 
Blaine Harbor, Wash 2709 
i ileslbinammiemue 65, 2642 
Brazos Island Harbor, Tex 1451, 2132, 2133-2139, 2336 
- Buffalo Harbor, N. Y 2035-2038, 2666 
4, oe) Bullock Cove, R. I 65, 2686 
oh ; Canaveral Harbor, Fla 1879 
: nn ciiesteiaminoan 65, 2642 
-- 1631 Channel, Port Royal Sound to Beauford, 8S. C 1551 
5, 2310 Chatham (Stage Harbor), Mass 


31, 2081 
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Cheboygan Harbor, Mich 2476, 2663, 2664 
Chetco River, Oreg 715-721, 1855, 185y, : anon ats 
Christiansted Harbor, V. I 


7, 2708 
624 
, 2671 
Cohasset Harbor, Mass 5, 2644 
Columbia River at Baker Bay, Wash 2442-24: 54, 2713 
Columbia River at mouth, Oregon 722, 856, 1683, 1546, 2103 
Columbia River, Vancouver to ‘The Dalles, Oreg___- 1860, 2104, 2674 
Connecticut River below Hartford, Conn. : 
North Cove at Old Saybrook 35, 38, 40, 63, 2594 
Eight-Mile River , 63, 2594 
Coos Bay, Oreg. (Charleston Harbor) 856, 
1846, 1854, 1859, 2104, 2675 
Craig Harbor, Alaska 419, 2570, 2574 
Crescent City Harbor, Calif T90, 2588 
Dam 8, Monongahela River, Pa 230, 2684 
Delaware River, Philadelphia to Trenton N. J.: 
Interim 35-ft. channel 1046, 
1153, 1940, 1948, 1947, 1954, 1956, 1962, 1968, 1971, 2729 
Opposition 1972-2004, 2719 
Delaware Kiver, Philadelphia to the sea, Pennsylvania, 
Delaware, and New Jersey: 
Marcus Hook and Mantua Creek anchorage, New Jersey__ 1161, 
1941, 1942, 1946, 1961, 1969, 1971 
EE PR itt So Sitti ceccribenintatlasaiato _. 419, 2574 
Elfin Cove, Alaska 419, 2571, 2574 
Everett Harbor and Snohomish River, Wash 2710 
Sisk UR CERO NE ie enna 65, 1088, 2644 
Falmouth Harbor, Mass 65 
Galveston Harbor and Channel, Tex.: 288-293, 2688 
Gastineau Channel, Alaska ; Q 2574 
Gloucester Harbor and Annisquam River, Mass io, 2644 
Grays Harbor and Chehalis River, Wash 2710 
Great Lakes connecting channe , 2562 
Great Lakes-Hudson River Waterway, 2251 
Greenup lock and dam, Kentucky 212, 
224, 226, 237, 239, 257, 283, 415 ), 1214, 2154 
Gulf Intracoastal Waterway (Galveston District) : 
Channel in Colorado River 8, 9, 2498, 2500, 2689 
Guadalupe River, Channel to Victoria______-_--_ 8, 9, 293, 2219 
Gulf Intracoastal Waterway (New Orleans District) : 
Franklin Canal, Li 2250 
Plaquemine-Morgan City alternate route, Louisiana_ a 
8, 435- 440, 616, 13 2639 
Harrisville Harbor, Mich __-----~_~_ 2475, 2478, 2481, 2561,: 2661, 2664 
Hildebrand lock and dam, West Virginia "909, 
241, 318, 319, 330, 335-343, 1221, 2715 
Holland Harbor, Mich 2475 
Horseshoe Cove, Fla 2624 
Honsten Shin Cennel, See 2256 oe ee Se ok 1453, 2336 
Illinois Waterway, Ill 1360 
Calumet-Sag Cha 2409 
Inland Waterway: 
Delawire River to Chesapeake Bay, Del.: Su mmit 
Bridge 2285, 2596 
Rehoboth Bay to Delaware Bay, Del 2284 
Intracoastal Waterway, Jacksonville to Miami, Fla___- 1539, 
1873, 1876, i877, 1981 
Jackson lock and dam, Alabama 416, 
623, 625, 630-649, 653, 2574 
Jones Inlet, N. Y. (repayment) -- om i 
Kawaihae Harbor, Hawaii 
Ketchikan Harbor, Alaska 





XIX 


Engineers, Corps of, civil functions—Continued Page 
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Kings Creek, Va , 2705 
Kodiak Harbor, Alaska 9, 426-435, 2569, 2574 
Lock and dam No. 5, Monongahela River, Pa 415 
Lock No. 19 at acted: Iowa 412, 1421, 2717 
Lorain Harbor, Ohio 2547 

Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbors, Calif (reimburse- 
447-457, 2249 
Markland lock and dam, Indiana 212, 
221, 224, 226, 237, 240, 257, 260, 269, 283, 415, 1142, 1211, 2154, 2628 
Miiweuuce Tarecer.. Wis--— =. chee 1390, 2286, 2503 

Mississippi River, Baton Rouge to Gulf of Mexico, La. (40- 
foot channel) 412, 615, 2639 
Mississippi River-Gulf outlet, Louisiana 413, 
611, 1301, 2519-2522, 2543, 2640 

Mississippi River between Missouri River and Minneapolis, 
i 411, 413, 1413 
Pane CTD RN a ate 1419 
Mississippi River: Sill, below Alton 1355 
Mississippi River between Ohio and Missouri Rivers__---~- 615-619 
mere» NO tn 5h ee 1065, 2627 

Missouri River: 

Bansas. City to mouth............-.. 362, 364, 388, 400, 414, 
441, 443, 936, 953, 957, 959, 961, 974, 1066, 1583, 1606, 2534, 2655 
Kansas City to Omaha 441, 935, 953, 957,961, 965, 1066, 
1583, 1599, 2629 
Omaha to Sioux City-- 441, 935, 953, 957, 1066, 1583, 1601-1605, 
2629 
Mobile Harbor, Ala 414, 614, 622, 626, 630-654, 1523-1527, 2575 
a a Se ee Ee ae en eee ae 65, 1091, 2645 
Hantecnet taarboor, Mant... =... =... 65, 2645 
Nawiliwili Harbor, T. H 108, 111, 127, 1836 
Neches-Angelina River plan 2691 


Neva and Olga Straits, Alaska 419, 2574 
Newburyport Harbor, Mass___..____-----_-_____-_~ 68, 7! 2546, 2646 
New Cumberland lock and dam, Ohio__-__-_-_- ; , 224, 226, 

234, 237, 238, 283, 318, 319, 320-3 342, 415, 15 213 o4, wae 
New Haven Harbor, Conn. ci aiatatar "Riv er). a 


, 40, 46—52 63. 57D 
New York and Ne w Jersey Chi annels Ee AER Se) u15 7, 2038. 2078, posh 
Norfolk mpnover : 1162 
a ) 

ieecene Shisha N. ¥ 1380- 1384, 2436, 2437 
Ozark lock and dam, Arkansas____~ 411, 552, 2579, 2581, 2582, 2: 586 
Parrotts Creek, Va : _ 2140, 2706 
Pelican Harbor, Alaska 9, 2571, 2574 
Playa del Rey Inlet and Harbor, Calif a OTE: 800- 803, 1794 
Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway, Tex___-_--- eae 9 

Tule Lake extension 

36-foot channel ¢ 12 56, 23 be 36 
Channel to LaQuinta , 2498, 2702 
Port Angeles Harbor, Wash i amas ae 
Port Austin Harbor, Mich 1375, 2475, 2477, 2664 
Port Hueneme, Calif a ee 2550 
Portland Harbor, Maine 1457 
Portsmouth Harbor and Pisecataqua River, N. H. and Maine_ 65, 
1095, 1934, 2199 
Quillayute River, Wash... __-__-- actcisen nena ees Cee 
Rappahannock River at — lers Wharf, Va- é 2140, 2707 
Redondo Beach Harbor, Calif _ 678, 1796, 2530, 2589 
Richmond Harbor, Calif 655 -660, 1763 
Rockland Harbor, Maine 2552, 2640 
Rocky Pass in Keku Strait, Alaska______-_-_----~- 419, 2574 
Rogue River Harbor, Oreg. (Gold Beach) -------~_ 1859, 2104, 2682 
Sabine-Neches Waterway, Tex , 2603 





xx 


Engineers, Corps of, civil functions—Continued 
Construction, general—Continued 
Navigation projects—Continued 
Sacramento River, Deep Water Channel_~ 596-610, 1766, 2434, 2599 
Repayment 2249 
Opposition 


» 2115 
Sakonnet Harbor, R. I 35, 2686 


677 
2591 
1546 


Page 


San Joaquin River: Stockton Deep Water Channel, Calif__ 660- 


Savannah Harbor, Ga 308, 478- 480, 
Searboro River, Maine 65, 1085-1088. 290) 
Scituate Harbor, Mass 55, 2647 
Seldovia Harbor, Alaska 9,257 
Shilshole Bay, Wash , 27135 
Sitka Harbor, Alaska 9, 2573 
Skagway Harbor, Alaska 419, 2574 
Skipanon Channel, Oreg , 2683 
Small authorized pr ojects, fiscal year 1956 , 1067 
Small authorized projects in budget 2717 
St. Anthony Falls, Minn 2, 2653 
St. Augustine Harbor, Fla 75, ISTS 
St. Marys River, Mich 1066 
St. Petersburg Harbor, Fla 2205 
St. Thomas Harbor, V. I. (Charlotte Amalie) —~--------_~ 2027, 2708 
Stillaguamish River, Wash 2713 
Table of New England projects 63 
Tampa Harbor, Fla 99, 2024 
Thimble Shoal Channel, Va 1166 
Tillamook Bay and Bar, Oreg 2104 
Toledo Harbor, Ohio 2517 
Town River, Mass 66-69, 1093 
Umpqua River: Scholfield River at Reedsport, Oreg_ 1857, 1859, 2104 
Valdez Harbor, Alaska 418, 2574 
Wabash Island lock and dam, Evansville, Ind__-------__-~~ 273-275 
Warrior lock and dam, Alabama 
623, 625, 630-649, 653, 
Waterway, coast of Virginia 2140, 2182, 2183, 2207, 2567 
Webbers Falls lock and dam, Oklahoma 552, 2579 
REF IO FOND BIOTIN oe ct meme nnnweesae 65, 2203, 2649 
Whitefish Point Harbor, Mich 2476, 2479, 2561, 2563 
Willapa River and Harbor and Naselle River, Wash . , 27il 
Wilmington Harbor, N. C 548-1550, 2139 
Winter Harbor, Va 1168 
Wood Island and Biddeford Pool, Maine..-__--__--_-__--_- 2199 
Wrangell Harbor, Alaska 418, 1835, 2573 
Wrangell Narrows, Alaska 
Shore protection projects: 
TR i ac dessa cieaiitiiiie ema 26, 1173 
TI, rd le decane 35, 38 
i I St a cniciciie miemeet eo mmnma . 38, 40 
ON IRIOSI POI SO a denipicnienees 08, 40 
a cai 05, 40 
Light House Point, New Haven, Conn 38, 40 
Lynn-Nahant Beach, Mass 1097 
aN ieee = aaa 
ee Oe a ne ae ae 2548 
ISP remenaeirs A  aicais 26, 1304 
Quincey Bhore Baedh, Mags... ~...<esnkcincennseccee neu 65, 1097, 2047 
ats I I canisamianee 26, 65, 10! 6, 1095 
Sand Hill Cove, Point Judith, R. I 1, 2080 
Silver Beach to Cedar Beach, Conn bo 
Woodmont Shore, Conn , 38, 2121 
Mississippi River and tributaries ), 1299 
Planning: a 
Baton Rouge Harbor (Devils Swamp) La 2, 538, 1250 
New Madrid, Mo 508, 546, 1204 
Appropriations, Flood Control Act 1928, table of..-.---.---. 58 


ons 
» wit 





XXI 


Engineers, Corps of, civil functions—Continued Page 
Mississippi River and tributaries—Continued 
Planning—Continued 

Appropriation request, table of 502, 539 
Authorized projects, legislation of 534 
Atchafalaya River Basin 538, 540-541, 1289 
Channel improvement 505, 537, 541, 1260, 1262 
Lake Pontchartrain 1294 
Lower Arkansas River, North Bank, Ark 1275 
Te SN RT isi bee bases 517, 1271 
Memphis Harbor, Tenn 510, 1263 
Mississippi River levees 505, 524, 537, 541, 1256, 1259 
Old River control 538, 541, 1265 
Reelfoot Lake area 512, 1273 

St. Francis River Basin 415, 513, 544, 1268 
Tensas River Basin ( Boeuf-Tensas) ~--_.__________~_ 518, 538, 1277 
Vicksburg Harbor, Miss §28, 532, 1281, 1289, 2619 
Yazoo River, Main Stem §25, 1282, 1284 
Arkabutla Reservoir 525, 1282 

icc carecsieresineina ain blebathabeciep dcteasioicnierches bebaiisinc’ AS, Oe 

Big Sunflower River 522, 524, 1281, 1288 

Lower Auxiliary Channel 521, 524, 1287 

Yazoo City 525, 1287 


Federal Power Act (compensation) 
Fernald Act, repeal of 
Fish and Wildlife Service 
SRiRION PUBS... ncnncncee Se ere icdiepe Sota ieeipitennaapaciar sociale 
Se | I Sc nc aninen en ences cipesnsien seh antin igiglsiereegeein diab iguana lara 1670 


BO Gia cr ctacasesnnsconate a a a ia 1009, 1673 


G 


a 1059-1062 
Commercial statistics : 2273 
Executive direction and management 2267 
Regulation: 

Hydraulic mining 2272 
Illegal deposits in New York Harbor 2272 
Miscellaneous inspections, etc 2272 
cineca 2268 
River and Harbor Board 2269 
Beach Erosion Board 2271 
Special investigations 
General investigations: 
Exaniinations and surveys 8, 1066, 2408 
Altamaha River Basin, Ga 478 
Arkansas-Red-White Basins.___.....____--__ ec il rea eee 1339, 1481 
Beach erosion co-op studies 1146, 1200, 1518, 1832 
Central and south Pacific area " 1787 
Camm Pomme suereer, CO. ot te - 1787 
Eel River (comprehensive), Calif 732, 1788 
Los Angeles-Long Beach breakwater 1788 
Mad River 1788 
Ne ee ice EE cadena tbbadinustnconisesounasiaiens 1788 
Pescadero Creek 1788 
Redwood Creek 
San Gregaria Creek 
Santa Cruz Harbor, Calif 
Soquel Creek, Calif 

Central Valley Basin, Calif....c........_-_- coasted hes ipuge es sieasstodtaia 
Alameda Creek, Calif 
Bear Creek, San Joaquin Co., Calif 
Biemond Plan 
Corte Madera Creek, Calif 
Guadalupe River and adjacent streams, Calif 





General investigations—Continued 
Examinations and surveys—Continued 


Central Valley Basin, Calif—Continued 


Merced River, 


Sacremento- San Joaquin Delta 
San Mateo County streams 

Gan Rafael Creek, Calif 
Sonoma Creek, Calif 
Walnut Creek, Calif 

Colorado Basin: 
Colorado River and tributaries 
Gila River, at Tucson 


Kootenai River, Idaho________ 
Luckiamute River and Rickera 
Upper Snake River, Idaho 


above Lees Ferry, Ariz 


ll Creek, Oreg 


Eastern Rapides and South Avoyelles, La 


POM SS 
Great Basin: 
Carson River., Nev. and Calif 
Gleason Creek at Ely 


_. 724, 1820 
1820 


Jordan River, Utah (Parleys Canyon) --_- 1820, 2283, 2474 


Mojave River, Calif 
Silvies River, Oreg._........- 
Selene ees Nev_ 


Conneaut Harbor, Ohio 

Duluth-Superior, Minn. 

Grard River, Mich 

Kawkawlin River, Mich 

Manistique Harbor, Mich 

Maumee River, Ind. and Ohio 

Milwaukee Harbor, Wis__----- 

Rouge River, Mich 

Sandusky Harbor, 

Smokes Creek, N. Y 

Trempealeau River, Wis_----- 
Gulf and South Atlantic Basin_ 

Bakers Haulover Inlet, Fla 


1820 

calnasagiinionecdiaitean the tebdileasaendiitesis-dnvidiniictan asides 1824) 
724, 1820 

1356 


396, 136 

358, 1362 

aie least ina saetap bial 1358, 1361, 2286 
1356, 1361 

358, 1361 

1359, 1362, 2079 

i cairn en oh enc esensciattneahe heb eat 2416-2418 
fected uli 3 ADEs 


7-1924 


SS se I a a me re a 1920 12 4 


Biloxi Harbor, Miss.._........ 
Central and Southern Florida 

Chipola River (Dead Lakes) 

Chunky Creek, er rnae 
Core Creek, Neuse River, N. 


~=4 


and Pascagoula Rivers_ 


Gulf Coast Shrimp Boat season, Fla 


Kissimmee River Basin, Fla 
Miami Harbor, Fla 

Neuse River between Smithfield 
Northeast (Cape Fear) River, 
Palm Beach Harbor, Fla 
Pasquotank River, N. 


PORE) REA WOR PE rice nscctcicacrnnin 


Port Everglades Harbor, Hoil 
Sanford-Titusville Canal, Fl: 
Upper St. Johns River Basin, 
West Palm Beach Canal, Fla 
Harrisonville and Ivy Landing, Ill 


a 1 512, 1873. 1900 
and Wayne County, N. C_ 1517, 2549 
N. ¢ 


ywood, Fla 





General investigations—Continued 
Examinations and surveys—Continued 

Hawaii, Alaska and Puerto Rico drainage areas 

Indian Creek, 

Kisatchie Bayou and Cane River, La 

lake: Tapers, Lower Trinity: River, Tees... on... 19, 21 

Lower Mississippi drainage area, Louisiana 331 

Middle Atlantic Basin 1139, 1147 
Anacostia River, D. C 
Potomac River below Washington, D. C 
Chincoteague Bay, Va 
Delaware River, Philadelphia to the sea, Pennsylvania and 

New Jersey 

James River, Va 1023, 1047, 1141, 11438 
Juniata River, Pa 1148 
Lackawanna River, Pa ; 1144-1145 
Northeast flood study 1075 
Passaic River, N:.J-....._.._... 
Potomac River Basin 
Powells Bay, Va 
Schuylkill River, P: 
Wilmington Harbor, Del re » 22385 
Mississippi River and tributaries 252-1254 
Missouri River Basin ; 936 
James River, 8. c =a 414, 969, 1585 
Kansas City-North Kansas City and Birmingham, Kans_____ 1584 
Cheyenne River, S. Dak. and Wyoming 1586 
Lamine and blackwater Rivers, Mo 1584 
Little Sioux River, Iowa 1596 
RGR En 00 OnE REIN CN a a hh a ie leila es 2466-2474 
Platte River, Nebr : ; 1585 
Sun River, Mont 2083 
Vermilion River, S. Dak 1588, 2211, 2470, 2623 

New England Basin: 
Housatonie River, Conn 2519 
New England drainage area 1083 
Ete ORION, GLI ee a a iwi 64, 2197-2199 
Massachusetts navigation studies____._.._._.....____________ 64 
Pine Orchard Harbor, Conn... 2... 1867-1871 
Broge telend nayieetion: Stediewe . 5. 64 
New Hampshire navigation studies__..__...____-__________ 64 
Table of New England studies 65 

North Pacific drainage area 1735, 1861 
Cedar River, Wash 1737 
Coos Bay, Oreg 1737, 1861 
Coquille River, Oreg 1737, 1851, 1861 
Kingston Harbor, Wash 1737 
Rogue River, Oreg 1737, 1851, 1861 
Seattle Harbor, Wash 1737 
Tacoma Harbor, Wash 1737 
Umpqua River, Oreg 1736, 1851, 1861 
Wynoochee River, Wash 1737 

Ohio River Basin 1199 
ee MN RR i vs cntccstemeaceseig meron 137-140, 215, 1199 
Big South Fork, Cumberland River, Kentucky and Tennes- 


Cache River (Mill Creek), Ill 2314, 2406 
Chartiers Creek, Pa 1200 
Clarks River, Ky 217 
Connoquenessing Creek, Pa 

Cypress Creek, Ky 204, 215, 217 


Evansville, Ind 2154, 2156 
Kentucky River, Ky 166-176, 212, 215, 220, 1199 
Kokosing River, Ohio 1200 
Laurel River, Ky 212, 215 
Little Sandy River and Tygarts Creek, Ky______ 195-200, 212, 215 
Loyalhanna Creek, Pa 





XXIV 


General investigations—Continued 
Examinations and surveys—Continued 
Ohio River Basin—Continued 


Sandy Lick Creek, Pa 
Table of Ohio River Basin 
Turtle Creek, 
Twelve Pole Creek (East Lynn), W. Va 
Upper Wabash River, IL, Ind., and Ohio 
West Branch, Mahoning River, Ohio 
Grande and Gulf River drainage area 
TRIN TERROR, HN onic mncnadcndcdaketisebeidemmanne. 
Ozona 
RARER EGET OUI UI a cee lin asco crectwinlac ed hie Seabees ines 2133 
Gulf Intracoastal Waterway: Port Mansfield, Tex_______ 2348 
Red River bank stabilization 415, 984, 1349 
Red River, Shreveport, La., to Denison Dam and Jefferson, 
CI talented drat ae DAMIR L hacen 415, 223 
Saline River, Ark 2008 
Trinity Stiver, dake Liberty, TeK i236 bi annus... 2336 
SeET Shad Ca WON oh i eda ei ebdeiedinnn nn. 
Souris and Red River drainage area 
Lake of the Woods, Minn 1662, 2716 
Red River Basin, Minn. and N. Dak 1661, 2716 
ornare ORs, 25 5 cere eek catdddacn-. 66 
Southern Pacific Division 732, 738 
Upper Mississippi River Basin 1413-1416 
Big Muddy River (Canal) 
Gregory Drainage District, Missouri 
Upper Snake River, Idaho 
White River, Ind X 
SORIA) A a i a iri encbiitolwacklusctiaueebiban. =. - 2252 
Columbia River review 722, 1066, 1675, 1861 
Delaware River survey_--~ 1066, 1146, 1147, 1940, 1944, 1951, 1953-1971 
Interstate agreement 1959 
Great Lakes Harbor survey 1066, 1359, 1362, 2404 
Hurricane studies_.____........... 26, 34, 38, 40, 1075, 2252, 2253, 2256 
Ohio River survey 1066, 2404 
San Francisco Bay Survey 1066, 1755 
Watershed Protection Act study 1066, 2252, 2253 
Collection and study of basic data 817, 2252, 2254, 2258 
Stream gaging (Geological Survey) 
Precipitation (Weather Bureau) 
Fish and Wildlife (Fish and Wildlife Service) : 
Research and development 252, 2254, 2257 
Civil svorks investigations... tec sandals lake. $17, 2258 
Ian IRIE NIN Oe 
Mississippi Model Basin 
General statement 


1200 
244 
244 

1200 

1440 

2336 


23536 


2336 
1662, 2717 


2258 
2960 


1037 


Idaho Power Co 
International Joint Commission: Agreement with Canada 


L 
I acs cn gs ceictetucosadip redeemed 1069 
Lower Columbia River fish and sanctuary program__-_~ 856, 1732, 1854, 1859, 2104 


Maintenance and operation 
Deferred maintenance 
Arkansas-White-Red Basin 
Blakely Mountain Reservoir, Ark 





XXV 


Maintenance and operation—Continued 
Central and South Pacifie 
Central Valley Basin, Calif 
Columbia River Basin 
Columbia River Fish Program 
Delaware City, Del 
Emergency operations: 
Removing sunken vessels, etc 
Protecting and straightening channels, etc 
Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Basin 1410-1413 
Gulf and South Atlantic Basin 1575 
Backlog 1577 
Hawall-Aisene-t aero 100... 1840 
Illinois Waterway: Ice breaking 412 
Kahului Harbor, T. H 107, 109, 127-132 
Ne SR cai scraps aa ei a ie tn nti gs cence oaiaiencceciongissis 232, 242 
Lower Columbia River fish sanctuary program 846, 1733, 1735 
Lower Mississippi Basin 1338 
IO a a a a 1087 
Middle Atlantic backlog 1195 
Mississippi River and tributaries 505, 1295 
Backlog 1296 
1653-1656 


2008, 2017 
New England deferred maintenance 
New England requirements, table of 66 
North Dakota 
1733, 1748, 1857 


1246-1249 
Backlog 


Ouachita River (locks), Ark 
Pentwater Harbor, Mich 
Plymouth Harbor, Mass 
Portland Harbor, Maine 

Rio Grande-Gulf Basin 
Souris and B'ed Basin 
Tennessee Valley Basin 
Upper Mississippi River Basin 


National Rivers and Harbors Congre 
New England Flood Control Compact Commission 
ISA ar Oo ctcllansnsainccesin eens 
New starts in fiscal year 1956 
Unbudgeted projects awaiting clearance 
Niagara Remedial works 


Partnership plan 1071, 2188 
Passamaquoddy survey (State Department bill) 1075-1081 
Canadian participation 1079 
Fernald Act, repeal of 1081 
Power, apportioning 1080 


Personnel 1044, 1063, 1075 


375, 376, 393, 410, 1959, 1964, 1966 
228, 323, 1302 





Page 


2090, 2693 
OR i aires areca lacoianscsindansaiietieiie tae ae ne 2909 


St. Lawrence River, Joint Board of Engineers____-----------_______ 2274 
St. Lawrence seaway 1359, 1361, 2219 
Stanford Research Institute data 

SIESTA: WRMRIMIIEIS sa: cscs ines co ore de eli een agie isles cphbte ones aAdincacebaibbeee in coe 


x 


Table, projects in fiscal year 1956 appropriations 
Titanium production __-_ 


Unobligated and unexpended balances___......_......_-_-_---____- 1063, 1139 


Water plan, California : 731-733 
SER NITED sisi sicnrteinwincsariirainsaion saa iar tags tea iss dn tates sta tte te tiene 734 
Water pollution 410 
I COR AUR RI se cir en nea 1064, 1964 
OI NE I as cts ceca cacoiatcaiinace nian dein pean 818, 1657, 2399 
Proposed legislation 1065 
Water transportation, need for 8, 1300, 1354, 1438, 1510, 1582, 1722, 1963 
Workload 











PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 








HEARINGS 


BEFORE THE 


SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS 
UNITED STATES SENATE 


EIGHTY-FOURTH CONGRESS 
SECOND SESSION 


ON 


H. R. 11319 


MAKING APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE TENNESSEE VALLEY 
AUTHORITY, CERTAIN AGENCIES OF THE DEPARTMENT OF 
THE INTERIOR, AND CIVIL FUNCTIONS ADMINISTERED 
BY THE DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, FOR THE FISCAL 
YEAR ENDING JUNE 30, 1957, AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES 


TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY 


Printed for the use of the Committee on Appropriations 


os 


UNITED STATES 
GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE 
WASHINGTON : 1956 











a peonpmemeyry mr oO 


SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS 


ALLEN J. 
CARL HAYDEN, Arizona 
RICHARD B. RUSSELL, Georgia 
JOHN L. MCCLELLAN, Arkansas 
A. WILLIS ROBERTSON, Virginia 
LISTER HILL, 
WARREN G 
SPESSARD L 


Alabama 
MAGNUSON, Washington 
HOLLAND, Florida 


KENNETH J. Botsa 


ET, 


ELLENDER, Louisiana, Chairman 


WILLIAM F. KNOWLAND, California 
LEVERETT SALTONSTALL, Massachuset 
MILTON R. YOUNG, North Dakota 
EDWARD J. THYE, Minnesota 

KARL FE. MUNDT, South Dakota 
MARGARET CHASE SMITH, Maine 
HENRY C. DWORSHAK, Idaho 


Clerk to Subcommittec 





GRACE E, JOHNSON, Assistant ; 
ARMY CIVIL FUNCTIONS 
Entire subcommittee 
kx OFFICIO MEMBERS FROM PUBLIC Works COMMITTEE 
ROBERT S. KERR, Oklahoma EDWARD MARTIN, Pennsylvania 
ALBERT GORE, Tennessee 
KENNETH J. Rousquet, Clerk 
GRACE E. JOHNSON, Axxistant 
ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION—TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY 
LISTER HILL, Alabama, Chairman 
ALLEN J. ELLENDER, Louisiana LEVERETT SALTONSTALL, Massachusetts 
\. WILLIS ROBERTSON, Virginia WILLIAM F. KNOWLAND, California 
CARL HAYDEN, Arizona KARL E. MUNDT, South Dakota 
RICHARD B. RUSSELL, Georgia MARGARET CHASE SMITH, Maine 
Also on atomic energy items: 
CLINTON P. ANDERSON, New Mexico BOURKE B. HICKENLOOPER, lowa 
JOHN O. PASTORE, Rhode Island 
EarL Coorek, Clerk 
| 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION AND INTERIOR POWER MARKETING 
AGENCIES 
CARL HAYDEN, Arizona, Chairman 
ALLEN J. ELLENDER, Louisiana WILLIAM F. KNOWLAND, California 
WARREN G. MAGNUSON, Washington MILTON R. YOUNG, North Dakota 
RICHARD B. RUSSELL, Georgia EDWARD J. THYE, Minnesota 
JOHN L. McCLELLAN, Arkansas KARL E. MUNDT, South Dakota 
SPESSARD L. HOLLAND, Florida HENRY C. DWORSHAK, Idaho 
WILLIAM W. WoopruFF, Clerk 
II 
' 


DEPOsirE ) B) 
- vee U BY THE 
UNITED S:ATES OF AMERICA 


PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 


THURSDAY, MAY 31, 1956 


Untrep Srates SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 


Washington, D.C. 
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Capitol, Hon. Lister Hill (chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 
Present: Senators Hill, ENlender, Robertson, and Mundt. 


TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY 
Bupecer Program 


STATEMENTS OF GEN. H. D. VOGEL, CHAIRMAN, BOARD OF DIREC- 
TORS; A. J. WAGNER, GENERAL MANAGER; G. 0. WESSENAUER, 
MANAGER OF POWER; R. A. KAMPMEIER, ASSISTANT MANAGER 
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VALLEY AUTHORITY 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Senator Hity. The committee will kindly come to order. We have 
with us this morning the Tennessee Valley Authority. General, are 
you going to make the first statement ? 

General Voce.. Yes, sir; I have a very brief opening statement, 
Senator Hill. 

Senator Hity. All right, sir. 

General Vocet. The budget program before you contemplates an 
appropriation for 1957 of $5,357,000. The budget assumes the re- 
scission of $61% million included in the 1956 appropriation for trans- 
mission in connection with the Mississippi Valley Generating Co, 

The total amount of approprated funds which are estimated to be 
available in 1957 is $21,917,000, which takes into account the balance 
of about $16 million estimated to be available from previous 
appropriations. 

The principal new construction item in the appropriation-financed 
budget is $7,541,000 for starting the construction of a new lock at 
Wilson Dam, the total estimated cost. of which is $35 million. This is 
the first major navigation addition to the Tennessee waterway since 
the completion of the mainstream dams on the river. 
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The need for this project is a testimonial to the importance which 
the river has assumed as a transportation artery. Traitlic on the river 
is mounting very rapidly. ‘The tonnage already far exceeds that 
which had veen estimated for 1960. ‘The annual navigation benefits 
are substantially in excess of the annual charges for providing the 
navigation channel, 

The old lock system at Wilson Dam was designed over 35 years ago 
to meet navigation requirements visualized at that time. The new lock 
would replace these obsolete facilities which now constitute a serious 
bottieneck and hazard to rapidly increasing river trafic. 


UTILIZATION OF LEACHED-ZONE PHOSPHATE ORES 


Another item in the appropriation budget is $600,000 for modifying 
existing equipment and facilities to utilize the so-called leached-zone 
phosphate ores. The total cost of the conversion will be about twice 
this amount. 

At present, in phosphate-mining operations in Florida, many 
millions of tons of leached-zone ore, overlying the phosphate rock, are 
being discarded as a waste overburden. ‘TV A’s experimental work 
has demonstrated a process which makes it economical! to use this pres- 
ently wasted material for fertilizer purposes. 

Successful demonstration of an economical process for producing 
a high-analysis fertilizer from leached-zone ore and the development of 
a market for it will encourage the fertilizer industry to use the material 
now being wasted. 


FUNDS FOR POWER GENERATING UNITS 


During fiscal year 1957 it is estimated that more than $5 million of 
the total appropriated funds available will be applied to the installa- 
tion of power-generating capacity, all of it tor the completion of 
units now under way. ‘Lhe installation of such additional units at 
existing projects as are required will be financed from power revenues. 
TVA is now well ahead of schedule in the payments required by the 
provisions of the 1948 Appropriations Act and this use of power pro- 
ceeds will not jeopardize its ability to meet the requirements of the 
law. 

We have several members of the staff here today with us, Senator, 
if you have detailed questions. 

Senator Hint. All right. I think we might get a detailed break- 
down. I want to ask about the resource-development program, per- 
haps a little bit more detail about your fertilizer, and early expendi- 
tures, so we have the full picture before the committee. 


RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 


Senator Hit. Are you going to address your self to that, Mr. 
Wagner ? 
Mr. Wacner. Yes, sir. The resource-development program is pro- 


posed to be continued at about the level of expenditure that has been 
conducted in past years. 
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Senator Hiix. In that connection, the House, as you no doubt know. 
struck out on a point of order as legislation on the appropriation bill, 
the provision that $400.000 should be derived from the appropriation 
carried in the bill, and $750,000 derived from proceeds of operation of 
the Tennessee Valley Authority. 

With the $750,000 stricken, would you be able to carry on your pro- 
gram, or do you think you will have perhaps enough left over to carry 
on this program ? 

Mr. Wacaner. Yes, sir, I believe that we will have from the appro- 
priated funds available to us a sufficient amount to conduct the pro- 
gram at the level that is contemplated in the proposed budget. 

Senator Hix. I suppose this budget was arived at a good many 
months ago; wasn’t it? 

Mr. Waaner. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Vocet. Yes, sir, approximately a year ago, the beginning of it. 

Senator Hiri. Approximately a year ago was the beginning of it. 
In the light of the situation as of today, and the facts as of today, you 
feel that if you got the $400,000 as the House provided, out of the ap- 
propriation in this bill, you would be able to carry on with funds that 
you will carry over, your resource-development program ? 

Mr. Waaener. That is right. We will have a sufficient amount of 
appropriated funds in total available to us from this year and prior 
years to carry the program out at the level contemplated. 


LANGUAGE PROVISO ON FUNDS AVAILABLE 


Senator Hii. I notice after they struck out the $750,000 the House 
left in this language: 


Provided, That there shall be available for resource development activities pur- 
suant to the Tennessee Valley Authority Act of 1933, as amended, not to exceed 
$1,150,000. 

That gives you the right to take from the money appropriated by 
this bill the full $1,150,000; isn’t that right? If you did that, would 
you have to deny funds for some other item that you had estimated 
for in the appropriation carried in this bill, or will you be able under 
the bill as passed by the House, with the funds that you may have left 
over from last year, to carry on your resource-development program 
as planned? 

Mr. Waener. Yes, sir, we will. 

Senator Hii. You have filed—which should go in the record—the 
table showing your breakdown on resource development? 

Mr. Wacner. Page 86 of the budget-justification document. breaks 
down the resource-development budget, Senator Hill, and it was in- 
serted in the House hearings. 











4 PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 


Senator Hm. At this point in the record we will put this table in. 
(The document referred to follows:) 
TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY 


ScHEDULE B—4.—Resource development (for fiscal years ending June 30, 1955,1956, 
and 1957) 























1955 actual | 1956 estimate | 1957 estimate 
Innome Gncidentel inoome)...-.... 2-52 c ace ewcenncccncons | $5, 404 $9, 000_ | $16, 000 
———__—_ — =| —————— ———— — = 
Expenses: 
Agricultura] resource development--_-_---.---.------- = 78, 143 83, 000 116, 000 
Forest resource development : ak seae a -| 434, 271 475, 000 520. 000 
Tributary watershed deve lopment oe ee 290, 024 | 341, 000 414, 000 
Topographic mapping oak ‘ penne eT 35, 486 | 101, 000 100, 000 
Total direct expenses: | 
RE occ oeenencnnbnwne oes 336, 370 400, 000 400, 000 
Corporate funds | 504, 554 600, 000 750, 000 
\- — fh SS 
a as | 840, 924 1, 000, 000 1, 150, 000 
Distribution of administrative and ge neral expenses | 
(schedule B-5) -__--- sei ntcaaas cia teeiabeniak aka 109, 673 110, 000 130, 000 
Total expenses before depreciation - ---_-_- stance 950, 597 1, 110, 000 1, 280, 000 
Depreciation on general facilities ___-_--- _ 4 | 13, 817 15, 000 15, 000 
Total expenses.___-- : n-=--] 964, 414 | ie 125, 000 1, 295, 000 
Net expense of resource development---_--..------ dceeoal 959, 010 | 1, 116, “000 1, 279, 000 











F Notz.—In accordance with the Independent Offices Appropriation Act, 1955, resource development 
was financed 40 percent from appropriated funds and 60 percent from corporate funds in fiscal year 1955. 
The 1956 estimates of 40 percent from appropriated funds and 60 percent from corporate funds are based 
on the method of financing used in the Public Works Appr“priation Act, 1956. In the 1957 estimates the 
program is financed 35 percent from appropriated funds and 65 percent from corporate funds. 


LEVEL OF PROGRAM 


Senator Hitz. Is there any comment you would like to make on any 
of these individual items particularly ? 

Mr. Waener. Senator, these items are the same items which have 
been contained in the program for several years, and as I say, at about 
the level at which the program has been conducted in the past. 

The resource development program, we feel, is one of the important 
parts of TVA’s activities. It is the program in which we work most 
closely with the States and with the agencies of the region in helping 
them in their efforts to develop full use of the resources of the region. 

It contains programs in agricultural resource development, forest 
resource development, our tributary watershed development program, 
and a relatively small amount for topographic mapping. 


STATUS OF MAP PROGRAM 


Senator Hitt. How is your map program proceeding ? 

Mr. Wacner. The mapping program is not proceeding as fast as 
we would like to have it. We would like to see that program com- 
pleted as rapidly as possible and we had hoped to complete it by 
fiscal year 1961. 

A schedule of that kind would require an expenditure of about 
$300,000 a year, rather than the $100,000 which is in this budget, but 
we would hope to be stepping that up in a subsequent year if we can’t 
this year. 


{ 
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General Vocex. I might say on that, Senator, I don’t think that is 
as critical as certainly some of the other things which are contained 
in this program, and it is something, as Mr. Wagner has indicated, 
that can be postponed without too great harm done. 

Senator Hi. But the $100,000, although it may be more or less 
a minimum, will permit you to carry on ¢ 

General Voorn. Yes, sir. 


FOREST RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT 


Senator Hitt. Do you have any particular comment on any of these 
other items, like forest resource development ? 

General Vocren. There is really nothing much to say except that 
there is an increase contained here in the number of seedlings to be 
produced, which we feel is definitely desirable. There is provision 
made in the agricultural program, to extend the test demonstration 
work to additional States outside the valley, which I think should be 
noted, and which we feel, too, is a movement in the right direction in 
order that the benefits can be carried further beyond the local uses. 

Senator Hitt. Of course, as you know, the Congress has passed and 
the President has signed the bill providing for the soil-bank program. 
That program will no doubt take a lot of trees and seedlings, will it 
not ¢ 

General Voce. Yes, sir: I should imagine it will. 

Mr. Wacyer. Mr, Chairman, I think the record should make it clear 
that the test «demonstration program now is conducted in some States 
outside the valley. The proposal which General Vogel described in 
the 1957 budget would increase that number of States; in fiscal year 
1956 the program is being conducted in 18 States outside the valley, 
and the 1957 budget would provide for extending the program to an 
additional 6 nonvalley States, making a total of 24. 

Senator Hint. But you are now and have been carrying on these 
demonstrations in some 18 States outside the valley ? 

General Vocen. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hint. Somewhat akin to your fertilizer test-demonstration 
program is your fe rtilizer educational-sales program. I mean, some- 
what the same idea 

Mr. WaGNER. That is right. The test-demonstration program is 
more intensive than the fertilizer educational-sales program. They 
are both conducted in States outside the valley as well as in States 
in the valley. 

TRIBUTARY WATERSHED DEVELOPMENT 


Senator Hitt. How is the tributary watershed development getting 
along? 

General VoceL. We are making definite progress in that, Senator. 
We have a program now defined so that we think we are able to look 
ahead and anticipate pretty well what will be required and can be 
expected from it in the next few years. 

Mr. Waaner. We have real hopes i in that program, Senator Hill, of 
being able to interest the States in the valley w ith whom we are work- 
ing in taking responsibility for leader ship in these tributary water- 
shed- development programs. We have made good progress in that 
direction in the State of Tennessee, we think we have made a good 
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beginning with the States of Virginia and Mississippi, and we have 
had some initial contacts with other States in the valley. 

Senator Hii. Do you have any other comment on resource develop- 
ment you would like to make? 

General Voge. I don’t think there is anything else that needs to be 
pointed to particularly, Senator. I am sure you are well acquainted 
with the basic purpose of the program and, as Mr. Wagner has indi- 
cated, the budget does not depart very largely from what we did last 
year, except to ) expand parts of the program slightly. 

Senator Hint. ‘That is to bring in the other six States in your test- 
demonstration program ¢ 

General VoceL. Primarily, and some increase in the tree seedlings 
produced, as I have also indicated. 

Mr. Wagner. It also provides for working more intensively with 
two additional States in the tributary watersheds program. 

Senator Hitt. Which States are those / 

Mr. Wacner. We believe they will be Virginia and Mississippi. I 
might say, Senator, that we aren’t always sure until we find the extent 
of interest that exists in the several States in going into this kind of 
a program. We do not move in with a demonstration program in a 
selected watershed in any State until the State is ready and willing 
to take leadership in the development of that program in that State. 


NAVIGATION CONSTRUCTION 


Senator Hitt. General, in your navigation program, I understand 
the main expenditures there would be for the new lock? 

General Voce. That is the main thing and, of course, by all odds 
the most important thing. I can hardly overemphasize the importance 
of getting started with ‘that and in about the degree planned. 

We need that much money in order to make the most of our start- 
ing efforts. 

Senator Haiti. You had a splendid statement on that project set 
out in full on page 24 of your budget program. 

General VoGeL. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hitt. That statement covers it so fully we won't go into 
it any more at this point, but I think we will put that st: atement in 
full in the record at this point. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


1. CONSTRUCTION OF A NEw NAVIGATION Lock, WiLson Dam, $7,541,000 


The TVA system of dams on the main stem of the Tennessee River has created 
a navigation channel from Paducah, Ky., near the mouth of the Tennessee, to 
Knoxville, Tenn., some 650 miles upstream; $158,142,000 has been invested to 
make the river navigable. At the center of this navigation system is a serious 
bottleneck, the old lock system as Muscle Shoals. An additional investment 
estimated at $35 million to improve lockage facilities at this point will greatly 
increase the benefits of the investment in the whole system. 

At present, 3 lockages—through a tandem double-lift lock at Wilson Dam and 
a single-lift lock at lock and dam No. 1, about 2.6 miles downstream from Wilson 
Dam—are necessary to pass traffic between Pickwick and Wilson reservoirs. 
These old locks were designed about 85 years ago to meet the needs of navigation 
as visualized at that time. The controlling lock size is 60 feet by 292 feet. Barges 
300 feet long are in use on other rivers but can reach no more than one im- 
portant Tennessee River port because of the restriction at Muscle Shoals. The 
filling and emptying mechanisms and channel approaches are also obsolete. Due 
to the age of the operating mechanisms, failures could occur which would put 
the locks out of service and result in serious interruptions in traffic. The con- 
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crete in the river wall is badly cracked and this condition affords a potential 
hazard to navigation. 

The existing tandem lock arrangements at Wilson Dam doubles the operating 
time that would be required with a single-lift lock. In addition, each of the 
2 small lock chambers requires tows to be broken into many units. each unit 
requiring 2 separate lockages; thus the total lockage time is 6 to 8 times that of 
a Standard 110-foot by 600-foot single-lift lock. 

Delays are also experienced for other reasons: Both the lower approach to 
lock No. 1 and the upper approach to Wilson locks are extremely difficult to 
navigate, requiring tows to proceed very slowly. Lock No. 1 is closed by high 
water approximately 1 week per year on the average, stopping all traffic. The 
Wilson locks must be closed for repairs more frequently than any other lock on 
the Tennessee River. 

Traffic through the Muscle Shoals locks includes the most vital commerce on 
the river. These locks handle all of the valley’s waterborne imports of grain, 
automobiles, asphalt, and molasses; all river traffic associated with the operation 
of AEC facilities at Oak Ridge, Volunteer Ordnance Works at Chattanooga, 
and the Huntsville, Ala., Arsenal; and the bulk of all Tennessee River traffic 
in petroleum products, iron and steel, scrap metals, fertilizer, phosphate rock, 
sulfur, and coke. Through Wilson locks, as for the river as a whole, coal shows 
the greatest rate of increase among all commodities shipped. 

Tennessee River traflic is growing rapidly—in 1954, tonnage totaled 8,416,000 
tons, or 276 percent of that in 1950; the 1955 tonnage will exceed 9 million. 
Traffic through the Wilson locks rose from 452,000 in 1945 to 2,114,000 in 1954. 
On the basis of experience to date and additional movements for which shippers 
have bought or are seeking to buy terminal sites, the traffic at Wilson locks will 
reach the practical locking capacity within the next 2 or 3 years. Serious delays 
are already being encountered and will become more severe before a new lock can 
be constructed. 

Unless a new large lock is provided as soon as possible, the situation at Muscle 
Shoals will place a rigid ceiling on further development of traffic on the Tennessee 
River and will preclude realization of full value of the public investment in the 
Tennessee Waterway. 

The 1957 estimate includes $7,541,000 for continuing design work and beginning 
construction of a new lock at Wilson Dam. ‘The new lock is planned to have 
a single lift with 110-foot by 600-foot chamber and a dredged canal from the 
lower lock entrance to the head of Pickwick Reservoir, bypassing lock and dam 
No. 1. Construction of the new lock will require construction of a new highway 
bridge to clear the lock, replacing part of an existing highway across Wilson 
Dam. The plan provides for replacing the present lock and dam No. 1 by a new 
lock chamber immediately downstream from the existing locks at Wilson Dam. 
The existing locks at Wilson Dam will be kept in operating condition as an 


auxiliary for emergency standby service. The total cost of the project is esti- 
mated at $35 million. 


CAPACITY OF LOCK 


Senator Hiri. You feel that is urgently needed, General ? 

General Voce... Very definitely. I think it is one of the most im- 
portant programs thi at can be undertaken at this time. 

Mr. Waanerr. I think it is significant, Senator, that according to 
our estimates, the practical capacity of that lock is only 2,400,000 
tons a year, and this past year the traffic which used the lock had 
reached 2,210,000 tons. That is up from the year before and is about 
4 or 5 times what it was 10 years ago. Traffic i is continuing to grow, 
so unless this lock is started immediately, we are going to be in the 
position of having more traflic wanting to go through that lock than 
the lock can handle. Failure to provide a new lock would be a 
deterrent to the growth of the region and would prevent the service 
which the navigation channel could and should provide for that grow- 
ing region. 

Senator Hint. And the other expenditures on navigation are what 
we might term normal? 

General Vocen. Yes, sir. 

78300—56——2 
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Senator Hini. They are what you might term more or less just 
ordinary maintenance expenditures ? 

General Voce.. Routine maintenance. 

Senator Hun. The others are routine maintenance expenditures. 

Mr. Waener. The capital expenditures for navigation, under “Ac- 
quisition of assets,” are minor, for improvements ‘here and there, in 
small amounts. The figures are in the material that you asked to be 
placed in the record. 

There also is an item for navigation operations, you understand, 
which is our normal program covering such items as engineering 
planning of improvements that may be needed in the channel and 
the economic and rate studies related to developing the use of the 
channel. 

Senator Hin... Those, as the general says, are your customary nor- 
mal studies. 

Mr. Waenetr. Yes, sir; that is right. It is a normal program 
which we have been carrying on and it is at substantially the same 
level as last year 

Senator Hm. There are no funds in this appropriation at all, are 
there, for any power development ? 

General VoceL. No, sir—— 

Mr. Waener. There are funds only for completion of units that 
have been started in previous years. 

General Vocre.. For no new starts, though. 

Senator Hrtu. They are projects and units that are now under con- 
struction and have been under construction, which were started in 
previous years, and those funds are only for the completion of those 
units; is that correct ? 

Mr. Waaner. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hiri. However, so far as any new units are concerned, 
there are no funds in this appropriation ? 

Mr. Waaner. No, sir. 

Senator Hin. The Budget Bureau, I believe, has approved the con- 
struction of the two additional units at Johnsonville: isn’t that 
correct ? 

Mr. Wacner. Yes, sir: and the unit at John Sevier. 

Senator Hii. They approved those three units? 

General Voorn. Yes, sir. 


PAYMENTS INTO TREASURY 


Senator Hiri. Are you up to schedule on your payments into the 
Treasury under the amortization requirements ? 

General Voce... We are ahead of schedule, sir. 

Senator Hiri. You are pretty definitely ahead of schedule? 

General Vocen. Yes, sir. We can give you those figures if you 
would like to put them in the record. 

Mr. Wessenaver. We are about 2 years ahead of schedule, assuming 
a hypothetical schedule based on average annual installments of one- 
fortieth of the total. 

As you understand, the law also stipulates certain minimum pay- 
ments, and we are very considerably ahead of those minimum require- 
ments. Assuming an average requirement, we are about 2 vears ahead 
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Senator Hitu. You are about 2 years ahead of a schedule based on 
average payments? 

Mr. Wessenavrr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hinz. And considerably ahead so far as the minimuin 
requirements are concerned ¢ 

Mr. Wessenaver. Yes, sir. At the end of this fiscal year we will 
have paid $186,500,000 as contrasted with a 40-year schedule of aver- 
age installments which would call for about $115 million. The aver- 
age installment would now be about $35 million a year, so you can see 
that our additional payments of over $70 sane gi ani million 
against $115 million—put us about 2 years ahead of an average 
schedule. 

Senator Hii. You speak of the end of this fiscal year? 

Mr. WesseNaAver. That is right, sir. 

Senator Hix. What about the end of the fiscal year we are now 
considering, 19574 Will you keep up this pace pretty well? 

Mr. WessenaAver. The ‘budget , as you may have noted, Senator, 
showed an estimated payment of $75 million. That estim: ite was 
based on the assumption that the new generating units would be 
financed from funds provided through the issuance of revenue 
bonds, on the assumption, in turn, th: aut enabling legislation would 
have been enacted. 


FINANCING OF ADDITIONAL UNITS 


Inasmuch as that legislation has not yet reached the stage of reality, 
and in view of the action of the Congress with respect. to the way 
they would like us to be paying for additional units, we are pro- 
ceeding to install the additional units through the use of current 
rather than future power revenues. C onsequently, in lieu of the esti- 
mate of $75 million, a smaller estimate will have to be developed to 
recognize that much of the power revenue will be required for new 
generating units and there will be correspondingly less available 
to return to the Treasury. Even if we did not make any payment 
next year, we would be a year ahead, but I would think that the 
Board would be in a position to make a determination at the ap- 
propriate time that a payment could be made. 

General Voce.. I trust, Senator Hill, it might not be out of order 
at this time to bring to your attention the fact that this construc- 
tion of a number of units from revenues is an expedient and the 
means whereby TVA is able to meet its power obligations for the 
next several years. The need still exists for a long-range way of 
financing ourselves into the future and we are very urgently hop- 
ing that some kind of legislation will be enacted that will give us 
the right to issue revenue ‘bonds. 


EFFECT ON PAYMENTS TO THE TREASURY 


Senator Hi. However, whether you get that right or whether 
you don’t get it, so far as the next fiscal year is concerned, you 
will be in full compliance with the requirements of the law so far 
as making payments to the Treasury; is that correct? 

‘ cone Vice. We will be able to make the payments as required 
y law. 
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Senator Hitz. You will make all your payments as required by 
law; is that right? 

Mr. Wessenaver. That is right, sir, and revenues would be suf- 
ficient to add capacity that is required on the system. 

Senator Hi. And payments would be made to the Treasury as 
required by law, in the coming fiscal years? 

Mr. WesseNnAaveEr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hinn. I wanted to make that clear in the record. 

Mr. Wessenaver. On that point I am sure you understand, Sen- 
ator, that the former estimate of $75 million is not called for to 
meet the legal requirements. 

Senator Hriu. I understand that. I appreciate that. I realize, 
too, as you have said, that you are some 2 years ahead now, really, 
of what you might call the average requirement and considerably 
more ahead so far as the minimum requirements are concerned; is 
that correct ? 

Mr. Wessenaver. That is correct. 

Senator Hint. Suppose we turn our attention, then, for a minute 
to fertilizer. Are you going to tell us about the fertilizer program 
now, Mr. Wagner? 


LEACHED-ZONE PHOSPILATE DEPOSITS IN FLORIDA 


Mr. Wacner. The major new item in the fertilizer program is the 
proposal to revise and adjust some of the plant facilities at Muscle 
Shoals to make a fertilizer from what is called the leached-zone 
phosphate ore in Florida. 

There is a considerable amount of material which overlies the phos- 
phate ore now mined and used in Florida. That material has a rela- 
tively low concentration of P.O;, and it is now discarded. It con- 
tains about 12 percent P.O; and in the process of discarding it, about 
114 million tons of P.O; are thrown away and wasted. 

This is about half as much Florida phosphate ore as is actually 
mined and used. The process which we have developed would make 
a concentrated fertilizer from this now wasted material and we want 
to go ahead with that program for the purpose of demonstrating the 
process so that industry might take it up and avoid the continuing 
waste of this resource, and also to introduce the new product for use 
on the farms. 

Senator Eiienper. Is this a new program? 

Mr. Wacner. This is a new material. 

General VoceL. It is a new program; yes, sir. It is part of the 
tertilizer program, a new phase of it. 

Senator ExLENDER. Must you install new machinery / 


EQUIPMENT REQUIRED 


Mr. Wacner. This would be largely an adaptation of machinery 
that we now have. There will be some new equipment required, of 
course, but to give you a measure of that, Senator, the cost of this 
unit is estimated at only about 5 percent of what a commercial plant 
would cost to produce considerably more than we would produce. The 
commercial plant would produce about 200,000 tons a year. The TVA 
unit would be capable of producing something over 20,000 tons a 
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year. It is just enough to let us demonstrate the process and intro- 
duce the material. 

Senator ELtenper. Is that a plant merely to more or less experi- 
ment so that it can be used in the future as a lead to others to get 
into the same business and save this ? 

General Vocer. It is a little more than experimental. We have 
really undertaken a large part of the experimental phase and this 
gets into a practical demonstration phase, you might say, whereby : 
demonstration unit can be built to interest industry in going ahead with 
the same process. 

TYPE OF PHOSPHATE DEVELOPED 


Senator ELLenprer. What is the difference in the unit cost of pro 
ducing phosphate from the material you have just described and the 
material that is now being used ordinarily by manufacturers ? 

Mr. Wacner. Mr. Young, our manager of chemical engineering, 
will answer that. 

Mr. Youne. In an estimate made of a commercial plant to produce 
this same product, the cost of the fertilizer is approximately the same, 
perhaps a shade cheaper ; 

Senator ExLtenper. I don’t mean the same material, now. I am 
talking about the phosphate that you get from Flor ida. Here you 
say that you are trying leached-zone ore, which is not, as I under- 
stand, the same material that is used by private concerns in making 
phosphate. 

Mr. Youna. At the present time, the leached-zone material we are 
talking about occurs in the phosphate deposits in Florida overlying 
the phosphate which is normally used. 

Senator ELLtenper. I understand that, but how much more does it 
cost per unit to produce phosphate from that? 

Mr. Younea. It won’t cost any more per unit. 

Senator Ettenper. Why don’t the private concerns use it? 

Mr. Youna. The reason the private concerns do not use it at the 
present time is that this leis material is a different form of 
phosphate. It is aluminum phosphate rather than the calcium phos- 
phate which is normally used, and the work which we are doing is to 
develop that aluminum phosphate into a fertilizer which can be pro- 
duced by industry and used by the farmer. 

Up until the work by TVA no known process had been developed 
whereby this material could be used, and at the present time it is 
simply removed as overburden and thrown aside so that they can get 
at the normal phosphate ore which they now use. 

Senator E:itenprer. If the unit cost is the same, I don’t see why 
private industry doesn’t use it. 

Mr. Youna. One of the principal reasons is because the material 
has not been tested on farms and there has been no experience by the 
farmers throughout the country on using this new type of fertilizer, 
so that what is really needed is both to develop the process and pro- 
duce material, and to demonstrate it on the farm. 

The investment for a commercial plant to utilize this material is 
quite high, so that no fertilizer company at the present time is going 
to invest in it. 

Senator ELieNper. And you say you have the facilities now to do 
this without adding any new ones? 
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Mr. Younc. We have facilities at the present time, plus the modifi- 
cations. We are asking for $600,000 this year. The total cost of the 
project would be about $1,219,000. 

I might, incidentally, say that an estimate for a commercial plant 
to produce this material, 200,000 tons a year, was something like $27 
million, so that TVA is in a position to try out this process and 
product at a modest cost. 

Senator ELtenper. To produce it you are asking for $1,200,000 to 
add to the machinery you now have and your production would be 
about 20,000 tons per year? 

Mr. Younes. That is right. 


AEC INTEREST IN PHOSPHATE OKES 


Senator Hiti. Let me ask this question: Is it not a fact that your 

interest in this leached-zone phosphate was, if not first invited, cer- 
tainly stimulated by a request from the AEC? Doesn’t this leached- 
zone phosphate contain a certain amount of low-grade uranium ? 

Mr. Youne. The Atomic Energy Commission in 1952 recognized 
that this leached-zone phosphate ore in Florida did contain low- “grade 
uranium ores. However, it was such low grade that they could not 
afford to mine the ores just for the uranium, so that the problem was 
to find some method of utilizing the leached zone-ore and recovering 
the uranium as a byproduct. 

This process does that. It makes it possible to extract the uranium 
during the process of manufacturing the fertilizer. 


RECOVERY OF URANIUM 


I might say that I noted recently from a news release that the 
Atomic E nergy Commission is concerned about the future supply of 
uranium ores, so that we would hope that by the time this is developed 
and used as a fertilizer, the uranium could be recovered. 

Senator Hx. In other words, one reason that you took the step 
looking toward this development was this request from the Atomic 
Energy Commission ? 

Mr. Youne. That is right, sir. 

Senator Hix. Because , they were anxious, if possible, to bring about 
the development of the uranium that is in this same phosphate ore ; 
isn’t that correct ? 

Mr. Youna. That is right. In the meantime, they have discovered 
some reserves in the West which are probably taking a little of the 
pressure off the need for this uranimum. However, I know they are 
very much concerned about the future supply of uranium and this 
does contain a large tonnage which is now being wasted. 

Senator Hinz. You used the word “waste.” Isn't it true that this 
leached-zone ee that you now plan to develop is practically 
all waste today ? 

Mr. Youna. Something like 14 million tons of this material is 
removed and thrown away each year. It means not only that the 
phosphate is wasted, a tremendous amount of phosphate, the recovery 
of which would extend the reserves of this country, but it also wastes 
uranium. 

Senator Hix. In other words, as it is now you waste the phosphate 
and you waste the uranium. 
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Mr. Youne. That is right. 

Senator Hix. And that is what we have been doing. If your expe- 
riment works out, what will this mean to the Flor ida. phosphate field, 
so to speak? In other words, if you work this experiment out where 
you can use this leached-zone phosphate, how much will that mean 
to our phosphate reserves in Florida? 

Mr. Youna. We estimate if this process works out and the entire 
amount of this leached-zone material were recovered, it would prac- 
tically double the life of the Florida phosphate reserve based on the 
rate at which it is now being used. 

Senator Hiti. In other words, at the rate those reserves are now 
being used, if this experiment you seek to make now proves success- 
ful, as you think it will, we will have twice as much phosphate as we 
now have. 

I mean, it would have the effect of doubling the amount of usable 
phosphate the good Lord put down there; is that right? 

Mr. Youne. That is right, and the longer we delay doing this job, 
the more the material is being wasted, material which we will never 
recover, so that it is important that the job be done now. 

Senator Hit. In other words, you have to separate this leached- 
zone phosphate from the rock phosphate and that leached-zone phos- 
phate is thrown away as waste. It is gone and gone forever. You 

can’t go back some other time and reclaim it; is that right? 

Mr. Youne. That is right, because it is mixed with other over- 
burden «iid is further diluted in quality. 

General Vocrer. | think perhaps I should point out, Senator, that 
the process which we will actually put into effect will not result in 
the recovering of uranium by us, but we will develop the process for 
recovering uranium so that it can be recovered if necessary. We won't 
be in the uranium business. 

Senator Hit.. I understand that and I don’t want to see you in the 
uranium business, but I did want to bring out the proposition that what 
you are doing has a twofold purpose, to wit, the use of matter that is 
now going to waste, and that might mean a great deal. 

Certainly if you are going to recover phosphate now wasted that 
would mean a great deal. And if, in addition, as a result of your 
experiment you make possible the development and use of this uranium, 
that would be in line with the thinking of the AEC when they made 
the request of you to make this uranium available to them; is that 
correct ¢ 

General Vocen. Thats correct. 

Mr. Younc. I would anticipate that maybe the AEC would desire 
to do some work along this line as we develop this process. 


RELATIONSHIP WITH AEC 


Senator Hitt. You havea close relationship with the AEC anyway / 

General Vocen. Very definitely, 

Senator Hitn. And as you brought forth your development, you 
would be working in collaboration with them: is that right ? 

Mr. Youne. That is right. 

Senator Hinn. Senator, go ahead. 

Senator Eruenper. All I was trying to do was bring out the facts. 


Thatisall. Let meask you this: 
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HOUSE APPROVAL 


Did the House approve the amount you asked for? 

General Voce. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hitt. They gave you the full amount ? 

General Vocer. The full amount requested in the entire budget. 

Senator Hiri. And that is the only new thing in the fertilizer pro- 
gram ? 

General Vocen. Yes, sir. 

Senator Errenprr. Will that sum be sufficient to erect a plant of 
20,000-ton capacity ? 

General Vocrn. The amount requested, sir, is about half enough. 
This will get the program started and the next year a similar amount 
will be requested. Tt isa 2-year project. 

Senator ELLENnprr. You are not producing any now then? 

General Vocrn. No, sir. 

Senator Hiri. In other words, what you are doing now is getting 

ready to carry forward your dev elopment; is that right ? 

General Voce. That is right. 

Mr. Youne. The amount we have asked for this year will cover the 
essential equipment we have to purchase and the balance would be 
requested in the succeeding fiscal year. 


VALUE OF FERTILIZER RESERVES 


Senator Hi. Are there any estimates in terms of dollars and cents 
of what phosphate sells for today, or in terms of how much money 
this might mean if this development were successful by doubling the 
phosphate reserves of Florida ? 

I don’t know whether that is possible. 

Mr. Waener. Senator Hill, the value of the 114 million tons of P.O, 
that is now being wasted could be determined in terms of its present- 
day worth and I would be glad to have that figure developed for you. 

Senator Hinz. If you could get some figures and supply them for the 
record, I think we would be interested in having them. wouldn’t we, 
Senator ? 

[ think that would be interesting. 

(The information referred to follows:) 

In accordance with the evaluation of the leached-zone phosphate process as 
made by a commercial engineering company the leached-zone phosphate mined 


and discarded each year if used as a raw material could be evaluated at ap- 
proximately $4 million. 


Based on the current market price of P.O; in fertilizers, the quantity of P.O; 
in the leached-zone phosphate wasted each year would have an approximate value 
of $150 million if it were available in fertilizers. 


INCOME FROM FERTILIZER PRODUCTION 

Senator Hiri. That is the only new thing in your fertilizer 
program ¢ 

General Voce. It isthe only new thing of consequence. 

Mr. Youne. It is the only new thing. Of course, we are carrying 
on our experimental work in our laboratories and our pilot plants. 

Mr. Wacner. That is the same program that we have been carry- 
ing on. 

Senator Hini. And, of course, all your fertilizer production is for 


experimental and development purposes, the benefits of which go to 
private industry in the United States ? 


a 1 eran anne. 
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Mr. Youne. That is right. 

Senator Hitt. However, in that connection you do have a nice in- 
come, don’t you, from this fertilizer production? 

Mr. Wacner. Yes, sir. The revenues received from the sale of fer- 
tilizer in recent years have been more than enough to cover the cost of 
operation and research and demonstration. 


COOPERATION WITH FERTILIZER RESERVES 


Senator Hix. I recall it hasn’t been so many months ago that you 
had invited representatives of the fertilizer industry to come there to 
your plant at Muscle Shoals to see a new development, I believe in 
connection with the ammoniation of super phosphate. 

Mr. Youne. That is right. 

Senator Hint. And you had there representatives of, I believe, some 
160 fertilizer manufacturers and distributors; is that right? 

Mr. Youne. Yes. You might be interested, Senator, to know that 
we have issued royalty-free licenses to some 50 to 60 fertilizer com- 
panies and manufacturers to use or to produce this ammoniator. The 
equipment is now being used all over the United States and we esti- 
mate that roughly 75 percent of the people making granulated fer- 
tilizer have taken advantage of the technical information we developed. 

Senator Hinz. In other words, there is available to them and they 
make use of your research findings, of your design data, and your oper- 
ating information; is that right ? 

Mr. Youna. We not only publish in the technical journals articles 
covering our work; we invite industry to send visitors to the plant. 
We actually give them drawings and details of our equipment. 


CREATION OF MARKET 


General Vocex. I think important to that, Senator, is the fact that 
we are actually helping to create a market—not only developing tech- 
niques for private industry but helping to create a market for them 
to serve. 

Senator Hix. To create a market, you mean not only give the fer- 
tilizer industry the benefit of your techniques as to how to “dev elop this 
new fertilizer and all that, but you also help create a market for the 
fertilizer ¢ 

General Vocrt. By creating a desire on the part of the farmers for 
the fertilizer. 

Mr. Youne. You will recall, Senator, that we furnished technical 
information and drawings which resulted in the establishment of a 
phosphorus plant at Poc atello, Idaho. 

As a mail, that was the first electric furnace plant in that area. 
Since then several others have come in. The production of the area 
is expanding and the western reserves which contain the bulk of the 
phosphate 1 in this country are now being developed. 

Senator Hiu. And that plant was built and designed on the basis 
of developments that you carried out? 

Mr. Youna. Information obtained from TVA; yes, sir. 

Senator Hitz. Senator, have you any other questions on this fer- 
tilizer ? 

Senator ELLeNnpER. No. 

Senator Hirt. Is there anything you gentlemen want to add? You 
put the table in the record showing a breakdown on your fertilizer? 

78300—56——3 
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COMBINATION FERTILIZER FACILITIES 


Mr. Wacner. We can do that. That is page 67, schedule B-3, and 
this leached-zone unit which we have described is discussed beginning 
on page 33. 

Senator Hitz. We might put that statement on page 33 in the record. 

General VocreL. Page 33 running over through the top of page 35. 

Senator Hiri. That is under the caption “Combination Fertilizer 
Facilities.” 

General Voce.. That is correct. 

Senator Hi. All right. We will put then, if there is no objection, 
in the record this excerpt appearing on page 35 under the caption 
“Combination Fertilizer Facilities” down through the top of page 35. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY 


ScHEDULE B-3.—Fertilizer and munitions development for fiscal years ending 
June 30, 1955, 1956, and 1957 


| 
1956 estimate 


1955 actual 1957 estimate 





Income: 
Sales of fertilizer: 
Federal agencies _ - 


: ws $514, 941 
Cooperatives and other distributors-- 


19, 490, 769 


$1, 565, 000 
19, 758, 000 


21, 323, 000 


$1, 565, 000 
18, 249, 000 


Total sales of fertilizer - 20,005,710 | 19, 814, 000 


| 
- - i | 
Sales of byproducts and recovery of other production and | 


distribution expense - - -- 274, 676 425,000 | 425, 000 
Total income from fertilizer production and distribution_| 20,280,386 | 21, 748, 000 | 20, 239, 000 
Income from partial payment plan_- Buin tale ‘ 173, 041 233, 000 402, 000 


Other income_.--- ‘ ie 5, 413 | 10, 000 5, 000 


20, 646, 000 


Total income 20, 458, 840 21, 991, 000 

Expenses: | 
Research on products and processes (appropriated funds) - 1, 289, 096 , 238, 000 | 
Basic research (appropriated funds) -- 245, 520 303, 000 


1, 238, 000 

wronomic 351, 000 

Production and distribution (corporate funds): 
Cost of products including depreciation 
Other expenses_ 


113, 000 
679, 000 


16,334,448 | 17, 
1, 797, 788 


15, 920, 000 
707, 000 


18, 132, 236 17, 792, 000 


Gross cost of production and distribution _- 16, 627, 000 
Less products transferred: 
Transferred to farm test-demonstrations below 517, 525 | 511, 000 | 823, 000 


Transferred to other TVA programs.- -- 33, 786 | 
Less depreciation included above_ -.--- 1, 901, 941 


31, 000 
939, 000 


50, 000 
939, 000 


. 311,000 


14, 815, 000 


Total direct cost of production and distribution- 15,678,984 | 16 


Farm test~lemonstrations: 


Planning and supervision (appropriated funds) --.___- 390, 384 382, 000 | 436, 000 
Fertilizer used: | 
Appropriated funds-- ‘ 344, 484 | 278, 000 421,000 
Corporate funds : 173, 041 | 233, 000 402, 000 


1, 259, 000 


Total farm test-demonstrations - -- 907, 909 | 893, 000 
Total direct expense: 
iated funds_. 


2 


2, 269, 484 








Appropr 


Corporate funds_-- 


Total 
Distribution of 
(schedule B-5) 


administrative 


and general expenses 


Total expenses before depreciation _ - 
Depreciation on chemical facilities _- 


Total expenses 


Net income from fertilizer and munitions development. 


15, 852, 025 
18, 121, 509 
379, 253 





7, 680 


18, 500, 762 | 
1, 950, 398 | 


20, 451, 160 | 


16, 544, 000 


18, 745, 000 | 


410, 000 


19, 155, 000 
987, 000 


20, 142, 000 


, 849, 000 


= |] 


2,201, 000 | 


2, 446, 000 
15, 217, 000 
17, 663, 000 


| 440, 000 
18, 103, 000 
987, 000 


19, 090. 000 


1, 556, 000 
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4, COMBINATION FERTILIZER FACILITIES, $600,000 


The Florida phosphate deposits contain a layer of material, called leached 
zone ore, overlying the phosphate rock. The phosphate in the leached zone is 
largely in the form of aluminum phosphate rather than calcium phosphate 
normally mined for use in the production of commercial fertilizers. The aver- 
age P.O; content is about 12 percent. The leached zone ore contains uranium 
also; the ratio of its uranium oxide content to its P.O; content is about three 
times that of ordinary phosphate ore. At present the leached zone material is 
discarded as a waste overburden, expensive to move. Fourteen million tons of 
it is discarded each year, containing some uranium and about 1,500,000 tons 
of POs, the equivalent of half the P.O; in the Florida phosphate rock used or 
mined annually. 

The AEC is interested in the recovery of uranium from this source as a by- 
product of commercial operations. The TVA is interested in the use of the 
material in conserving phosphate resources, in the production of fertilizer, and 
in the national defense. 

In 1952 AEC asked TVA to conduct research on the manufacture of fertilizer 
and the recovery of byproduct uranium from Florida leached zone ore. In its 
budget program for 1956 TVA discussed this process development work, which 
has been carried through the pilot-plant stage. 

AEC engaged a private engineering firm to make an evaluation of the TVA 
process. The findings of these engineers indicate the commercial feasibility 
of the process. They also found the uranium recovery aspects of the process 
to be technically feasible. 

Tests made independently by TVA and the USDA indicate that the physical 
properties of the fertilizer products are satisfactory. There is very little in- 
formation on the effectiveness and use of aluminum phosphates as fertilizer; 
therefore the product needs extensive testing. Since the leached zone ore is 
so different from the ores normally used as a source of phosphate, the fertilizer 
industry will not be in a position to utilize it until experimental production 
and field demonstration of the fertilizer made from it are completed. 

The 1957 estimate of $600,000 provides for beginning construction at Wilson 
Dam, Ala., of a demonstration-scale unit, to cost $1,219,000, for production of 
a 15-15-15 fertilizer. The unit will have a capacity of 25,000 tons, only enough 
to demonstrate the process and the product. This project does not involve 
a demonstration unit for uranium recovery. It is anticipated that AEC may 
ultimately be interested in demonstrating the recovery of uranium through 
the TVA process. The investment for the unit is less than 5 percent of that 
required for the commercial plant estimated by the engineering firm retained 
by AEC. The low investment for the TVA unit is made possible for its smaller 
size and the extensive use of existing equipment and facilities at the TVA 
chemical plant. Technical information obtained from plant operation and from 
fertilizer tests will be made available to the fertilizer industry. 

Successful demonstration of an economical process for producing a_ high- 
analysis fertilizer from leached zone ore and the development of a market for 
it will encourage the fertilizer industry to use the material now wasted. This 
in turn will reduce the cost of mining the phosphate going into fertilizer, will 
extend the life of the Florida phosphate reserves by nearly half, and will help 
in the national defense by making possible the recovery of a significant domestic 
source of uranium. Such a demonstration and development will take several 
years. Therefore it is imperative that they begin soon in order that the ad- 
vantages of utilizing the leached zone ores may be realized as early as possible. 

Senator Hiru. Is there anything else you gentlemen would like to 
add on fertilizer ? 

Mr. Waenenr. I believe not, Senator, unless you have questions. 

Senator Hitt. Do you have any questions, Senator ? 

Senator E.tenper. Not on fertilizer. 

Senator Hix. We have talked about navigation, talked about 
power, and talked about fertilizer. 

Do you want to ask a question at this point ? 
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COMPARISON OF ESTIMATES 


ure 


I 


Senator Ertenper. I simply wanted to ask how does the fig 
$5,357,000, which is your 1957 estimate, compare with last year’s? 
mean for the same work. 

General Vocex. It is substantially below the total figure of last 
year’s budget. 

Senator Exzenper. I understand that. That is because you had 
some construction ? , 

General Vocen. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLenper. However, I am talking about your administra- 
tive work. 

General Vocrt. I would say the items for administration run a 
little bit more than last year. 

Senator Erxenper. What is that due to? 

General Vocen. Some of it is due to the general rise in costs. 

Senator Hix. What page are you reading from now? 

General Vocet. I don’t have any particular page on this. This is 
in reply to a general question. In addition, in some of our planned 
expenditures for work in maint: ining our facilities at dams, we feel 
that there are some things that need to be done that we didn’t do last 
year, a little more emphasis perhaps on rehabilitation of access roads, 
and things of that nature, and then, of course, in the agricultural 
program we are adding test demonstration farms in six other States, 
as has been brought out. 


£ 
2 


SEEDLING PROGRAM 


I also have mentioned that we are increasing our seedling program 
by a small amount, whereby we will produce about 31% million more 
pine seedlings this year than before. Those are all rather small 
amounts. 

Senator Eitenpver. Are those produced in a nursery ? 

General Vocren. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENpER. What do you do with them? Do you sell them? 

General Vocrt. No. These are passed out through the State agen- 
cies for use in reforesting the areas where that is necessary in the 

valley. 

Senator E1rnenper. You mean within the Tennessee V alley ? 

General Vocrt. Within the Tennessee Valley; yes, sir. There is no 

sales program as such, although I believe there are 1 or 2 agencies of 
Government that have found it necessary to buy these. 
Senator Exzenper. On whose land is this utilized ? 

General Vocet. It is on private lands. 

Senator ELtenper. Why was it necessary to increase that? 

General Voor. Because of the need, that is generally recognized. 
I believe, that lands should be protected against ‘the erosion which is 
bound to follow the clearing of the land if forests are not replaced, and 
because there has been an increase in the demand for wood products 
in this region, so that there must be a replenishment. 

What we are doing is only by way of encouragement, you might say, 
because the owner himself plants the seedlings. 

Senator Eitenper. Much of this inures to the benefit of the land- 
owners themselves. Why shouldn’t they pay for some of these seed- 
lings? Why should you furnish them free ? 


in 
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General Voce. I think there is also a national benefit. 

Senator Extenper. I know that. We have some nurseries in my 
area, but the farmers must pay so much per thousand for trees. 

General Voce. I would have no objection to that, if it could be done. 
However, I think it would be an impractical program. 


COST OF REFORESTATION 


Senator Extenper. Why should it be? It is all produced at Govern- 
ment expense and I am satisfied that you could easily sell every seed- 
ling you produced if you tried to, but why is it that you give them 
away to the people out there, particularly when it inures to their 
benefit ¢ 

Of course, as you say, the purpose is to prevent erosion, but my guess 
is that it is more beneficial to the individuals than to the Gover nment, 
and it strikes me that wherever you are able, you ought to get a few 
pennies back if you can and make this less costly. 

Mr. Waener. Senator, one of the problems in the Tennessee Valley 
is that most of the forest holdings are in small acreages and the admin- 
istrative costs of collecting funds in small amounts from farmers who 
are reforesting 5 or 10 acres would be fairly substantial. 

The problem of persuading them to reforest these small areas is an 
even more difficult one, and the availability to them of seedlings free 
of cost is a little incentive which helps to move the program faster. 

Senator ELLENpDER. How long have you been carrying this program 
out? Ever since we have had the Tennessee V alley Authority ? 

Mr. Waener. Essentially so; yes, sir. 

Senator ELLeNpER. What kind of progress have you made? How 
long do you expect it will take to reforest the whole area? 

Mr. Waaner. I have some figures on that. The last survey that we 
made was in 1949 and there were about 114 million acres of land that 
still needed reforestation at that time in the Tennessee V alley. 


CURRENT PRODUCTION 


We are currently producing about 20 to 25 million seedlings a year. 
Twenty million seedlings w ill seed 20,000 acres, so that you can see that 
the effort that we are making is not one which is going to reforest the 
valley in a very short time. There is a considerable job to be done and 
it takes a long period of time to get it done. 

Senator ELtenper. How does the cost to produce 1,000 seedlings 
compare with privately owned nurseries or other Government 
nurseries; do you know? 

Mr. WaGner. Our costs compare very favorably. 

General Voce. I might say in that connection, Senator, that we 
would be only too happy to see private nurseries undertake this. We 
are not trying to set up any business which would be in competition. 

Senator ELLenDer. When you start a thing like that, it is all right 
to get the people started, but as to continuing it throughout, I just 
don’t believe the Government ought to do things like that. 

Just like this fertilizer business ; it is all right to keep that up. 
You find new uses and things like that, but when you continue at 
Government expense to do the same thing and where you make people 
almost dependent on you for fertilizer as a gift, that is where I think 
we should draw the line. 
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General Vocet. I couldn’t agree with you more, Senator. I am 
definitely of the same opinion. However, I don’t think that ave have 
gotten into that degree of manufacture. It seems to me that we are 
still making fertilizer on an experimental basis and what we are doing 
is to stimulate and develop the use of it. We are not trying to take 
our place in the market. 

Senator Hiti. Let me ask this question: How much does this pro- 
duction of your seedlings tie in with your watershed program, the 
protection of your tributaries and your waters, as well as the protec- 
tion of the soil from erosion ¢ 


REASON FOR REFORESTATION 


Mr. Waener. There are two primary reasons for the reforestation 
activities in the valley. One is the purpose of watershed protection 
and erosion control. 

The other is related to it. Half of the valley area is forested and 
we would like to see, in the interest of cebildacont of the region, the 
maximum income possible realized from those forests. 

At the present time, the forest owners have an annual income of 
something over a third of a billion dollars. With the forests properly 
managed and developed and utilized, that income should be something 
over $1 billion. 

Senator Ettenper. That is the same argument that prevailed when 
we established the soil conservation program, and here again, the most 
recent, the soil bank program, to take cultivated acres and do more 
conservation work with them so as to enrich them and to keep them 
banked so that when we need them we will have them available. 

That is the same argument. However, for a public agency to keep 
on doing that free of cost is what I am objecting to. Once you start 
there is no end to it, and instead of tapering off, you seem to be going 
up with a little more speed. 

Mr. Wacner. This program is conducted at a lower level than it 
was several years ago, Senator Ellender. 

Senator ExLenper. Oh, yes. That is because we denied you the 
funds. I was one who thought that should be done because you stand 
aloof. You are doing the thing that the Department of Agriculture 
should be doing, and it would do that in your area, the same as you are, 
if only you would permit them to work there as they do in other places. 

However, let’s not argue that out. It is not necessary. However, 
the same thing that you are carrying on now we are carrying on 
through the Department of Agriculture and spending quite a bit of 
money in doing it. 

INTEGRATED DEVELOPMENT 


Senator Hitz. Was it not the idea that you would have this inte- 
grated development? In other words, your forestry would go along 
with your watershed protection and the whole development. of con- 
servation would be tied in together ? 

Mr. Waener. Yes, sir. 

General Vocet. There isn’t any doubt but what it could be done by 
the Department of Agriculture just as some of our other activities 
could be carried on by t the Corps of Engineers or perhaps the Bureau 
of Reclamation, but it seems to me that we are dealing with a definite 
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act which prescribes that these things shall be coordinated and tied 
together under the Authority. 

Sent itor Hitz. The basic idea of the act was integrated development; 
that is, that you tie in your forestry, and your soil, and your water 
protection and de velopment all together, isn’t that right? 

General Voce. That is right, sir. 

Senator Hitt. The integrated development of the resources of the 
valley, isn’t that right ? 

General Voce.. That is right. It seems to me there is a definite 
value inthat. Thisalso serves to establish a pattern for basin develop- 
ment which can be applied and carried on to other regions under the 
agencies of Government which are designed to do eac ch of those sep- 
arate functions. 

Senator Exrenper. My dear sir, I hope that the pattern you have 
established in TVA in the building of steam plants is not applied 
to other places. 

General Voce... We are talking 

Senator ExLenper. I know what you are talking about. That is 
where we draw the line. I voted—it is in the record here in many 
places—I voted for TVA steam plants to firm the power that was 
developed from falling water, but when you went beyond that, that 
is when I drew the line, and today, as I remember the figures, 70 per- 
cent of the power that is produced at TVA is produced from steam ? 

General Voce. That is almost exactly correct; yet. 

Senator ELLenper. Exactly, and if that had been known to the 
Congress when we first put the law on the statute books, you would 
have never gotten Congress to pass it. 

However, it is water under the bridge. You have done it. It is 
a thing that is already accomplished. The next question I was going 
to ask after this was what is your program for the future development 
of steam plants and how will you carry it on? 

General Vocet. May I first say that my previous remarks were di- 
rected to the general question of resource development. 

Senator ExLLenper. Oh, certainly. You are doing separately and 
by yourself what I, as chairman of the Committee on Agriculture, 
have been trying to get the Department to do throughout the country. 

General Voce... That is right. 

Senator Eitenper. And there is no reason why the Department of 
Agriculture should not operate in the valley the same as it does every- 
where else. They operate in the valleys of the Columbia Basin and 
the Colorado Basin and all that. We have certain facilities that we 
use to operate that program in those areas, but in your case you do it 
two ways. The Department does work there and, of course, you do, 
too. 

General Vocen. We try to avoid areas of overlap, however. 

Senator Ettenper. I know you do, but you can’t help but have 
duplication of some kind. 

Senator Hii. Are there any other questions, Senator? 

General Voce. I think you asked a question about what were our 
future plans. 
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Senator Extenper. Yes. As you recall, in the supplemental ap- 
propriation there was some language that was sought to be included 
that would force the Authority to come to Congress in order to obtain 
money for the expansion of steam plants, the idea was that we should 
hold the purse strings on the Authority in the erection of these fa- 
cilities, and I am just wondering what your plans are and what you 
are going to do from here out. 

General Voce. It is a rather difficult question to answer in a few 
words, Senator. 

Senator E.itenper. It is not difficult. All I am asking is do you 
expect to bypass Congress and spend 

General VoGEL. My idea certainly is not to bypass Congress. I 
have repeatedly taken the position personally that we should abide 
by the desires of Congress and move according to those desires. 

As I say, the question is not a simple one. I believe that we have 
been told by the Congress in the instance of the supplemental appro- 
priation that we should proceed on the basis of utilizing our power 
revenues for that purpose, and by the same indication, it would seem 
that we should proceed to the building of these additional units as 
they are needed. 

As I pointed out earlier, that is not an answer for the future, be- 

‘ause NO power company, and certainly no corporation of the Gov- 
viata designed for the production of power could proceed by ex- 
panding itself on the basis of power revenues alone. 

Senator Hitt. You speak of expanding. What you mean is you 
couldn’t meet your future power demands? 

General Vocex. That is right, Senator. 

Senator Hiti. Within a given area. 

General Voce. I hope that is clear, that we are not thinking about 
anything outside of the power service area as it exists. 

Senator Hiix. You are not contemplating in any way any expan- 
sion of your service area ? 

General Voce. Definitely not. 

Senator Hm. Of course, there is an increased demand for power 
in all the areas and that increased demand occurs in your power- 
service area, too; is that right? 





DESIRE FOR AUTHORIZATION TO SELL REVENUE BONDS 


General Voce. That is right. I would only like to repeat what I 
said earlier, because I think Senator Ellender was not here, that I 
think it is vitally important that the Tennessee Valley Authority be 
given some kind of authority by Congress to proceed in a direction de- 
sired by Congress to finance itself in the future and we have asked that 
legislation be passed whereby we may be able to finance ourselves by 
the sale of revenue bonds. We are hopeful that some action will take 
place on that. 

Senator Hiiu. Senator Ellender spoke about the 70 percent steam. 
How much of your power today is going to the United States Govern- 
ment? ‘ 

General Vocre,. Approximately 50 percent of our total output, 
Senator. ; 
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Senator ELLENDER. You know what I suggested, Senator Hill, when 
that was done, that the Atomic Energy Commission and those Gov- 
ernment agencies put up for themselves and not expand TVA, be- 
cause I knew you were going to build an empire there. 

In other words, you have a bear by the tail now, and you can’t 
turn him loose. I predict that from these profits you are going to 
keep on developing low-cost power with public funds, and rdraw a 
lot of industry there from other States that are not so fortunate. That 
is what you are going to do, and I say that is wrong. 

General Voce. I feel that this is a problem which the Congress 
must solve for us. We have asked for the answer 

Senator Hitt. Wasn’t it your intent to make it clear that you have to 
have some other means of financing? In other words, if Congress 
doesn’t deem it wise to make the appropriations, then you have to 
have something like a revenue bond proposition ‘ 

General Voce... I am sure that is the only answer. The President 
recommended that in his budget a year ago, and I think that everyone 
is convinced that it is the only way we can take care of the future. 


NEED FOR ADDITIONAL SOURCES OF FUNDS 


Senator Hii. In other words, you can’t take care of the future 
just with your revenue proceeds. Just like any private power com- 
pay, you have to have additional sources of funds; isn’t that right ? 

General Vogrt. Revenues would not be suffici ient for that purpose. 
The only way they would be sufficient would be to increase the 
rates, and by doing that we would probably decrease the use. 

Senator ELLeNver. You would drive out business if you do that. 

General Voce. It would decrease the use. 

Senator ELLenper. You would put them on a par with Louisiana 
or Texas where they are not so fortunate—we do not get the hundreds 
of millions of dollars of tax money to generate this cheap electricity. 

General Voce. You have gas, of course. 

Senator E_Lenper. Yes, but in Louisiana we develop it ourselves. 
Private industry does it. We don’t ask the Government to come in 
there to tell us what to do and how to do it. We do it ourselves. 

General VoceL. I am well aware of that, sir 

Senator Hitt. General, if you had to get the capital expenditures 
out of your rates, you very like ly would go far higher than the Louisi- 
ana and Texas rates; wouldn’t you? 

General Vocen. It is hard to say what we would have to raise rates 
to if we were to finance our growth by power revenues alone. I would 
say that there would be a leveling influence there, however, because 
as the rates were increased, the use would decrease and we wouldn’t 
have to expand so rapidly. 

Senator Hinz. No private power company today that you know of 
finances capital additions wholly out of revenues; does it ? 

General Voce. I don’t know of any that do. They all have to get 
new money. 

Senator Hitt. And they get that new money through bonds. 

General Voce. Through ‘bonds or sale of stock. 

Senator Hitt. Either through the sale of stock or through bonds; 
is that right ? 

General Voce. Yes, sir. 

78300—56——4 
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Senator Hitt. And not through power revenues / 

Mr. Wessenaver. We should make clear, Senator Hill, that they do 
not finance entirely that way. Private companies do use revenues in 
part, but to complete their full capital requirement it is necessary to 
supplement revenues with bonds and stock. 

Senator Hitt. With bonds and the sale of stock. 

Mr. Wessenaver. That is right. 

Senator Hitt. For capital in addition to what they might be able 
to derive from their revenues; is that right 

Mr. Wessenaver. That is right, and TVA would be in the same 
situation, as General Vogel has pointed out. Revenues would not be 
adequate to provide the full amount of capital required. 

Senator Extenper. But you are not in the same category as private 
concerns. You are a little government of your own. That is what 
youare. Don’t forget that. You are an arm of the Federal Govern- 
ment. You are a corporation owned by our Government. 

Mr. Wessenaver. That is right, TVA is a Government corporation. 

Senator ELtenper. And if we were to establish such corporations 
throughout the country, we might as well wrap up private enterprise 
in camphor balls and let it stay there. That is what I am objecting 
to. That is what I have objected to throughout. It is all in the 
record. This fight has been going on for a long time and I voted 
several times for any amount of money necessary to build steam plants 
so as to firm the power that you produce there from falling water, but 
when you went beyond that is when the senior Senator from Louisiana 
drew the line, because if you do that there, you can do it all over the 
country. 

If that is done for TVA, it could be done for other places, and you 
are setting precedents that will in time destroy our way of life, and 
I don’t want to do that. 

Senator Hix. I don’t know of any serious proposal at this time 
to extend TVA’s all over the country, Senator. 

Senator ELtenper. You have a territory big enough there in which 
you could concentrate a lot of industries that otherwise might come to 
Louisiana, or come to Texas, or come to Georgia, or come to Virginia, 
but if you create an atmosphere there where you give them cheap elec- 
tricity, of course, it is just like if you put enough honey on the bee- 
hives, you know, you are going to get all the bees to come to that bee- 
hive. In this way you vet things ‘done by the Government, and very 
cheaply. 

Senator Hint. We know, Senator, that there is a lot of honey be- 
sides cheap power. I think cheap gas is honey, too; isn’t it? 

Senator EL Lenper. Oh, yes; but it is not developed at the cost of 
our Government. I presume you have a few gasfields maybe in your 
own State. I don’t know. 

Senator Hitt, No; I am sorry to say we haven’t developed any gas. 
I hope we will. I hope we will enjoy that same advantage that Louisi- 
ana does through the development of some c heap gas. 

Senator ELLenper. And we are certainly using it to advantatge 
through private enterprise. 
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ENCOURAGEMENT OF PRIVATE ENTERPRISE 


Senator Hix. I think, as you say, this is an old story, and there is 
no need of burdening this record with it. I think one of the finest 
things the TVA has done has been to encourage the development of 
private enterprise. There has been a tremendous development of pri- 
vate enterprise, and not only within the TVA area itself. The rela- 
tively low rates of TVA have had their effect throughout a much 
wider area. 

You can see if you will study the rate structure how the nearer a 
region is to the TVA, the lower the rates are in that particular region. 
So these rates have not only benefited the Tennessee Valley, but they 
have benefited a much greater area and in benefiting that whole « area, 
they have treme :ndously helped to develop private enter prise, private 
industry, private plants and private es ment. 

Do you have any other questions, Senator ? 


FUNDS FOR ADDITIONAL UNITT IN JOHN SEVIER STEAM PLANT 


Senator ELLenper. Just this one question. As I recall, you had 
a proposal before us in a supplemental appropriation to erect a steam 
plant. Where was that? 

General VoceL. In the supplemental we made a request for an 
appropriation of $314 million to start the work on an additional 
unit in the John Sevier steam plant. 

Senator ELLenper. That was previously authorized ? 

General Voeet. No. The steam plant, of course, was authorized, 
but this is an additional unit. 

Senator ELtenper. That is what I am talking about. As T re- 
member, the Senate was willing to appropriate that $314 million. 

General Vocen. The Senate was willing to appropriate that amount 
of money. 

Senator ELttenper. And if you needed more, come on to us. That 
is all we asked, and that is all I ask now. 

General VoceL. However, the House took a different view and said 
we should build that from our revenues. 

Senator ELLenper. What do you propose to do? 

General Voce. In so doing, they indicated that we already had 
the authority to utilize our revenues for that purpose. 

Senator ELtenper. And what do you propose to do? Follow the 
House version ? 

General Voce. We now propose to do that, and to start construc- 
tion of the two units at Johnsonville and perhaps others as the need 
is indicated. 

Senator Ettenper. All without coming to Congress ? 

General Vocrent. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLenper. That is what you propose to do? 

General Vocren. Yes, sir. Additional units will be reported in the 
budget submission, but it will probably be after the doing. 

Senator Hit. The two units at Johnsonville already have been 
approved by the budget, have they not ? 

General Vocrn. Yes, sir. They are contained in this budget 
Senator. 

Senator Hitx. This in this budget here. They are before us now 
in this budget. 
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Do you have any other items there in your budget that you want 


to address yourself to? 

General Voce. I think nothing of importance, sir. This is, as 
you have seen, a relatively small request. I think we have talked 
about the most important items. 


TOTAL REQUIRED FOR JOHN SEVIER PLANT 


Senator ELLenperR. General, while we are at it, in regard to this 
John Sevier plant, as I remember, the amount of money necessary 
to build that plant was $23 million ? 

General Voce. Around $28 million, as I recall. 

Mr. Wacner. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLenper. And as I understand, you have enough revenues 
on hand to build that ? 

General Vocen. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELtenper. And you are going to follow, as I said, the ad- 
vice of the House and ignore the Senate ? 

General Voor. I wouldn't like to say that we will ignore the Con- 
gress, sir. 

Senator Eiienper. No, but you are ignoring the most important 
branch of it. 


SCHLEDULE FOR INSTALLING ADDITIONAL POWER UNITS 


General Voget. I may say in that connection that we have had a 
schedule submitted to us by the Manager of Power as to his proposals 
for the installations of these additional units. 

Senator Hitn. General, let me ask you this question: Isn’t it true 
that when the Congress finally acted on this matter, the Congress 
itsel f—t hat oe ans both Houses, and it might take in the P resident, 
too, because he had to sign the and when the bill finally became 
law, there was no appropriation; isn’t that right, for the new unit 
at John Sevier ? 

General Voce... That is right. 

Senator Exienper. That is right, but we had an appropriation of 
$314 million, what you asked, and we were willing to give you that, 
and we were willing to give you as much as you needed to construct 
the plant. 

General Vocen. Yes, sir. To answer your specific question, sir, as to 
what we propose to do, the Manager of Power has submitted to the 
Board a detailed plan of what he | proposes in the way of additional 
units to be built, and where that will leave us financially, and if you 
would like that information in the record, we could provide it for you. 

Senator ELtenper. Yes, I wish you would have it in the record. 

Senator Hitn. You get that for us for the record. 
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(The material referred to follows :) 


Projected capacity and load 





Winter of | Winter of 
1958-59 | 1959-60 


| 
Kilowatis | Kilowatts 


Estimated power demand (except Memphis) --------..---.----------------- 10, 000, 000 | 10, 700, 000 
Assured capacity: 
i ad 0 25 2 tomlin A Os Siaio Sores orl abel viata Ge aca donccenpous 
John Sevier 4_- sees cis winkan es paloadase Gia SD Soccucodinenene 
Johnsonville 7-8, Gallatin 3 (by placing orders now) _..----------------- 540, 000 
aka ha a oe area emi eebcnn ins 10,2 253, ( 000 | 10, 253, 000 
Johnsonville 9-10, Gallatin 4 (if options exercised in spring of 1957)...----.--|--.-.--------- 540, 000 
I acess edd be aae a ia wtnk Haba ath eaten nia aan aaa 7: iancleicesi 10, 793, 000 


thie SD. 253, 000 93, 000 


Corporate funds available and required for adding units (estimates as of May 1956) 


Estimated millions of dollars by fiscal years 


1956 | 1957 1958 | 1959 | 1960 





Net cash proceeds from power operations -- --- a 94 96 105 110 120 
Capital expenditures: | | 
Transmission facilities, power inventories_--- -- -- 16 40 | 30 30 30 
John Sevier 4__-- . ; situs 3 20 5 
Johnsonville 7-8, Gallatin 3 12 47 | 22 | 1 
Johnsonville 9-10, Gallatin 4 (if options exercised in spring | | 
of 1957) ae 1 15 | 46 | 12 
Remainder available for payments to Treasury or increase in 
contingency balance Sacks he paee ae | 75 | 23 8 12 | 77 
Payment to Treasury - - - - 59 |--.-----|--------|--.--.--]--- ‘ 
Amount payments to Tre: isury are ahead of average 40- year 
schedule-- sn ttaleatae 


TVA BUDGET PROGRAM 


Senator ELtenper. You can at least keep us advised as to what you 
are doing. 

General Vocex. I think it would be desirable for you to have that 
information. 

Mr. Wessenaver. Senator Ellender, the program of TVA has been 
before the Congress since January. In other words, the plan that the 
TVA proceed with additional generating units has been before the 
Congress since the budget message was submitted in January. 

Senator Hint. Mr. Wessenauer, this Tennessee Valley Authority 
budget program for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957, submitted 
to the Congress in January 19! 56, is your budget program ; isn’t it? 

Mr. Wessenaver. That is right—: as approved by the President. 

Senator Him. As embodied here in this document, which is before 
the committee at this time, and which has been before the Congress 
since the President submitted it in January of this year, 1956. 

Mr. WessenavEr. That is right. 

Senator Hux. So it is all in this. 
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GALLATIN UNIT 


General Voce. However, it is now proposed to go ahead with one 
additional unit which is not shown in here, Senator, namely, one 
at Gallatin, and that is, I think, something that is of interest to this 
committee. 

Mr. Wacner. Information as to plans beyond what appears in this 
budget justification document, Mr. Chairman, has also been discussed 
before the committees of the Congress on three previous occasions. 

Senator Hix. Three occasions. Senator, do you want to ask a 
question ? 

Senator Munpr. Yes; along the lines of the current discussion and 
what Senator Ellender has said. 


REASON FOR ACTION CONTRARY TO SENATE POSITION 


T would like to have General Vogel or somebody on his staff explain 
more clearly. so that I can understand it, the basic reason why you 
persist in tr Vv ing to ignore Congress or to ignore, let us say, the Senate, 
because it seems quite apparent from the record that you have been 
able to intimidate the House, or at least something over a scant 
majority of the House, into going along with your point of view, 
and I am happy to say the Senate still believes that there is some basis 
in American history for the concept that the Congress is supposed to 
control the purse strings of the country. 

General Vocet. You put me in somewhat of an embarrassing 
position. 

Senator Munpr. And TI would like to know the reasoning because 
you would get the dam either way. We wanted to vote the money 
and we wanted to do it in the customary American manner, but be- 

cause you were able to induce the House, if you do not like the word 
“intimidate,” by a scant majority to go along, you persist in riding 
rouchshod over the Senate and I don’t think you are going to win the 
fight. 

I believe in the final analysis that there are enough courageous 
Coneressmen and enough persistency in the Senate so by one tactic or 
another we are going to do this in the proper constitutional manner, 
and I speak as one who has voted for a great many TVA funds, and 
exnect to do it again. 

I believe it has served a useful purpose, but IT don’t believe that any 
denartment of Government should ever get on to itself the appropri- 
ative power that the Constitution rightfully places in the hands of 
Congress. 

IT know you disagree with that, because, as IT say, you wouldn’t go 
to these great efforts to drive it through, which you have done in this 
particular instance, temporarily. T think it is going to be a pyrrhic 
victory, but T would like to know what motivates you. What is the 
reason that you have such contempt for the position that the Senate 
has taken ? 

General Vocen. Senator, as I started to say before, you put me in 
somewhat of a difficult position, because my views on this, as IT have 
expressed them before the House, coincide largely with yours. 

Senator Munpr. That is why I said you or somebody on your staff. 
T left you a little loophole. 

General Vocrer. If you would like to have one of the staff members 
discuss that, I will ask Mr. Wessenauer or Mr. Swidler, perhaps, our 
legal counsel, to state that position. 
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Senator Munpr. I would like to hear from the man with all the 
persuasive power who could intimidate the House. I would like to 
see him. Maybe he can win me over, though I doubt it, but I am 
prepared to let him try here and now. 

Mr. Wessenavuer. Senator, may I—I am Mr. Wessenauer, the 
Manager of Power. 

Senator Munpr. You are the fellow who conceived this idea of 
doing it this way ? 

PROPOSAL TO BUDGET BUREAU 


Mr. Wessenaver. No, sir. I would like to try to straighten the 
record, if I may. 

TVA proposed to the Bureau of the Budget that TVA proceed to 
add additional units at existing projects, financing them by the use 
of its power revenues, which is permitted under the TVA Act. 

The President submitted the budget on the basis that he preferred 
that the money be provided primarily through the issuance of revenue 
bonds, assuming that legislation then pending would be enacted. 

Senator Munpr. If I understand it correctly, your present modus 
operandi to which I have been objecting runs contrary not only to 
the Senate, not only to a substantial minority in the House, but also 
to the White House; is that right? Is that what you are telling me? 

Mr. WessenAverR. I am trying to give you the ‘full history, sir. 

Senator Munpr. I am just inquiring as you go along so I understand 
the history as it unfolded. Is that correct? 


RECOMMENDATION FOR ISSUANCE OF REVENUE BONDS 


Mr. WessenAvER. The President recommended that the funds be 
provided through the issuance of revenue bonds on the assumption 
that the legislation would be enacted. Recognizing that the John 
Sevier unit would be needed earlier than the other units, he proposed 
that an initial appropriation of $314 million be made to begin that 
unit. 

Senator Munpr. By Congress? 

Mr. WESSENHAUER. An appropriation by Congress. 

Senator Munpr. That is the Senate position; isn’t it? 

Mr. WessenAveR. That is right, sir. That is the program which 
was submitted to the Congress, and our presentation was in support of 
that, of course. The House ascertained that we had adequate revenues 
and a majority of the committee indicated we had the authority 
to use the revenues and said, “In heu of the appropriations, go ahead 
and use your revenues.” 

Senator Munpr. May I ask another question? I want to get your 
explanation straight. 

As I understand now, you went to the House committee and made 
the proposal which was in line with what the Senate committee finally 
took, but that the House committee, against your counsel, against 
your recommendation, decided that since the money was in the pool, 
they should do it in a ‘different manner? Am I right about that? 

Mr. Wessenaurr. Sir, TVA’s original recommendation to the 
Bureau of the Budget was what the House fin: illy decided to do, but 
we presented the budget in accordance with the President’s submis- 
sion. The House elected to have TVA use the revenues. 
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Senator Munpr. Did you at the same time you presented the Presi- 
dent’s position say, “T his i is the President’s position, but this is what 
TVA would like to do”! 

Mr. WESSENAUER. No, sir; I don’t believe the record will show that. 
It will show what TVA’s recommendation to the Budget was, sir. 

Senator Munpr. What I am trying to find out is whether you went 
along with the Senate point of view and the President’s point of 
view, and the House rode roughshod over you, or whether the House 
committee, in the course of the hearings, elicited from you the fact 
that the preferential position of TVA was and is that you do it from 
the accumulated money, but that out of a sense of loyalty to the ad- 
ministration position, you were presenting the administration posi- 
tion; however, you were also pointing up in response to questions 
that you thought there was a good way that you could short circuit 
Congress entirely, which is finally what happened. 

To simplify the question, did you present in any way, shape, or 
form at any time before the House committee the original position 
of TVA? 

Mr. Wessenaver. Yes; that was asked for and was given. 


FINANCING BY APPROPRIATIONS AND FROM PROCEEDS 


Senator Hin. Isn’t this true, now, that ever since TVA came into 
being you have had two ways to finance it? One was by appropria- 
tions by Congress and the other was by the use of your proceeds from 
the power revenues? Isthat right ? 

Mr. Wessenaver. That is right, sir. 

Senator Hitzi. My good friend from South Dakota used the word 
“dam,” but we are not talking about building a new dam or the 
building of a new steam plant; isn’t that right? 

Mr. Wrssenaver. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Munpr. You are talking about putting in an additional 
unit. 

Senator Hii. In an existing steam plant; isn’t that right? 

Mr. Wessenaver. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Hirx. You are talking about putting additional units in 
existing steam plants. The TVA originally said that they could build 
these additional units out of their proceeds just as they have built other 
additional units out of their proceeds; isn’t that right ? 

Mr. Wessenaver. That is correct, sir. 


BUDGET BUREAU RECOMMENDATION 


Senator Hit But the Bureau of the Budget said “No, don’t build 
this unit out of proceeds We will recommend an appropriation to 
build this unit”; is that right ? 

Mr. WesseNAvER. They recommended an appropriation to start the 
program. 

Senator Hiri. They recommended $314 million to start the addi- 
tional unit; is that right ? 

Mr. Wessenaver. That is correct. 

Senator Hinz. And when TVA went before the committee, you pre- 
sented the budget recommendation, which was the recommendation 
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for the appropriation of the $314 million to begin the construction 
of the additional unit; is that right 

Mr. WessenaAver. That is right, sir. 

Senator Hm. Then in the consideration before the committee, the 
committee said, “Well, you have financed other additional units with 
your proceeds” ; isn’t that correct ? 

Mr. WessenAveER. That is correct. 

Senator Hitz. And your answer to their questions was that you could 
finance this additional unit with proceeds just as you have financed 
other units with proceeds, and just as the law permits you to finance 
additional units with proceeds; is that right? 

Mr. Wessenaver. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Hitz. The truth of the business is you can’t short-circuit 
Congress, can you, because you can’t do any thing except that which 
Congress gives you the power and authorizes you to do; is that right? 

Mr. Wessenaver. That is correct. 

Senator Hitt. And if you use your proceeds to put in an additional 
unit as you have done in past years, you simply are doing that which 
the Congress has authorized and given you the power to do; is that 
right? 

“Mr. Wessenavrr. That is correct, sir. 


TWO MEANS OF FINANCING 


Senator Hiri. And you have had, as I said, from the very begin- 
ning, since the act was first passed, two means of financing. One was 
by direct appropriations and the other was by using your proceeds; 
is that right ? 

Mr. WessenAvueErR. That is correct. Also, for a time, a modest amount 
of bonds were authorized in connection with the acquisition of some 
of the property. 

Senator Hitt. Yes; those bonds were authorized by the act, I be- 
lieve, in 1939 when TVA took over certain properties of the Tennessee 
Electric Power Co.; is that right ? 

Mr. WesseNAvER. Substantially so. There was some authorization 
prior to that, but the amount was fixed at that time, sir. 

Senator Hitt. And I believe those bonds have been paid off, haven’t 
they ¢ 

Mr. Wessenavrr. They have been paid back; yes, sir. 

Senator Hm. However, under the law it is now and as it has been 
from the beginning, you had these alternative courses, either ap- 
propriations or out of proceeds; is that right ? 

Mr. Wessenaver. That is correct. 


PROVISION IN PUBLIC LAW 268, 80TH CONGRESS 


General Voge. In pursuing the answer to the question which Sen- 
ator Mundt asked a moment ago as to the position which was taken 
by the witnesses before the House Committee on Appropriations 
relative to the supplemental, I think I should make clear for the 
record that the argument centered about a paragraph of Public Law 
268, 80th Congress, which says that: 

None of the power revenues of the Tennessee Valley Authority shall be used 


for the construction of new power-producing projects, except for replacement 
purposes, unless and until approved by act of Congress, 
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and it would seem to me at least that that was very clear that a new 
unit in a steam plant was a new power-producing project. 

Senator Hitz. Did you take the time and trouble to read the debate 
on the discussion that took place on the floor of the House of Represen- 
tatives ¢ 

General VoceL. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hinz. Isn’t it made very clear to you that that word 
“project” meant in that language just what it means in the Federal 
Power Act, a new dam or a new steam plant ? 

General Voce... It only make it clear to me, sir, that there is a 
considerable difference of opinion on the subject. 

Senator ELLenver. That is the reason for the argument. 


1947 MOUSE DEBATE ON MEANING OF “PROJECT” 


Senator Hix. If anyone will go back and read the debate and the 
discussion that took place on the floor of the House of Representatives 
when that language was before the House, you will find that then 
Congressman Gore. now Senator Gore, a member of the committee that 
reported the bill, and others, Congressman _Ploeser, and others, made 
it definite and clear that the word “project” had the same meaning in 
that act that it has in the Federal Power Act. It means a new dam 
or a new steam plant. It doesn’t mean a new unit, or new transmis- 
sion line, or some other addition to an existing plant or existing dam. 


POSITION OF TVA 


General Voce. I would like to say in that connection, Senator, that 
my real concern as Chairman of the Board is not only that I think it 
is bad for the Tennessee Valley Authority to be put in the position of 
being judged as opposed to seeking the desires of Congress and acting 
according to those desires, but that we have been made to appear in 
a position to do those things which are necessary to meet all power 
demands of the future. I do not believe that we are in that position. 

Senator Hiiu. You have made that very clear. 

General Vocet. I think I made that clear earlier. 

Senator Hitz. In other words, you made it clear that TVA could 
not meet its obligations of the future only and simply by the use of 
power proceeds, but that additional funds would be required. 

General Voce. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hitt. Mr. Swidler, General Counsel, do you have some- 
thing to add? 

AUTHORITY TO USE POWER REVENUES 


Mr. Swipter. If there is any question in the minds of the members 
of the committee on TV A’s legal authority, I would like to answer any 
questions the committee may have on it. 

When this budget was being prepared last summer and fall, the 
Board of TVA asked me for my opinion as to whether revenues were 
available for the addition of units at existing projects, and on Sep- 

tember 10 I gave them such an opinion, to the effect that revenues 
could be used for that purpose. In the House and Senate hearings on 
the supplemental 1956 appropriations I had occasion to elaborate on 
those views in response to questions which were asked by members of 
the Appropriations Committees. The action which Congress took on 
the supplemental constitutes a further recognition, one of 1 many, of the 
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interpretation to be given to the legislation under which TVA origi- 
nally proposed to the Bureau of the ‘Budget that these additional units 
should be financed from power proceeds. 

It seems to me that the language used by Congress speaks for itself. 
The TVA from 1933 on has had the s authority to use power proceeds 
for capital expenditures in carrying on its power business and has 
done so. It has added about a dozen units to its power system in 
whole or in part from power proceeds, with the full knowledge of 
Congress and without any complaint. 

In 1948, when the repayment plan was initiated, Congress put a 
limitation upon that right and drew the line at power-producing 

“projects.” Power projects, it said, should not be paid for from 
power proceeds unless with the specific approval of Congress. 


EFFECT OF PUBLIC LAW 268 


Senator Munpr. Are you talking about Public Law 268 now? 

Mr. Swipter. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpr. What was the date of that? When did 2 pass ¢ 

Mr. Swipter. It was approved by the President on July 30, 1947. 
It was our regular 1948 appropriation act, the Government Cor pora- 
tions Appropriation Act, 1948. 

Senator Munpr. So from 1933 until 1947 there would be no reason 
to dispute what authority TVA might have had to build projects out 
of its own founds? 

Mr. Swipter. The distinction between a power project and power 
facilities did not arise until the enactment of the 1948 law. 

Senator Munpr. What was Congress trying to do in the 80th Con- 
gress in passing Public Law 268? It wasn’t just flexing its muscles 
and just going through a lot of legislative exercise. It must have 
had something in mind. 

Mr. Swipter. Yes; I think it did, Senator Mundt. 

Senator Munpr. And the language to me seems very clear when it 
prohibits the building of power projects. Lawyers can quibble or 
laymen can quibble about how you define a project, and reasonable 
men can disagree, but certainly it is a tenable position to argue that 
a project does include a generator or a unit. 

I think that maybe you could find a technical argument that project 
doesn’t but when you have a conflict between a law which seems to 
be specific and some statements made by individual Congressmen 
helping to comprise the legislative hisory, it is my position “that the 
law prevails. 

There are always some people who oppose a law who try to weaken 
it by getting interpret tations in legislative history, but we go by laws, 
not by speeches, in this country. 

Mr. Swipter. That is entirely right. I should like to apply what 
you say to the facts of our situation. The law uses the word “project” 
which has a long history of use by Congress and so far as I ean find 
has never been used except to refer to the complete unit of develop- 
ment. Itisso defined in the Federal Power Act. 

In addition to that, there are, as you say, these speeches that were 
made on the floor of C ongress. There are speeches and speeches, Sen- 
ator Mundt. 


Senator Munpr. However, no speeches carry the authority of law. 
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Mr. Swipter. No, but some speeches do help to tell what the law 
means, and when a vote is about to be taken in C ongress and a Mem- 
ber of the House says, “What does this word mean ?” “and the sponsors 
of the legislation, both the minority and the majority, say “It means 
so-and-so,” and then the House, in the light of that response from the 
sponsors of the bill on the floor, vote for it, being advised that it means 
so-and-so, that colloquy, it seems to me, cannot be separated from the 
problem of what did Congress intend. 

That colloquy demonstrates what Congress intended, and that situa- 
tion is what happened here. I am not talking now about what may 
have been said on a later occasion when it could be argued that one 
Congressman or ancther attempted to stretch or to contract what 
Congress had already enacted. I am talking now about what was 
expl: ained to the Members on the floor as to the significance of what 
they were voting on and the legal effect of what they are voting on, 
the degree of authori ity that they were conferring upon TVA, and that 
was made explicit both by the majority and the minority, so that it 
seems to me that if there could have been any reasonable question as to 
what the legislative language meant standing alone, it was resolved 
when both the m: ijority and the minority said that it is not intended 
to prevent the use of revenues for generating units, but merely to 
retain control over new projects. I think this is what C ongress had 
in mind. 

Congress was not, as you say, simply using language for its own 
sake, It intended to impose strict congressional control over the loca- 
tion of new generating plants. A new generating plant involves 
major policy “consideration. Congress has historic: ally insisted on 
control over the location of major Federal installations, of which gen- 
erating plants are a category, and it was here exercising its traditional 
prerogative of saying, “Before you go ahead and start a new plant, 
we want you to come to us for approv val.” 

That requirement, however, was blended into the general pattern 
of TVA legislation, which recognizes that TVA is carrying on an 
important business, a business upon which many industries, m: iny 
individuals, the whole region, are dependent, and where Congress 
conferred upon TVA a degr ee of business responsibility. 


INTERPRETATION OF BASIC TVA LAW 


Senator Munpr. Prior to 1947, Mr. Swidler, how did you interpret 
the basic TVA law, which I think was passed in 1933 

From 1933 to 1947 then, during that 14-year per a did TVA have 
the authority to use its revenues “to put up new dams and new steam 
plants any place i in the United States any time it wanted to without 
coming to Congress ? 

Mr. Swipter. Oh, no, sir. 

Senator Munpr. What authority did it have prior to 1947, in that 
connection ¢ 

Mr. Swipter. TVA has authority only in connection with a specific 
program that is set out in the TVA Act. Speaking now of power, 
that program was to develop the hydroelectric resources of the Tennes- 
see Valley region. It included 

Senator Munpr. Maybe when I said “anywhere in the United 
States” I gave a false coloration to my question. Is it your interpre- 
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tation of the basic TVA Act that prior to 1947 TVA could build any 
dams or any power projects that it wanted to anywhere in the TVA 
area without coming to Congress ? 

Mr. Swipter. I don’t think, Senator Mundt, that TVA could have 
proceded with any joint-use hydroelectric project without con- 
gressional approval. I believe that prior to 1948 it could have started 
any existing steam plant if the money had been available. The prob- 
lem was largely academic. 

Senator Munpr. You can’t say starting an existing steam plant 
because you don’t start things that exist. 

Mr. Swipter. Starting a new steam plant, I meant. 

Senator Munpr. It could have started a new steam plant any place 
in the area without coming to Congress ? 

Mr. Swipier. I believe it could have. None was proposed on the 
basis of revenue financing and it was not at that time very likely, for 
financial reasons. 

Senator Munpr. Had it ever been done ? 

Mr. Swipter. No, sir. 

Senator Munpr. In your mind, what was this act 268 aimed at by 
the 80th Congress? What were they tryingtodo? Let’s forget about 
the debate now. Let’s talk about the law. 

What was it trying to do ? 


MAJOR PURPOSES OF 1948 ACT 


Mr. Swipter. The major purpose of the act, Senator Mundt, was to 
provide a plan for the repayment of the appropriation-financed power 
investment, and it set forth a scheme—I won’t go into details—where- 
by TVA from its net power revenues would reimburse the Treasury 
for all of the amounts which had been appropriated for the power 
system. Asa part 

Senator Munpr. Let’s pinpoint it a little further. In your opinion, 
specifically what was Congress trying to do when the committee wrote 
the language that General V ogel quoted a moment ago, putting these 
prohibitions in? What change was it trying to effectuate ? 

Mr. Swipter. That is the point I am trying to get at. There was 
one paragraph relating to the use of power revenues that was added 
to the repayment provisions. At that time there was some appre- 
hension on the part of some Members of Congress as to how far TVA 
might expand its power service area, and in my opinion, the particu- 
lar reason for retaining close control over new projects was to retain 
in Congress control over expansion of the power service area. That 
is consistent with what was said on the floor of Congress at the time 
that this legislation was introduced. 

There is another significant point I should like to take a moment 
to mention. It is apparent that you have read some of the debates, 
Senator Mundt, and I hope you will recall the fact that originally in 
committee the language in this bill, the 1948 appropriation bill, pro- 
hibited the use of new power-producing facilities without receiving 
the approval of Congress. In the committee that was changed from 
the word “facilities” to the word “projects” for the purpose of making 
clear, as was stated on the House floor, that TVA should continue to 
be free to add to existing plants, but that it would have to come back 
to Congress for approval before it started a new one. That is what 
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I think Congress was trying to do, and it was the only possible reason 
for thee hange i in language. 

Senator Munpr. Let’s take a specific plant. It is your contention, 
then, as I understand it, Mr. Swidler, that TVA could go on adding 
units forever without coming to Congress, just so long as they tied 
them into some existing unit: is that right é 

Mr. Swinter. From a legal point of view, I would say the answer 
to that was “Yes.” From a practical point of view, of course, there 
are limits to the number of units that can be added at existing loca- 
tions, so that the degree of freedom in the TVA Board to add these 
units is quite a bit less than your question would suggest. 

However, no limitation was imposed upon the size of the plants in 
any existing project, but only the beginning of new projects. 

Senator Munpr. You would not “deny, would you, Mr. Swidler, 
that there were Members in Congress who voted for Public Law 268 
who by their vote thought they were preventing this adding of unit 
after unit after unit ad infinitum ? 

Mr. Swipter. It seems to me that any Member of Congress should 
have been entirely clear that he was approving the addition of new 
units at existing plants. The legislative history makes that perfectly 
apparent. 

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY 


Senator Munpr. However, you have been around here some time, 
I presume, and know something about how Congress legislates and 
you know when they are discussing the legislative history in the 
House, they are discussing it in a Committee of the Whole House, 
and out of 531 Members, there probably were 25 or 35 or 50 on the 
floor. The rest of them had other duties someplace else, and never 
knew about this legislative history that you are talking about, prob- 
ably, until your decision came down or until some controversy arose. 
They certainly didn’t know about it at the time they voted. 

Mr. Swipter. Senator Mundt, we must presume that Congress knew 
what it was enacting. 

Senator Munpr. Congress knew what it was enacting because it was 
governed by the language in the law. That is why ‘Cong ess relies 
on the law rather than on the debate. You may take somebody" s 
answer to somebody’s question because it takes place in a Committee 
of the Whole House without a quorum call, with nobody around 
except those particularly interested in it. 

Most of them are proponents for special interests or special projects, 
so that is one reason that Congress believes the language in the law, 
which the Congressmen have studied at home at nights. Assuming 
that they understood the English language, they probably took the 
word “project” and w alked over to Mr. Webster's big book and said, 
“W hat does project mean,” and certainly if you go by a lexicographer’s 
definition of project you could find a definition which would include 
these units. 

When you get into technical matters you may be exactly right, that 
there are some definitions given to it and with some shades and grada- 
tions of meaning which would be different from that, but Congress 
— ae governed by what went on in debate which many Members 
con t he 
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Was there a parallel colloquy or a parallel debate in the Senate? 
Can you refer to language in the Senate debate whereby this par- 
ticular definition of project was also made by the minority and the 
majority ? 

Mr. Swipter. I don’t recall that it was debated on the Senate floor. 

Senator Munpr. We have a bicameral legislature and the poor old 
Senators have to vote too, and they vote on the language in the law 
and they probably have not had the inspiring experience of reading 
all the debates that took place in the House, and might be entirely 
unaware that a Senator or a Congressman from the TVA area got 
up and said, “Well, my definition of ‘projects’ is this,” so we just 
have to rely on Webster’s International Dictionary and common usage 
as to what it means, so that at least it seems to me that you will have 
to recognize that there were differences of opinion among those who 
voted for the law between those who heard this colloquy to which 
you refer and those who did not. I was a Member of the House at 
that time. I did not remember this colloquy. 

I am sure it is in the record. I am sure it took place in the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House. I am sure it took place with far less 
than a majority of the Congressmen present, because that is the way 
we have to operate, but when you come to vote you say, “Here is 
the bill. What does the bill say?” and you vote by the language of 
the bill. 

Mr. Swipter. My recollection is that the vote, Senator, took place 
immediately after that colloquy. 

Senator Munpr. Wasita rollcall vote ? 

Mr. Swipter. I don’t remember. 

Senator Munpr. If it was, it didn’t take place immediately after 
the colloquy ; and if it took place after the colloquy, it could not have 
been a rollcall vote. 

Senator Hiiz. The Record shows, as I recall the Record, that after 
the conclusion of this discussion the House agreed to this language 
on a vote. 

Mr. Swipter. That is my recollection. 


MECHANICS OF ILOUSE PROCEDURE 


Senator Munpr. So much for that. We have established the fact, 
certainly, that it either was not a rollcall vote or it did not take place 
immediately after the colloquy. 

The mechanics of House procedure being what they are, one or the 
other has to be true. 

If it took place immediately after the colloquy, it could have taken 
place with substantially less than a quorum present. 

Mr. Swipter. I can’t tell you, Senator Mundt, how many people 
were actually present. The Congressional Record shows there was a 
vote following this colloquy. 

Senator Munpr. Most of us have been Members of the House. 

Senator Hitt. May I say I was a Member of the House. 

Senator Munpr. I know that, and a very distinguished and vigor- 
ous Member of the House. 

Mr. Swidler, you are the General Counsel for TV A ? 

Mr. Swipter. Yes. 
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Senator Munpr. Now, coming down to a little different phase of it, 
you do not hold, do you, that your interpretation compels the TVA 
Board to ignore Congress? It permits them to. It does not require 
them to. Am I right? 

Mr. Swivrer. It is right, sir, that it only permits the use of reve- 
nues. It does net compel TVA to add these units; but let me com- 
ment on your reference to ignoring Congress. ‘The use of revenues 
for new units does not imply ignoring the Congress at all. 

In the first place, when you are doing what the Congress authorizes 
you to do, you are hardly ignoring the Congress. 

In the second place, this is our ‘fourth hear ing this spring covering 
these units. We make available to Congress all the infor mation that 
has a bearing on our plans. We have laid out our plans and our 
budgets. What we are doing is what we think Congress intended 
that we should, or, at least, is within the range of choice that Congress 
has made available. 

Senator Munpr. Allright. We agree that your interpretation does 
not make it mandatory for the TVA Board, shall we say, to bypass 
Congress, if you do not like the word “ignore.” It does not require 
them to. 

Mr. Swipter. It does not require the use of revenues rather than 
appropriations. I agree to that. 

Senator Munpr. It gives them that opportunity to do so if they elect 
to do so. Now we switch from a matter of technical interpretation 
of the definitions of two-syllable words to a matter of public policy 


PUBLIC POLICY AS TO BYPASSING OF CONGRESS 


It seems to me that TVA, and you, sir, and whoever on the TVA 
Board is insisting on doing violence to a very definite position taken 
by the United States Senate, at least are destroying a great many beau- 
tiful fr iendships between people who have been supporters of TVA 
and the TVA and are creating—and I am among those in whom this 
new development is rapidly taking place—an enmity to TVA which 
did not exist, because I am unalter ably opposed to any Government 
agency which wants to establish revolving funds or secures by some 
trick language or any other way the power to bypass Congress ‘and to 
expand its facilities without coming to Congress in the normal way. 
I opposed it in a fine little branch of Government run by a very warm 
friend of mine, the Passport Division, when it just wanted to have a 
little bit of money to operate without coming to Congress. I think 
that Congress has the responsibility, and once we vac ate that responsi- 
bility in your regard and let you get by with it we have no justification 
then for telling a myriad other Government operations that they 
should not have the same authority. 

We cannot say to them, “You cannot be trusted. The only people 
around here who we think are wiser than Congress are the members 
of the TVA Board.” I deny that part, too. However, I certainly do 
not want to get in the position of discriminating among Government 
operations and say, “Well, here is one that you can go ahead and 
spend your money on and increase your facilities or your project or 
your units without coming back,” but the Passport Division cannot, 
and the Food and Drug Administration ¢ annot, and the Army cannot, 
so that you run clear to a policy, and what I am curious about, because 
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L am sure that the people running TVA must understand, is that a lot 
of Senators are sincerely committed to that principle and that policy 
in Government who have no quarrel with TVA and the work that it 
is doing, and I think the chairman will support me in what I am 
about to say: I helped secure some additional money for the TVA in 
fertilizer development a year ago. I thought that was fine. Do you 
think I would do that now’ I would not think of doing that now, if 
we are setting up a monstrosity here because of something that hap- 
pened on the House floor when very few people were there interpreting 
language, if the policy y is that “We are going to run rampant to the 
full limit of every technical definition of authority that we can achieve, 
we are going to show that Congress that the lunkheads are not going 
to have : any more authority over us,” it will be done without my vote 
und not with my support. 

Even if it is there, would it not be wiser public policy to say, “Well, 
since it is not mandatory, that we do it by thumbing our nose at Con- 
gress, we are going to Congress and do it by the way that Congressmen 
like to have it done.” We are going to help you get the plant. We 
are for that. We want to do it. Would that not be better public 
policy? Would that not mean for a better growth of ‘TV A, and more 
stability, and more security for it and for security surrounding it, 

rather than taking this attitude which somebody down there has take Nn, 


enough so that it is the majority position of the TVA‘ Will you 
comment on that / 
ORIGINATION OF TITLE IIT OF 1948 AC! 


Mr. Swipter. Yes, Senator. First, I would like to point out so that 
there won't be any misunderstanding that title 11 in the 1948 Appro- 
priation Act originated in the House Appropriations Committee. 
There was no legisl: ative history before the bill was reported out. It 
did not incorporate any provisions of any bill that !.ad been intro- 
duced or of any proposal of which there was public knowledge. So 
far as I am aware, TVA had no participation in the language which 
we are discussing. That bill was a limitation upon TV A. It did not 
originate in TVA. It originated within the committee and its inten- 
tion was explained by members of the committee from both parties on 
the House floor. 

Senator Munpr. For the purpose of your commentary and my 
question, I am willing to admit for the purposes of the argument, 
without conceding any of the validity of it, that everything you have 
said now is correct and that you do have the power if you propose to 
arrogantly exercise it. Iasked you on a matter of policy, that having 
conceded that, would it not be wiser and would it not be in the best 
interests of TVA, since it is not mandatory that you exercise this 
extreme degree of yar er which you say you have, to do it in the estab- 
lished traditional American manner , in a manner that the Senate con- 
* rees fought so hard to maintain, and i in a manner which the majority 

tf the Senators , including many who are friends of TVA, believe 
Ve uld be the procedure; that is what I wanted you to comment on. 

Mr. Swipier. I was going to comment on it, but something you said 
made me think that perhaps I should add a word on the origin of this 
provision. You referred, I think to trick language. I wanted to 
make clear that it was not a trick provision and that it originated in 
the committee during the 80th Congress and was supported by both 
the majority and the minority. 
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POLICY OF TVA BOARD 


The question of policy is not primarily for me—— 

Senator Munpr. If you would rather have someone else respond 
to it that is all right. 

Mr. Swipter. I am perfectly willing to comment on it, but my 
comment must be limited, because the policy question was one for the 
Board. I was asked by the Board whether this was something that 
Congress had authorized, and my conclusion was—and I believe if 
you Took at the legislative history you will see that it could only have 
been answered in one way—that Congress had authorized proc eeding 
with revenues in the addition of generating units at existing plants. 
What you say implies that Congress gave authority which it did not 
intend ever to be exercised. It seems to me that if you accept as | 
think one must, studying the law and its legislative history, that the 
Congress did provide this authori ity, then I for one do not see why the 
Board should not feel that it was appropriate to exercise authority 
conferred by Congress when the occasion called for it. 

The Bureau of the Budget asked that we provide for the financing 
of the new units by a combination of appropriations and proceeds 
from the sale of revenue bonds. Congress has not seen fit to adopt 
either of those recommendations, but has instead directed us to pro- 
ceed with these additional units by the use of current revenues. 

It seems to me that what the Board has done has been a sober exer- 
cise of the authority conferred by Congress. 

Senator Munpr. You are now trying to transfer the responsibility 
for this controversy to the shoulders of Congress. 


ORIGINAL TVA PLAN 


Mr. Wessenauer, I now direct a question to you: You said, I think, 
that this originally was the program or the plan of the TVA Board. 
Then the White House had a different approach so you came up and 
testified in support of the administration approach, but during the 
course of the questioning, which frequently happens, the committee 
was asking questions which elicited from you the original plan and 
program of the TVA Board, which was to bypass Congress. Am I 
right ? 

Mr. Wessenaver. The original plan was to proceed with the use 
of revenues and to report to Congress that this was the plan. 

Senator Munpr. That is right. You are going to let the congres- 
sional doctors look at the patient after he had | died, I understand that, 
but we had nothing to do with diagnosing the patient and trying to 
help him grow up to be a healthy young man. After he was dead, you 
brought the corpse in and said, “Congress, this is what we have done 
with our dope.” 

Mr. Wessenaver. No, sir, that is not the situation. The TVA 
states in hearings like this what uses it contemplates of its revenues. 
Furthermore, with respect to adding these units, we had developed 
with the manufacturers letters of intent which left us free up to July 
1 to make up our minds as to whether to proceed on a schedule for their 
installation or whether we would not proceed with them at all. So it 
seems to me, sir, quite to the contrary. The TVA Board recommended 
the use of its revenues and it. provided an opportunity for that infor- 
mation and knowledge to be before the Congress before it was irrevo- 
cable. 
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Senator Munpr. At least the TVA Board, according to your testi- 
mony, accepts the responsibility rather than trying to shift it to the 
shoulders of Congress, as Mr. Swidler implied, when he says, “Con- 
gress has now told us to go ahead and do this.” 

Mr. WEssenAvER. No, sir 

Senator Munpr. “This is because you had originally made that rec- 
ommendation. We are following the original plan conceived in the 
minds of a majority of the TVA Board.” That is correct, is it not? 

Mr. Wrssen aver. I say that is the plan which is now being followed, 
but both plans were before the House and the Senate. As I under- 
stand the action, Congress said, “go ahead with one plan and not the 
other.” 

Senator Munpr. Let me get it very simple and very clear so we 
won't have any difficulty about the legislative history of our colloquy. 
Did Congress conceive this idea in the first place, or did the TVA 
Board conceive this idea in the first instance, vis-a-vis the John Sevier 
plant ¢ 

Mr. Wessenaver. With respect to the John Sevier plant the TVA 
Board made an original recommendation to the Bureau of the Budget 
to use revenues. 

Senator Munpr. Of course. We all know that. 





POWER GIVEN BY CONGRESS TO TVA 


Senator Hitt. However, the Congress conceived the original idea 
of course when Congress gave the TVA Board the power to do this 
very thing. That is correct. 

Senator Munpr. Power, but it did not insist on it. It was permis- 
sive. 

Senator Hirt. Well, Congress gave the TVA power to do this very 
thing. Congress put this power in the hands of the TVA thinking that 
there would be times when it would be wise to exercise this power 
when such power should be exercised. That was in the thought, the 
contemplation, and the intent of the Congress. That is why Congress 
put this power in here. 

May I say to my friend I sat in on the writing of the original bill 
and I think I have some idea of what we had in mind. 

You cannot compare this agency with most of the agencies of the 
Government or any other agency I know of. Here is the Government 
of the United States down there running a great power system serv- 
ing some 148 municipalities and REA co-ops and serving some 5 mil- 
lion people. Some might say, “Well, the Government should not have 
gone into this thing.” “Some might say, “The Government ought not to 
be in it.” Tlowever, we do have such a power system. We have it by 
an act of the Congress of the United States, and the Congress in set- 
ting up this system recognized that this system had to have certain 
power, certain authority, and had to have a certain flexibility, that the 
necessities of the situation do not require for other Government agen- 
cies. The Congress recognized that this is a power system and had 
to have much of the authority that a great private power system has. 


1948 RESTRICTION 


Senator Munpr. In 1948 Congress having watched it for 14 years 
said, “We better restrict that authority somehow.” 
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Senator Hinz. And the restriction was what ? 

Senator Munpr. That is what is in controversy. 

Senator Hinz. | think if the Senator will take time to study this, as 
[ am sure he will, he may say, “Well, they ought to have restricted 
it more,” but the restriction was to one proposition and that was the 
beginning of the construction of a new steam plant or a new dam. 
I think Mr. Swidler has made it ver y clear, not only that here were all 
these statements of intent, of purpose, and these definitions agreed on 
by both majority Members and minority Members on the floor of the 
ffouse, just on the eve of the vote by the House, but, furthermore, that 
the very definititon agreed on by the major ity and minority is exactly 
the same definition as set out by law in the words of the Federal Power 
Act. Isthat not right ? 

Senator Munpr. Mr. Chairman, may I just interrupt to say I have 
not lost interest in this discussion, but I have a long-distance call. 

Senator Hi. I am sorry, because I want to say this: I think I 
understand the Senator’s point of view, but, after all, the Senator 
speaks about short circuiting Congress. The TVA did not short 
circuit Congress. They are not exercising some power or not seeking 
some power—— 

Senator Munpr. They can as long as they run their charges through 
a generator. 

Senator Hitx (continuing). That the Congress has not given them, 
has not authorized them to use. And these are powers which they 
have used not once, but in other instances, the Congress being advised 
each time as to the exercise of that power, and the Congress not in 
any way dissenting or protesting. If the Congress does not want the 
TVA to have this power, of course, Congress has the right to withdraw 
this power. However, the way to withdraw this power is by an 
amendment to the law, which would withdraw the power, but Con- 
gress has not seen fit to do that and Congress not having seen fit to 
do that, this power being in the TVA, this power having been exer- 
cised time and again by TVA, with the consent of the Congress, there 
is nothing unusual about the present situation. There is no short 
circuiting. There is no going around Congress when the TVA is 
doing that which the Congress authorizes the TVA to do, which the 
Congress empowered TVA to do, and the Congress had good reasons 
and sound reasons for giving this power and this authority. 

Senator Ertenper. What the Senator said a moment ago would 
amount to this: That if Congress originally provided for the erection 
of, say, 5 generators at a certain steam plant, if at that same plant 
the TVA saw fit to add 40 more generators, it could do it without 
coming to Congress. 

Senator Hi. That might be true theor etic ally. 

Senator Extienper. That is true. 

Senator Hitt. Of course, we recognize that certain things would 
not be economical or feasible and would not be done, just as the Sen- 
ator, with his great interest in the Mississippi River, might be author- 
ized to go down there and do certain work, but there is a certain limit 
from an economic standpoint as to what you can do. There is a limit 
as to how many units you can put in a steam plant. These are neces- 

sary as well as economic installations. They must be made. 
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UNIQUE PROBLEM OF POWER INDUSTRY 


Mr. Wessrenaver. Senator, I would just like to comment on one 
other aspect of this. In the power business you have the problem of 
making the product the instant it is being used. In other words, you 
have to be in position to meet the variations and changing conditions 
which arise in the business on very short notice. If you have a dark 
day, or a cold day in the winter, and the load is higher, you have to 
spend some more money to burn some coal to produce that additional 
power, or if you have a machine that breaks down, you must put an- 
other unit or ys into service, and that takes money. Therefore it 
seems to me that Congress in assigning this job to TVA and expect- 
ing it to do a good job was saying to it, “You ought to have the use 
of your revenues to do that kind of a job.” I was just speaking about 
operating exponen, but the same thing applies in planning the system 
with respect to additions to the system. We try our best to look ahead 
3 years and we must anticipate what increased power uses many peo- 
ple will be deciding upon in the interim period. We must begin 
building the new capacity long before they even come to the stage of 
trying to arrive at a decision to add motors to their plants and ap- 
pliances in their houses. Therefore we ought to have the opportunity, 
which I think the Congress wisely gave us, to use revenues to adjust 
our program as those circumstances indicate. 

Senator ELLeNper. In other words, under your theory you can pro- 
ceed to expand as long as you have a demand for electricity irrespective 

: of what the cost is? 
Mr. Wessenavuetr. No, sir. 

Senator ELLenper. Yes, you can. In other words, if there is a de- 
mand within the territory now served by TVA you can proceed and 
just go on and build ad infinitum, and as I have just pointed out, 
you came to Congress to, say, establish a steam plant in a certain place. 
Now, when you did come before us you may have said at the time, 
“We need five generators. Now we find we need 10.” However, you 
do not have to come to Congress if you do not want to, do you, because 
you say it is an addition to an existing plant, although it is all new 
and although it is not a repair. It is not to replace. It is all new, 
and you have interpreted that to mean that you can go there and do 
it without having to come to Congress. I just do not agree with that. 
Any law that is so plain as what the general just read, I am just sur- 
prised should be interpreted in any other manner. 


PRACTICAL LIMITATION ON USE OF REVENUES 


Mr. Wessenaver. I would only like to comment, sir, that one must 
recognize the practical limitations on the use of revenues. As Gen- 
eral Vogel pointed out earlier, no system, and certainly not this one, 
could add to its facilities, to the extent needed, solely from revenues. 

Yonsequently there will have to be action by Congress to provide some 
of the facilities required for meeting the load growth. We can take 
care of part of the requirements with use of revenues, but we could 
not provide for the continued growth of this system solely out of the 
revenues. Thus there is a practical limitation, and the authority 
to use revenues which has been granted by Congress has that limitation 
to it. 
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Senator Erienper. As far as I am concerned, Congress is going to 
judge you in the light of what you are now doing when you come 
back for further authority. You take that from me. 

Is that all, Senator Hill / 

Senator Hini. Thatisall. Yes. 

In other words, Mr. Wessen: er, aS you say, the TVA as a great 
power system is able to do what a private utility would do. To finance 
additions to capacity they can do a certain amount of financing by 
the use of proceeds, but exe ‘annot meet the future demands of their 
systems just by proceeds. You, too, have to have capital and financing 
from some other source; is that right? 

Mr. Wessenaver. That is right, sir, and if we are to conduct this 
business well we ought to have the flexibility which other businesses 
of the same character have. As in the case of the utilities, revenues 
should be used to the extent practicable. As a matter of fact, the 
proposal with respect to revenue bonds is a recognition of that, because 
a revenue bond is simply a way of using future revenues to provide 

capacity, for the bonds are retired out of future revenues. 


RECOGNITION OF NEED FOR FLEXIBILITY 


Senator Hint. And, of course, when Congress gave you this power to 
use your proceeds for these additional units, Congress was reegonizing 
then what you just said, that as the operators of a great power system 
you have to have that flexibility, i is that not right ? 

Mr. Wessenaver. That is correct, sir, if we are to doa good job. If 
that flexibility is taken away from us and the job is poorly done, the 
Congress is going to hold the TVA bo: ird and its staff responsible for 

failing to do the kind of a job they were given todo. However if they 
are not allowed to use the tools with which to do a good job, they 
should not be held responsible for a poor result. 


RESPONSIBILITY OF PROVIDING FOR POWER NEEDS 


Mr. Wacner. Mr. Wessenauer has just about made the point that I 
wanted to make. The TVA has the responsibility for providing the 
capacity needed to supply the power needs of the region. As the 
situation stands at the present time, appropriations have not been 
forthcoming. The revenue bond legislation has not been enacted. 
The use of revenues—and the majority of the board understands that 
it has the authorization in the TVA Act to use revenues for that 
purpose—is the only course available for the board to discharge its 
responsibility for meeting the power demands of the region. TVA 
does not propose a capricious action. It is not deliber ately ignoring 
anyone’s wishes. It is simply making an earnest effort to live up to 
the very heavy responsibilities which TVA carries in this regard. As 
has been pointed out earlier, 50 percent of our load goes into the 
atomic energy plants and there are many other heavy defense-related 
industries which get their power from us. There are a great many 
homes—about a million and a quarter residential customers. These 
people are absolutely dependent on TVA for their power supply. 
This is a responsibility which we think the act of Congress has placed 
on the board. 
The only method available now for meeting the increase in these 
loads as it comes to us at a rate of 10 to 12 percent a year, is through 


; 
; 
' 
: 








= 


PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1957 45 


the use of revenues. As has been pointed out, that is only a short term 
remedy, but in this short term it 1s exceedingly important. Come the 

fall of 1957 and the winter of 1958 the loads will have to be met and 
this is the only source of funds available to the Board with which to 
meet those loads. 

Senator Hitz. In other words, you have these responsibilities im- 
posed upon you by Congress in the law passed by Congress, is that 
right? 

Mr. Waaner. Yes. 

Senator Hii. Congress gave you responsibility to meet the power 
needs of your service area. You have been denied any new appro- 
priations ‘and there has been no action taken on the revenue bond 
financing plan, so the only alternative open to you is to exercise the 
authority which Congress itself has given you and in order to meet 
the responsibilities imposed by Congress to use your power revenues 
to add capacity to meet the growing demand for power and so to live 
up to your responsibilities, is that correct ? 

Mr. Wacner. That is correct. 


NEED FOR LONG-RANGE FINANCING 


General Voce. There is one thing more that possibly should be 
said in that connection, Senator, and that is that a plan was proposed 
to finance the John Sevier unit number 4, starting that unit by appro- 
priations and carrying on the rest of its construction by funds ob- 
tained from the sale of revenue bonds, and that is cert: ainly in my 
opinion the preferential method, because it tends to set us up on a 
long-range basis, which is necessary, rather than this very short-term 
basis by which it seems to me we are in a position of making more 
enemies than friends. 

Senator Hirz. Of course, as of now there has been no legislation 
passed giving you any authority to issue any revenue bonds or to 
accomplish any financing through bonds; is that not right? 

General Vocen. Yes, but I can still hope. 

Senator Hix. I understand you can still hope, but as of now you 
do not have that authority, so the only way that you can meet these 
responsibilities is to use the power given you by the Congress in the 
law to use your proceeds to meet these responsibilities and meet these 
power demands. Is that right? 

General Vocer. As it stands now that is correct. I think that we 
would have eliminated considerable of the ill will which has been 
developed, however, if we had been given specific authority with 
respect to each of the units as they are needed. 

Senator Hitz. I think that we ought to have in this record, Mr. 
Wessenauer, your statements as to your future power needs. 

Mr. Wessenaver. Yes, sir. 

General Vocrn. I have indicated it will be submitted. 

Senator Huw. It ought to be in this record. 

(See p. 27 for statement of future power needs.) 

Tf there is nothing else then, the committee will stand in recess. 

The statement to be filed by the National Rural Electric Cooperative 
Association will be placed in the record. 
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(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF CLYDE T. ELLIS, GENERAL MANAGER, NATIONAL RURAL ELECTRIC 
COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION RELATIVE TO FISCAL 1957 APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE 
TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my name is Clyde T. Ellis. I 
am general manager of the National Rural Electric Cooperative Association, 
which is the national service organization for the REA-financed electric systems 
in the United States and Alaska. Approximately 90 percent of all such systems 
are members. 

NRECA has always vigorously supported the Tennessee Valley Authority as 
the embodiment of the finest principles of comprehensive basinwide multipurpose 
resource development. We believe such resource-development programs are one 
of the best means available to the United States to provide for the “general wel- 
fare” in the real sense that was envisioned by those who framed those very words 
into our Federal Constitution. 

Fifty-one rural electric cooperatives in the States of Virginia, Alabama, Ten- 
nessee, Kentucky, Georgia, and Mississippi depend all, or in major proportion, 
upon TVA for their supplies of wholesale energy. Not only are the loads of these 
rural electric systems increasing each year, but the TVA system load as a whole 
is rapidly outgrowing the generating resources available to meet it. 

The President’s budget for the fiscal year 1957 states with respect to TVA that : 

“After allowing for operating reserves, including such factors as machine 
outages and the effects of drawdown of storage reservoirs, this system could 
carry a load of about 9,543,000 kilowatts. The TVA system demands at that 
time (1958) are estimated to be in the order of 9,800,000 kilowatts to 10 million 
kilowatts, excluding power loads of the city of Memphis, which expects to com- 
plete its new steam plant by May 1958.” 

It is apparent that additional generating resources must be made available to 
the TVA system by 1958 if an acute curtailment of load is to be avoided. 

Mr. Chairman, representatives of this association and representatives of the 
rural electric systems and other power distributors of the TVA area have ap- 
peared before this subcommittee for many years to urge appropriations for the 
construction of additional self-liquidating TVA steam plants. Congress has not 
seen fit to make such appropriations available, despite the fact that the users of 
the power will repay the total amount with interest. Alternatively, TVA, sup- 
ported by the rural electric cooperatives and other power distributors of the 
TVA area, has petitioned the Congress to authorize the issuance of revenue 
bonds, the procee’is from which would be used to finance necessary additional 
steam generating facilities. Up until now, the Congress has not seen fit to 
authorize such bond financing. 

If the integrity of TVA is to be preserved, it is essential that either additional 
Federal appropriations be made available to build steam generating equipment, 
or that appropriate authority be conferred upon TVA to issue revenue bonds to 
finance such expansion. 

Unfortunately, exigencies of power-system operation are not amenable to the 
sometimes time-consuming democratic processes which we have evolved in this 
great United States for the solution of our national problems. There are no 
funds in the President’s budget for fiscal 1957 to build additional steam capacity 
for TVA. It also appears most unlikely at the present time that the bond- 
financing legislation will be enacted at this session of Congress. This means 
that at least 1 additional year must pass before these problems are again placed 
before the Congress for consideration. However, it takes approximately 2 years 
to build steam-generating equipment, and by the time the Congress again bas 
the opportunity to consider the TVA problem, it may well be too late to meet 
the power shortage that is facing TVA in 1958 even by the most expeditious legis- 
lative handling of the matter. 

For these reasons, our people in the TVA area are asking that TVA not be 
prohibited from using its corporate funds, derived from power revenues, for 
the construction of new steam-generating units at existing plants. It is recog- 
nized that although it would be impossible as a practical matter to utilize cor- 
porate funds exclusively for the financing of additional generating stations, such 
a plan would offer temporary relief to a critical situation over a short-term 
period. The rural electric cooperative movement in the United States was actu- 
ally conceived in the TVA area. The, TVA experiment with the electric co- 
operatives as a means for bringing central station service to rural areas pro- 
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vided the necessary stimulus to awaken other portions of rural America to the 
modern miracles that could be brought by the use of electricity on the farm. 

We believe TVA has the authority to proceed with immediate construction of 
additional steam generating units, and to finance them from corporate funds, 
although the amount available from this source is limited, of course. The coop- 
eratives in the Tennessee Valley and this association wholeheartedly support 
the decision of the TVA Board to proceed with the construction of such neces- 
sary generating facilities as are required to meet 1958 load conditions. We feel 
that it is only reasonable that the funds required to construct such facilities 
should, in the absence of congressional appropriation, and in the absence of 
bond-issuing authority, come from the operating surplus that has been accumu- 
lated by the efficient management of the TVA system and has been contributed 
by the citizens of the TVA area in the form of power revenue. Such investment 
of its own funds is certainly consistent with the original intent of Congress in 
creating TVA, in my opinion. 

As far as I can learn, the overwhelming majority of the citizens in the TVA 
area are in favor of the construction of additional steam-generating units 
through the use of corporate funds, although everyone realizes that such a pro- 
cedure cannot serve as a long-term solution to the problem. 

We, therefore, urge, in the absence of appropriations to finance construction 
of additional TVA steam capacity during the fiscal year 1957, that the subcom- 
mittee include language in its report similar to that included in the House com- 
mittee report reaffirming the authority of TVA to utilize the balance accumulated 
from power-sales revenue for construction of additional steam-generating fa- 
cilities. 


(Whereupon, at 12:25 p. m., Thursday, May 31, 1956, the hearing 
was recessed. ) 
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